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COMES TO MIND ~e

Emmanuel Levinas

TRANSLATED BY BETTINA BERGO

The thirteen essays collected in this volume investigate the possibility thal the
word “God ™ can be understood now, at the end of the twentieth centiry b i
meaningful way. Nine of the essays appéar in English translation for the Hist
tme, 4
Amuong Levinas's writings, this vilume distinguishes itself, both [or 5.2__-:._: [
his thought and for a wider audience; by the range of issues it addresses, Loy
net a_.._u_‘ rehearses the echical themes that bave led him o be _.nmn?._u& as one ol
the most original thinkers working out of the ﬁ_dnz..:.ﬁ_.;_cmmnﬂ_ Z_nn___.muﬂ.. _.Fn *r.__ !
also 1akes up philosophical questions concerning politics, language, and relighon
The volume siiates his thought 1na broader intellectual context than Bave his
previous woiks. In these essavs, alongside the detailed investigazions of Hussarl,

Heidegger, Rosenaweig, and Buber that characterize ail his writings, Levings also
adidresses the thoughr of Kierkegaard, Marx, Bloch, and Derrida.
Some essays provide lucid expositions not available élsewhere 1 key areas of .
text for understanding $evinas and is in many respects the best introduction o '
T

Levinass thought, “God and Philosophy™ is perhaps thie single most importn
his works. “From Consciousness to Wakefulness” iluminates Levinas's relation o
Husserl and thus to phenomenology, which is always his starting point, even il he
never abides by ghie limiss it imposes, In “The Thinking of Being and the
Question of the Other™ Levinas nut ouly addresses Derriday Speech and
Phenanenabut also develops an answer to the later Heidegger's account of the
history of Being by suggesting another way of reading that history.

Among the othier topics examined in the essays are the Marxist concepr ol s
ology: deatl, hermeneurics, the concept of evil, the philosophy of di

lation of rﬁ.msumn 1o the Other, and the acts of communication and
dersunding,
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.J.n.mﬂ_.._uq..._.__r_..._ CROSSTING AESTHETICS
_.__ _

Emmanel Levinas was Professor of Phtlosophy at the Sorbone and [
Evole Normale Isvaclite Ortentale. Among bis books ave Proper Nanes
rpgi) anel Outside the Subject (Starrford, 1994 ).
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Preface to the Second Edition

The text af the firse cdition of dhe prescing worle has boen q_..v.__._.u_.._ ueed
here withour modifcarions,

This work, which attempes o fnd the reaces of che ﬁ_“u_:.___._”_..._ ot Giod 1o
i [ fe penaee ae Do o CTde], of his descent upon our lips, and his in-

.n..ul_._:._.__._ in booles, limies isell oo the [wodanl ar which, thanks o the up-

welling of the human within being, there can be an interruption or sus-

pen sion of the w.:_“u._.._._._.__.._.__" purEevernee _.L._._.n_.:__._ is ._.:...m_.._”_..q.__ that of uni-
versal inter-csredness, and, consequenty, of the seruggle of all against all.
This m_.__.._,...:_.__..___.m:.__ ar dis-inrer-ested ness s _..:_"__r_._._.n_....._ i human bet
sponding For cheir bellow man whao,

chem. Such o responsilsiliny is the FERpMITISE [0 the Hmper; Ive _”___..ﬂ?_._._._m_._“:._n

g5 re-

navihier person, 15 3 siEnger o

love, which comes ro me from the Face of another where abandonment
and the election ticd o his uniguence signify simultanecuslys this is che
order of beinp-for-the-other or of holiness [saineesd] as the sonerce of every
vlue,

This imperative to love—awhich is also election and hwe reaching him
whao is invested by it e his pnigueness gua q_..rmu_:_”_z:.._”__.. one—1% described
in (3 Gadl Whe Coemes s Mind without evoking creation, emnipotence,
rewards, and promises. We have been reproached for ignonng theology;
and we do not here contest the necessity of a recovery or, ar least, the ne-
CUSSILY ....__m;ﬁ”_.__u_u,w:.__"._ the opporiunity frr 2 recovery of these themes, We
think, hewever, that theological recuperation comes after the glimpse of
haliness, which is primary. This is all the more true thar we belong o a
peneration—and o contury—for which was reserved the piciless wrials
ol oo wilies withont consalation or promises; and because it is impossi-



% Prefiace to the Second Fdivion

ble—For us, the survivors—to witness against holiness, in secking afier
its conditions, Foreword

W have been able o bring numerous corrections mo the typescrring of
the new edition thanks to the precious intervention of a reader. In effect,
we owe our revisions o the exoreme kindness and r._.__mm_,_._.__..._._r._p_. ARCnrion
of Mr. Eugene Demuont, whom we thank with humilicy, yer also with all
our hearr,

The various rexes assembled i this volwme Peprescne in m._.___:..._,._._m._...u__.._cb
into the possibiling—or even the fact—of understanding the word “God”
as a n:...__._.:..m_...._”._“ waord, Thix m_._.__._......:._h:.:___._ weas carried o h____._.n...?_..._.__.__.r_._q_..._. of
the problem of the existence or nonexistence of God; independently of
the decision o be made in the wake of this aliernarive, and alse indepen-
dently of che decision concerning the sense or nonsense of this alverna-
tive itsclf, Whar is .£._._._...,_._._ hire s the __...___.z..—.___._._...:._:_.._.__:_.n.._ﬂ_.._.____. CEREPEEEREEE 1N
which this significarion could or does signify, even i it cuts across all phe-
:_".__._._._.._._“._.___.u..._ for this _...__.__._mz._..". ey cold nor he sraned inoa _._.__.-_..._m. Nig-
rive fashion and as an apophantic negation. Ir is a matter of describing
the n__._r._._._..__._._r._._.:”_:_.q.?.__._ “elren matances ......:.u_._._._..u.__:ﬁ it, cheir & e coT-
juncrure, and somerhing like the concrere “staging” of what gets expressed
in the ahseract,

The acrentive reader will probably notice that our theme lemds 1o ques-
tions less “gratuitous” than one might imagine given its inirial formula-
tion. This is not only due o the importance that the description of the
meaning attached to the name or the word "God”™ can ke on for him
who is concerned to recognize or contest—in the linguage of the Revela-
rion _“..“_.Emu_i or preached by positive religions—rhar it was indeed God
whao spoke, and not an evil genius or a politics hidden bencarh a false
mame. This concern is, however, already iself philosophical.

Chuestions relative to God are not resolved by answers in which the in-
.__._?___"..._l..__._ ciEases b resorate OfF 18 ....__._.n.__h”_”_._ m..:._.n__.u_._..ﬁ_.. The ___._..._.n,w_n_m.__._,m__..m._.._._._
cortld naw [, buere, amn o seraigh line, To che ditfculties of the apace

(L ETRE T R ..f.._:_ i, i i Jre __..._r__._. .__......_....r ful _u.p. .u__.__._.p._; _.._._,.,. _....__.__.__...__.._R ;U_H__.._

e



xil Fareuond

slowniess of the explorer, Be thar as it may, the book we present appears
in the form of discrete studies which have not been brought ropecher by a
continuous wriring. Thus we have borne witness 1o the stages of -
erary which often lead back o the deparrure [roint. Along the way there

Vilin-

alse arise rexts in which the path itself is surveyed, s pesspectives
glimpsed, and bearings taken. We have avranged the various essays ac-
cording to the chronology of their compaosition. Ir is possible—ane wse-
ful—to give the argument in a fow pages an the threshold of this collec-
tien, hoowever.

Cane wonders whother i is possible to speak legitimately of Goad widh-
our striking a blow agains the absolureness [afesfeind] thar his wornd
seems o signify, What is it to have become conscious of God? s it 1o
have included him ina —:_.:._.q_.“._.__.ﬂ_.. [rrpaer] wehich wssimilares him, inoan
experience that remains—whatever s modalitis—a learning and 2
grasping? And is not the infinity or cotal altenity or novelry of the ab-
selute thus given back to immanence, back w the womalitg which the 1

think™ of "rranscendental apperception” embraces, back o the system o
which __n_._._.______.._r:.._m_i_ Feads or tends across universal history? Is nor the mean-
ing of this cxrraordinary name of God in our vocabularies concradicned
by this inevitable restiturion to immanence—ra the paint of belying che
coherence of this SOveTengEm mm._.q._._:.u.:.__.u_ _.._._.;m.__._.\__.ﬂ._.u“ and ?..._.n_.__..__._m_. % T i
a pure flates mocist

Yer whart else could one seck than consciousness and experience—whar
else than knowledge—bencath thoughe, such thar in welcoming the nov-
eliy of the absoluce i did noc, by this very welcome, strip the absoluge of
it peveeley? Whar is this other thoughr char—as neither assimilation nor
integration-—wotild neither bring the ahsolure in is novelry back v the
“already knewn,” nor compromise the novelty of the new by deflower-
ing it in the coreelation between thought and being which thinking ir-
self founds? A thought would be required thar was no longer construcred
as a relanionship hinding the thinker to whar is thoughe, Or we would
need, in this thought, a relation withour correlatives, a thoughe not held
ter the rigorous correspondence berween whar Husser] called soesis and
weeem, 3 thought noc held 1o the visible's adequacy 1o the incention ic
should respond win the intition of the truch. A thoughe would be re-
quired in which the very metaphors of vision and aiming would no
longer be legirimare.

Impossible requirements! Unless they were echoed by what Descarres

Forenmrd %110

called che idea-of-the-infinie

-, that is, _._”__. i _._._.u__.__.u..._._._ _"_::r:__..u.. b
yome what it is able to conain in the Anitude of it copies; by anidea thae
Cand— .._._..r._u_..._.:_._._." o Dhescarmess Wiy F._....xr”__.._.a,,_m:_h Riamscl—would have
placed in us. An exceptional idea, a unique idea, and, for Diescartes, the
theindeingg af Cioad | pesser & Diend] S I ies phienomenclogy, chis is a think-
ing, that dees not le isell be reduced, withour remainder, o a subject’s
act of consciousnes, oF o pruafe F_.:.::__.r__.m:.._.q. m_:__p.:_..m_n.:___m_u... A”_n_:__.:_.J.. i
the ideas which always remain on che seale of the "mentonal ohjecr,” or
an thar of their aafaiame, and so exerr a hold on i CONEEATY T thie ielems
by which thinking progressively grasps the world, the idea of the Infinie
_.u.__"___.__...._ CONCGEE i __._".:. 1 Wi ..__:__ i e .._."._. It .._...._:.:___._ r....__.__r."_m._._ LR RTHTLY q__..__._
its capacity as a cagita, Thought would think in seme manner beyond
whar it thunks. L irs relanon o wha _u__._._..._.._.__ ror b ies “inrentional” cor
relate, thoughe would also be de-pareea, Blling through, not arciving a
anvend [seae fin] or ar che Gndee [aly fef]. Yoo in is necessary o distinguish,
on the one hand, between the pure failure of che inrentional aim that
reaches no end, for this would sl _z._n____“ Iin :____:_”__. ar o the Famos
teleslogy of the “rranscendencal consciousness™ destined to an end and,
an the orher band, che _._._....ﬂ__: tation” or reaiEscendence _.”__....._.n___.__ CVETY el
and every finality, The lateer is o thoughr of the absolure in which the ab-
solure 15 oo renclicd a2 emd, For ehat would soll hawe ...mm._._.:_.,_ﬁ._ Firval-
ity and Fnitude. An idea of the Infinite would be o choughe disengaged
from consciosiness, ol i _:_._.m:_.u. res the el v CrHe ol the uneon
scions, but according o the thoughe thar is perhaps most profoundly
L..__..__:N_.__”.. thar of dis-inrer-cered ness which is o relarions _._.m._._ without hold
on g being, which is ner snanriciparion of being—racher, & pure pa-
tienee. As de-ferenee in .___:..._.“T..m_“__.. it weonld b _.F.u..___.:_m all thar which is as
smed; it would be a de-ference char @ irreversilile like rime. Thar is, it
is ﬂ_un_nu..nn oF __.._._.._m_—u of time i s dine _._1:_._u._. whiere omorro s never
reached today Prior oo every acrivity of consciousness, more ancient than
consciousness, would this nor be the _._._.._n.m"__...,.._ ____m:r:"_._w ol the new? G-
inirous like a devotion, a thoughe thar would already go unrecognized in
ity transcendence when one persisted in secking, in i din-chrony and in
[rrocrastination, not the surplus—or the Gesg'—aof pracuity and devo-
e, har an :.___.._.__m.",“_"_"___.:.__.u..u a thematization., amd che T At of 2
i

W tlaimk e e can anad ._.__."__u.____" o gk, r__...\__:_._.l._“_ this apparent nega-
veviny ol il delew aof el Trdiniee, the fergacren horizons of s aharract sig-




X1V Foreword

nificarion. Cne must bring the relenlogy of the acr of conaciousncss as i
turns intoe dis-inter-ested thought, back to the nonfortuitous conditions
and circumstances of irs signifying [dgsifer] in man, whose humanicy is
perhaps the putting in question of the good consciousness of the being
thar perseveres in being. %We think it is fircing o reconstineee the serings
indispensable to the “staging” of this turning of consciousness, This
woutld be a phenomenalogy of the idea of the Infinive. It did ner inter-
est Dhescartes, for whom the mathematical clarity and distinctmess of the
ideas were enough, bur whose teaching on the prioricy of the idea of dhe
Infinite relative to the idea of the Anite is a precioons indication for amy
phenomenology of consciousmess.

We think thar the
God—coomes to me o dhe concreteness of my relacion o the other man,

al-the-Infinite-in-me—aor 1 ¥ relation o

in thee sociality which is my responsibility for che neighbor, Here is found
a responsibility thar 1 coneracred in no “experience,” bur of which the face
ol the other, ____::.___W_._ i .._”__...._.m__..__. anl __.___n__._._.u__._ i & FINECness, states the
command thar came from wdba dvoees wolere. From owho knows where: in iz
et as if this Goe were an m_"_:_ﬁ... 2."_“..&1:_.1. back ta an unknown source or
an inaccessible original, like o residue and 2 wirness borme of a dissimula-
tion and the makeshily of some missed prosence, B is oot o iF the wlea of
infinicy were the simple negarion of every onrological dererminarion thar
e _F.HL...__.#_ i z......rm_._mh i ies theorerical essence, ____..__.._._..... SUSPLY .::F i
it the “had inhnite” beneath which the tedivm of the frostrared enden-

cies of an m._._._“_:._.__...n_ _m:;_m__h__. weere dissimulared, Meither would it be the

“bad infinitc” in which an interminakle series of filures were exoused,
and in which was m“___...__.“____.::#_ the ___.__._E,..._:: iy ol _:._.:."_.__m.. o an e which
opened onro a negarive theology, Racher, icis as if the face of the other
man, who froim the Best “askes for me™ and orders me, were the crox of
the very scheme of this surpassing by God, of the idea of God, and of
every idea in which He would seill be intendid, wisible, and knowmn—and
in which the Infinite were denied by thematization, or in presence or rep-
resenration. Ivis not in the finalivy of an intentiomal aiming thar 1 think
infinicy. My deepest thought, which carries all chought, my thoughe of
the infinire, alder than che choughre of the Anite,” is the very diachrony
of time. It is noncoincidence, dispossession itself, This is 2 way of “being
.“m..__.._r..“_.___“._. " _._...m.n_:.. u__._”___ BTN .“__1..“ _.__:..._“.m_.____..._._.“._n_: ..__.__"_. hER TS n.__..&uu_u._. E1%] _"_._m._._ in
consciousness, by way of the graruity of time (in which philosophers

manaped o bear 4 vaniey or privation ). A oway of being dedicated thae is
ged o f v or p ). A way of being dedicated 1l

Forerord W

devorion. An unoo-Cood [A Dien] thar is precisely noc intenrionalicy in is
TAIE LI CO= TN IR i ...._:.:__'__".xr_._._._.

This is & dia-chrony which no themarizing and inter-csted movement
of conscinusness—whether as PICITEY O 314 _"._'—.__“."_,r can reabsorls oF re-
cuperare in the simulaneiries it construres. [vis like a devorion thar, in
its dis-ingerested - e, misses [rre .mz_.._”__. ] w._..ﬁ_:_ biir is eliverged- I—."_”_.. a Gl
“whao loves the stranger” rather than showing himsclt—rwowand the other
man bor whom | have o ._._...n“_.__:_..._. ) q._.zm“__:_..rm_._m_. ¥ witheur concern for
reciprocity: [ have o respond bor an other withour arcending te an other’s
.,.,#._E_,__m_n_:m._.u_. in F.“_..q_"_:._ o mmee, A relarion without comreletion, or a love of
ihe neighbor thar is a love without cros, For-the-other-man and chereby
vt Caoed! Tlis i foowe 2 .___.___..T_____ thinles more than it thinks. As demand
and responsibilicy, all the more imperious and wrgent for being under-
R with more patienee, such s the concrete orgin or the .:q:..f:_.:_ siEL-
arien where the Infinice plices jeself in me, where the idea of the Infinice
commands the spirit, andd the word oo commes o the rifr ol e’ TTTETTE
I'lere is inspiration and, thus, the prophetic evene of the relaton o che
T W

Yet this is also—with the placing in me of the idea of the Infinite—a
_._..:_.”___.n._..m.“,. event _._r...__,_..:.__“_ e sy _______.n__"..m_....__ _r._u_"m..f._.__.u._.m.J_._ it is the ._.__...._:__“._.1. af
the primordial time in which, for iself or of isclf, the idea of the Infi-
witr—delormal ined ._Luu_::".r_,,.x. Caonl - _n._":m._._m...._—..__.__...m.._.".:.. as the lile of
4,

———
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A Rupture of Immanence




§ Ideology and Idealism

Ideology and Morality

_n._...._”.._.:m.q_w. _.__,_._ﬂ_.._a _.._._r. APPITEIES .:_. ..___.._n._.__.._... _u__.__” n._.__r. SLALCImenG _.__. s
concept ruins the credit of morality, The suspicion of ideology deals
maorality the hardest blow it coubd vver recetve. This suspicion probahly
marks the end of an entire human ethics and, in any case, overtums the
theory of duty and of values,

Understoad as a serof rules for conduer founded apon the universalicy

of maxims or upon a hicrarchically ordered sysrem of values, morality
carried within itselfa rationale, It had ies evidenee and was apprehended
in an inrencional act snalogous o knowing. Like the caregorical impera-
tive, axiology belonged o che doges, The relagivity of maosality in relation
ro history, is varanons aned wariams as a2 funcrion of social amd ecommmic
structures, did not fundamentally compromise this ratienale. Both the
lisvarical situation and social priculasism allowed themselves correctly
tor be inerpreted as derermining the “subjective” condirions of access to
the .__.._u.ﬂ.n_._. and the time necessary For this aceess. These were the varalle
conditions of a clear-sightedness thar did not fall omniscient from the sky
and that knew periods of obscurity. The relativism that the experience of
these conditions scemed to invite was artenuated to the degree w which
historical evolution let itself be understood as the manifestation of rea-
st inselfs as a progressive raconalization of the Subject up to the ab-
sl perini of a reason becoming free act, or a practical, effective reason.
Uhlized in che Marist eritique of bourgeois humanism, the notien of
idvabigy reveived mnch of i persiasive force in Mictzsche and in Fread.




4 A Bapewre of Tovmaneiee

nee af 1.::._._.___._:”... m

Thar the apgpe

e be more insinuaring and more
resistant than a Mogiem, and dhat ies powers of mystificarion mighr be
dissimulaved 1o the point where the ant of logic was insufficient for it de-
mystification, and that the mystificarion mighe mystify the mystifiers—
procecding From an intention unconscious of iself: here lay the novelry
of this netion of idenlogy,

It is possible, however, to think that the srrange notion of sepect reaso
eid nor anise in a philosophical discourse thar would simply have ler it-
selt slide into suspicions instead of producing proofs.” The mening of
this reason imposes itself in the “desere that grows,” in the rising moral
misery of the induserial cra. A meaning that sigaiffes in the me ning or
in w cry denouncing o scandal wowhich Reason—capahle of thinking, as
an seoponiy, 3 world whercin one sells the “poor for a pair of samdals™—
wonld remain insensitive withour this _..J_.... Thisixa v.___._”._ﬁ_._r._“_n cry, _..._._.:.._u__.
diseourse; ir s a voice thar cries in the desery, o revolr of Mas and SMarg-
ists beyond Marxsian science. It is a meaning which rends like a cry thar is
not reabsorbed in the system chat absorbs i, and whercin it does not
cease resounding in o voice other than thar which carries coherene dis-
course. It is nor always true thar not-to-philosophize is sl o philoso-
_w_:...__...1 The m_.:_..ﬂ_._..__._._.m_._._._. torce of ethics does not ACTCST 0 A mm_.____.._ e relax-
ing, of reason, bt to placing in question the aer of plifusapdizing, which
canmit Fall hack e philosephy. Bur what a singular reversal! By weay of
its historical relarivity, by way of its normative allures, which one deems
regressive, ethics is the firse vierim of the struggle it instigared againse ide-
ology. Ethics loscs its status of reason For a precarious condition within
__.:.. _h.._.._a_.. ﬂ__“. reasann. “_q _..x.u_zu.......n —._.: il _:.__:..._._._z_..m.n.__.:.. _”.._".._.m._u_“. _.r.._.._....._m_.__“___. T_.: “_._”.:..
is susceptible 1o becoming conscious and, consequently, courageous or
.n_"!....sﬂ._.__.“__. in view of _._._..ﬁ_.._._..__ﬂ".. both others ”._.:_._ 15 oW _“._.._.___..__......_.._.b [N
preachers. les rationality, one of pure semblance, is the ruse of a war of
one class t_%z.i_.i o the echer, or a _._,.m.._.ﬂ..r. af Frustrated _u__..:.__._”.a_ a hundle
of illusions commanded by interests and needs for compensario

ldeology and "Disinterestedness”

Thar ideology—like reason in Kants rranscendental dialestic—might
be a necessary source of illusions is probably a still more recent view, I
we believe Althusser, ideology always cxpresses the manner in which con-

sciousness s dependency in regard vo the ohjective or marerial condirions

Letercalea ¥ aseal Felevifiin g

that derermiine it——and which scienniBe reason griasps in their _.__._,._...:._..
irpy—is cxperienced by this consciousness, We muost ar once ask ourselves
iF ehis dowes mor teach s, e the sime tme, o coreain eccentric iy ool con-

sciousness relavive o the onder controlled by saence—and o which sci-

ance F___._.__...__“.__..a,h_u., _n_...._:__._ﬁ a disloeation of the sibyject, a _m,___._m_.__...,. A ._.u,_:_._... '
berwecin the subject amd being,

1F allusicen is the _._.__"x_..am_...... of this EAI, i
this gap, or this cxile, or this ontological “srarclessness” of consciousness
:_...._,._.._q”_... Comld this i b the: rm_:_'_... eWleer af the i _:_:__w_p._r.:_.dz al sei-
ence which, inits coming o complecion, would crode o a Blamenr the
subject whose uliimare vocation should only b in service to dhe ol and
which, cnoe scienoe were complered, would Tose ies neason for being? Bue
it is then this indehnige defomment of scwnribe _...:._._.__“__...:_n___ thar waold ..._:..

does nor make this [E TR LR

nify the gap berween the subject and being. As this gap is found inoche
_u.n.”..,,.g:i_:.._.. that the sbsject wi lad hawee ol ___._._“_..__._:._... seicner, which, _.___.._.:._"..r
put idenlogy back ince s place and having cerainly cansed the lacer w
lase the prtensien .".__"._”__..._._._q..r atrug _."._._n_......__...__m...,. annd ol elirec ting elficcions
aves, should hive broughe idealgy back ve the rank of @ psychological
Fator v [ amediFed _J_. [Fraxis like: any viher Foror of the real, Scieinee

M

will mot, however, have kepr this ideology, henceforth inafhensive,
cOntinuimg o assure the permanen of w sulvective life that lives from s
demystified illusions, This s Tife where under the nose of science one
cormmits great follies, where one caes and distraces oneself whene ame b
arnbiions and estheric rstes, where one weeps or hecomes indignane, for-
.__.m._.__.ud L certainty ol demeh and 2l of the _”._._u_.z?:. [y _"___.__.J.,.”__.. ....“___..mn._n_r.__.
rhat, behind lifies back, command chis life. The gap beeween dhe subjec
el ﬂ..“._._m._.”._.". artesed _..__u.. mn.._c_.._-_v...ﬂ__.. weomald thees haald cigher tooan "__..__..".w.,,. -
terred completion of science or w this ever-possible forgetting of ir,

Bt does chis AP g Frovm the ,.._.__.__.F.F 17 Do 50 come Froim a .__...._._“..._.h.
voncerned abour its being and persevering in being, from an inrerioriy
viethed imoan essence of a [Persage, Froamm a .a_.r_._w...:_“_._.:u_. :_.r.m._._w... —,”__.um_.r:__..

i its ex-ceprion, concerned with i happiness—or with s salvation—
with its _“”_1.._...._.._... intencions in the mids of the _.___?.r._..,._:_.:.“_.. of the teoe? s i
the sulyject himselF arho will hive dog our a hollow for ideology, between
Ll Famd _.__..:._H.q_m_ Taaes this hodlosw not derive From a mul.uﬂ rupinre with
il illusaons and the ruses chae Alled i does ic nor derive from an inser-
e el essenoe, from a non -plice, from a .._._._“.u__.u._m.u.; from a pLre inter-
val el il i opened by disinverestedness! There, science would not

T




& A h_.:._?__._._.h. __u.__n,__._:._.:._..qzﬁx_.__.

vet have consoling dreams to be interrupted, nor megalomania o be
browghe back 1o reason; bur there alone science would have Tound the
distance necessary to irs impartiality and its objectivity. Ideology would
thus have heen the symprom or the sign of a “non-plce” where the ob-
jectivity of science eludes all impartiality. How to decide between the
rerma of this alrernarive? Perhaps another momenr of the modern mind
will suggest the meaning of the option to choose, And alse 2 more com-
plere analysis of disinrercsred ness.

The _,..:.__m:nﬂn-:?-nm Soence

Muodern epistemology is lintde concerned wich this uncondidoenal con-
dition——alsout this _._._..n._..,__nmn.“__. ter tear eensel F From _._n_:_._.u... in orcder to _.___”.._..._..
oneself, as a subject, upon an absolure or wropian ground, on @ terrain
rhat makes disinterestednes _I._..E..__u__.... _...1?__:._"_"__"”__:_.1.“__ CWET IMISIrLSTS 11
any distancing from realicy favors idenlogy, in the cves of cpistemalogy
The conditiens of mrion iy are heneetoreh @l on the side _u_“.r:._.__._.._.__".._._._._i.

izself, and en thar of che rechnical acviviey deae resulis from i A sorc of

meascientism and rEapPEITELST domanates Western ____._._._.ﬁ“_"_._. It extemls
o disciplines having man as cheir ohject, e extends w ideologies them-
selves, whose mechani=ms one dismantles amd whose siroctumes ane sees
forth. The machemarical formalizacion practiced by scrocooralism con-
stitnees the ohjectivism of the new methol, which is so much i conse-
quence. Mever inthe mew science of man shall value serve as o principle
aof .m._.__"....__:"....—_u_m_m_.“__.. Frer i 1% _._._._......ma_.._.._. i1 value thar ehe grean Liv would ke
refuge: impulse or instinet, a mechanical phenomenon objectively de-
tectable in man, gives us by its spontancity the illusion of the subject
and, by its rerm, the appearance of an end. The end poses as value and
the impulse, consequently, garbed in practical reason, is guided by this
value promaored to the rank of & universal principle. All 2 drama o be
reduwced! e must remember Spinaga, thie great demalisher of idealo-
pics, soill unaware of their name—aor recall his knowledge of the first
genus, Ieis the desirable that is valwed, it is not value chat gives rise o
desires.

In the ambiguity of the desire that sill lers isell be understood, either
as provoked by the value of is end or as founding value by the movement
rthar animares it, only the second term of the alrernarive endures, The
dearh of God began there. v has resuleed, in our day, in the subonding-

fefvefogy el felealiog 7

o of sxiology o desives undersrood as impulses, organized ﬁﬂ......:.ﬁ
po cerrain formulas in rhose machines of desire that weould be men. The

new theary of knowledge no longer ascribes any transcendencal role mo
human subjectivity. The scientific activity of the subject is interpreted as a
detour by which the diverse structures o which realivy is reduced show
themselves and are arranged in a system. What one alled, in times pasr,
the effort of intelligenoe in invention would chos be only an olyjective
event of the intelligible isself and. in some manner, a purely logical se-
quence, Contrary to Kantian reachings, wrue reason would be without in-
rerest. Structuralism is the primacy of theoretical reason.

Conremporary thought thus moves ina world of being withour hu-
rman traces, where subjpectivity has lost its place in the midst of a spirioual
landscape comparalle o the one before the astronaus who first ser foor
on the moon, whence the carth itself appearcd as a dehumanized sgar En-
trancing spectachs, never before seen! From the "dépi vu™ o the voyages
ver to come! Discoveries From which one carrics off pounds of stones
com pesed of the same chemical demenrs as our rerreserial minerals, Ther-
haps they respond o the problems thar up wmil now seemed insoluble
ter the specialists; perhaps they widen the horizon of specitic problems.
They will not tear apars the ideal line that is cerrainly ne longer the en-
counter of the sky and the earth, bur which marks the limic of the Same.
Within the infinity of the cosmos offered up 1o his movements, the cos-
monaut, or the space pedestrian—man—finds himself confined witchout
Freing able o ser foor curside.

Has science produced the bepord being in discovering the totaliny of be-
ing? Has i given ieself the place or non-place necessary o its own bareh,
i maintaining its ehjective spined The question remains. The superhn-
man adventure of the astronaues—rto refer w this adventure as if o a
able—shall certainly go ar some poine beyond all the knowledge that
mirted it. There will then be the old biblical verses recited by Arm-
stromg and Calling. Bur perhaps this ideofepival recitation will have ex-
pressed only the foolishness of perits bowrgenis Americans, an expression
inderior ga their courage. And it will have expressed the inhnire resources
heroric—thar is, of rhetoric in the Platonic sense, which Harters irs
nlicnce, according o the Gergdas, and which "is 1o justice as conkery is
S g o1z hae alse of a cheroric foereshadowed in all the full-
i counterfeit of a branch of the
o el sy pinenat i b Aol hmely e as et of illusion of

.n__

liw ____._“._.__..m

=

pise ol i denlonpioal essemee as a [
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lanpuage, according o the Medias, independent of all Hactery and of all
interest: “nor only relaive w judiciury debares nor o all those of dhe pop-
ular Assembly oL b, L relarive tooall wses of the word . .. owe shall be
capable of making anything cqual 1o anything elsc™ (261 d—<). A rtheroric
thar is not arcached o the discourse thar seeks to win a trial or a place,
hut a rhetoric gnawing away the very substance of the word preciscly o
the .__.“__..._u.'.nn_.. tes which the lareer finds m_”..r..__.“_.m.___ o “lTunetion in the absence
of all truth.” 1s this net already che eventuality of significations reducible
o the _.__“_“___. ot _..“m.—._.__._...n detached From whar is Lﬁ_._:.._..ﬂ._.”_ Biir Fremm then on,
thetoric becomes an ideology more desolate than any deology, and one
which no science could salvape withour ronning the risk of sinking down
int the sssueless game char it would like to interrupe, An ideology
crouching in the depths of the fogas isclf. Plaro belioves he can escape i
by way of good rhetoric. Bat already be hears in discourse the simian im-
itatien of discourse,

Yer there is also in the parable of interstellar navigation the foolishness
arrribured ro Gagarin, declaring thar he had oot found God inthe sky,
Ulaless we ke this _.t..._.m:___._n_u_.. and bear it o wery m._.._.._._.r._:.__._._. avoweal: the
new condition of existence in the weighrlessncss of a space “withour sipes”
is sl _..x._"__.i_.._.__..."u_. _n.."_.. the first man o be launched inmo Spice, B8 @ D, s
the same withour a veritable aleering, The marvels of technology do oo
apen the feperad where Science, their mother, was horn! Mo ooeside ar all
in all these movemens! Whar an immanence! Whar a bad infimiee! Tha
which Hegel expresses with a remarkable precision, *Something becomes
an Oher, bur che Orher s iselfa Some thing, ds ic becomes similarly
an Orther and so forth wo infinity. This infinity is the bad or negarcive in-
Fimity inasmuch as it is nothing other than the negation of the finite
which, moreover, is consequently rebarn as well, as it is nor suppressed.™

The bad infinity proceeds from a chinking, incompletely thought, of
an idea of the undersranding, Bur the thinking thar is beyond under-
standing is nocessary vo understanding itself. Is nor a rupruee of Esence
shovwin _.._._“__".._..:_,__.n._u__. i the modern spne?

The Orther Man

What therefore are chis movemene and this life, manifested “objec-
E...n._u._.. in medern tmes—neicher E_._.rn_u_...._ Er.:_._:ﬂ“__.. nor et Science—by

which within ____..:._mn. there aerrs a____._.__..._“._._w_._ﬂ like @ aisforswison, i che form

Jelendoapy sl felevalions 0

of the subjectivity or the humanicy of the subject? Does not the visible
face of thi: _...._._..___..____ﬁm...n._.h_ FHECETUpEion- -of this _.___”_E..__”__... —coincide with the
movement “for a better sociery™ The modern world s no less stirred up
by chis—all the way ro ios religions deprhs—ithan by the denunciation of

ideologies; although, like the miser crying “stop thicl,” in this movement
the world is prompr o suspect itelf of ideologye I8 it not m reourn o
morality to demand justice for che o8fer man® To the very moralicy of
imorals, indispurably! Yer the invincible concern for the orher main in bis
destiturion and his homelessness—in his nakedness—in his condition or
noncondition of a praletarian, this concorn cscapes the suspecr Analicy of
idenlogics; the seerch for the ether man wha is sl far away is already the
selationslip with this arther man. a reladionship i all irs cecricnde—a
rrope specific to the approach of the neighbor, which is already proximiry
Here we s soml _._m_._mw. COmning thae s ather than the _..n_._._._“_u__“_._. eney in
ideas agrecing wich the particularism of 2 group and i inmereses, Qi sbe
farne of the relationship wich the other man whao, in the nakedness of his
face, belongs—Ilike a proletarian—uo no fatherland, there ecours a ran-
weendence, a departure from being and thus fapaeeadiog irself through
which shall be possible, notably, science in its objecrivity and humanity
he Form of the 1.

Like the requirements of scientific rigor, like ant-idealogy, the revalr
against @ sociery without justice cxpresses the spiric of our age™ A& revolr

aainst a sociery withour justice, though in s injustice ic be balanced,
_..__...._p.._.__._.._..m _...“_n L., _,._._._._m_...".._“ T i T el comsritut :._mn. an onder, o Sa0e, @
city, a nation, a professional corporacien; a revele for a sociery thar is
nther, ¥l a revalt that recommences as soon as the other z.n__.._._.._w. 1% -
vablished; a revolr againse che injustice that is tounded as seon as erder
1% Founded—a new _._n_:.__._:.”__. i _.u_:_:_:”__. af vl v, weithin the old Western
prrogressivism. As though it were a question of a jusrice thar shows irself
ter he senile and decrepit from the moment instiutions are there to pro-
vecr it as though, in spice of all recourse vo the docerines and sciences,
political, social, and economic, in spite of all references o the reason and
e rechniques of Revolution, man were sought in the Bevolution inas-
oy a1 15 2 disorder or permanent revolution, a __._._.._.__1__.._h ol frame-
worrkes, am ohliceranion of qualiies char, like death, frees man from every-
gy s froms the whele, As though the ather man were sought, or ap-
prravnchasl, sl an alrevioy whese me adminiscrarion could ever reach

jrtin e, there shonld open inthe other man a

____ .._.___...__u. [ _____u___
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dimension thar burcaucracy, even if it had a revolutionary arigin, Mocks
up by is very universalicy, by the entry of the singularity of the other
o a concepr that universality comprises, and as though i the form of 2
relationship with the other stripped of all essence—with an aslier, who
is thuss irred

ble o the individual of @ genus, or o the individual of
the human race—rthere opened up the bepond of cssence or, in some ide-
alism, dis-intererteaness in the strong sense of the wem," or in the sense
of a suspension of cssence, The economic destitution of the proletar-
ian—and alresdy his exploited condition—sould be this absolure desri-
rurien of the other as ather, de-formation o the poine of formlessness,

beyond the simple change of form. Is this ;

idcalism of suspect ideol-

ogy? Yer it is a movement so livtle ideclogical—so litdle similar o rese-
ing in an established sicuation, o self-sansfaction——char it is the punting
into question of the sell, posing itsell directly as de-posed, as for the

other, It s o putting inte question thar signafies non a Gall inte nothing-
ness bur a responsibility-for-the-other, a responsibilicy thar is nor e

smicd as A power, yetr a responsibiliy to which | am straighraway ex-

posed, like a hostape; @ responsibilicy char signities, all things considered,
ter the very bottom of my “pasition”

the ather.” To rranscend heing fn the form of disinterestedness! Here is

weitluin :..w......:.. my subsiitunen for

a rranseendence thar comes o pasa i dhe foene of an approach of the
neighbor® withour 2 recovery of breath, to the poine of being subsrinured
Fiar himn.

A relarionship of idealism helvimd idealogy, Western thoughr lesens this
not merely from the movements of the young of our century. Plato artic-
ulares a deponad relative o institutional justice, outside of the visible and
the invisible, outside of appearing, as thar of the dead judging the dead
(Crorgias 253 €], as though the justice of the living could nor pass chrough
humans' clothing. Thar is, as though it could ner pierce the attributes
thar, in the other, are offered 10 knowledge, anributes thar show him b
alse cover him over, as though the justice of the living judging the living
could not deprive the judged of the qualities of their narures, which they
always have in common with those thar also cover the judges; and as
though this justice, consequently, could not bring together people who
were not persons of qualicy and, in the proximicy of the other [anernd],
go out toward the absolutely other [gutrel. In the myth of the Gorgias
{523 e=d}, with extreme precision, Zeus reproaches the “last judgment,”
which he intends w reform in a spinit worthy of a god, for remaining 2

Fefeaalagy aned Sedvaliom ]

ribumal in which “fully dressed™ men are judged by men, themseves also
*._._.__u.. dresed and .__._.u.._.:_.._.q. ._.__."_."._.._:_ lefesre their souls o screen which is made
of eyes, cars, and bodies in s entirery.” A screen wholly made up of eyes
aned cars? The essential ._":L_._._" once thematized, an other | weaveraer | 15w
out unigueness, He is rerwrned o the social communicy, te the commu-
itics of rank impede justice, The
Feculties of intuidon, in which the entire body participares, ane procisely

niry of dressed _.”._..m_._w.....__ wherein the jori

whar blocks the view, screens off the _u__.az_“m_"..:u_q af the ﬂ._..._._..._..T._E._. and ab-
sorbs the alerity of the other [fmie] precisely by which he is not an ob-
ject weithin our reach, bt ehe :._..mm..__.__".__:.

That for Mlace a relarionship could be possible berween the one and the
* .",._._._:_...n__.__.._.;_m. Lok
ing a commcen onder; dhar a relationship could be possible withour a com-
man ground, that is, @ selaiionship within difforence; that the difference
mighe signify a nonindifference, that this nonindifference could be devel-
___.._u.“_ _.__.._._ Plasces 2 il jristive:- thivis 18 s 1

other, “dead o the wordd” the one and the orber,

t. with all the approxi
viens of myth, thene is pronounced, within the eseuee of being, an cocen-
__m.n:.___. a disintensred ness, e comes to [ritss in the form of the _.n._..__..m.n_:,.._._m“_._
with an other [aweri], in the form of the humanity of man. Beyond
visence, dis-inrer-cerodnes: yul i, s gl just m:.__m..__._.__...__._. angd not 2 noth-
ingness, Ethics does noc coome oo be superimposed upon essence as a sec-
vnd “_u..._._.n_". in which an _.n.__...:__.m...m al g ..ql."_._ﬂ._“.__". .:_.__:u___:._.__n.. thie real i the
fce would cake refuge. The commandment of the absolute, as Enrico
1 the Syspemy af a
prssible ideology™; in regard o the rationality of knowledge, it “constitues
1 disorder.” m_m._.__m__. ation, as the one-for-the-other, as ethies, and as che

asrelli nhr..:nﬁ_.ﬁ._ i difTerenn congex, "™ is mor et

rupture of essence, is the end of the illusions of its appeaning, Plato speaks
o 2 judgment concerning, |
tivs, should merit be some real atcibuce, some inner areribuce [aeredée-
:..:..._.__":___.._ of which __._...._ﬂ_._._.n"_____ cotld not i el 1 ading the other back

i .:..._.__..”_“__.. mierit. Beneath s apparent gqu

nler the concepe again and missing its deparmure? Could it be something
: s from me o the other as iCwe were, the ome and the other, dead? 15
the last judgment not the manner by which a being puts isclf in the place
al winnrher, CONCEary Lo all PUrsEVCTAnCE i sl . o all corens meemali, o

il krnrwledge that welcomes only concepes from the ather? Dioes the last
it el sigmify the substimtion for the other?” And what can the
ettt omeself in the place of the other mean, if not lirerally the
TH IR T TR i thesr?




¥} A Buprure of Immanence

The Orther “in the Form™ of the Other Man

One may be surprised by the radicalism of an aff rmarion wherein the
rupure of the essence of being, irreducible ideoligy, signifies i rhe
forns of responsibility for the other man whe is approgched in che naked
ncss of his face, in his noncondition as a proleearian, and always “losing
his place.” One may be surprised by the radicalism of an afirmarion
whercin the “beyond being” significs in the for of my dead man's disin-
terestedness, which expeces nothing from a dead man. It is not difficale
tor see that the forof the “for-the-other™ of my responsibility for another,
i not the forof finalitg: thar the for the sefer of him wha is expused o
-ﬁ__mu_.rr.ﬂ withour defiense or _...:.__._.._J._-_m.q__ s incessant ois ._”__._?...._._n.._n ul ot
A.u_u__i open, and in cthe disquictude of kevotring onesell up within oneself,
15 an opening of self, a disquictude going o the poine of cnuclearion
F_“__.__...a.._.___"...__.u.h_.._..__..._u..._._. We shall noe agkain take L chis theme _|?.a.u_._._..:_n“_“___ devel-
oped elsewhere." But where should che absolye herwise™ of the “he-
vond being” articulared by Plar and Plotinus tske place against the un-
rendable identity of the Same —whose ontalogical obstinacy is incarnane
or persists stubbornly in an I—if nor in the substicution for anather?

Naothing, in effect, s absclutely other in the being served by knowl-
edge wherein varicry wirns ine monotony. Is this nor the thoughr of
Proverhs (14030 “Even in laughter the hean i sorrowful, and the el of
that mirch is heaviness™ The contempanry world, scienrific, rechnical,
and sensualist, sees itself withour exit-—thar is, without God—ner be
cause everything there is permireed and, by way of technology. possible,
but because everything there is equal, The wnknown is immediely made
.m_._._._. iar and the new customary. Mothing is new under the sun. The crisis
inscribed in Ecclesiastes is nor found in sin but in boredom, Everyrhing is
absorbed, sucked down and walled up in the Same. The enchantment of
sites, hyperbole of metaphysical conceps, the anifice of art, exaltation of
ceremonics, the magic of solemniries- everywhere is suspected and de-
nounced a thearrical appararus, a purely chetorical ranscendence, the
game. Vanity of vaniries: the echo of our own voices, taken for 2 response
tor the few prayers thar still remain to us: everywhere we have fallen back
upon our own fect, as after the ecstasios of a drug. Excepr the other
whom, in all this beredom, we cannor ler .

The alverity of the absolutely other is not an ariginal quiddity of some
sort. As a quiddity, this alterity has a ground in common with the quid-
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dicies from which it stands out. The notions of the aseienr and the sew,
understood as qualities, are insufticient o the notion of the absalutely
ather. The absolute h_...q..__‘.__.q..._.u.:....,. caiot el skereh our the n__.:_.__._n_ COHM-
mon o those wha differ. The other, absolutely other, is the Other
[Firetre, adendiement atre, ezt Awtrni]. The Onher s not a particular case,
a species of alrerity, but the onginal exceprion 1o the order, Tt s neot he
canse the Other is o mowelty thar iv “gives rise” [afoee Sen]™ oa rela-
tionship of transcendence—it is because responsibilicy for the Orther is
_.qm._._u..d._“_.__._._.._.__.&.. _“_._..: __._._.._r. ian I s _..__._.m_._.h e tndder the sun.

My responsibility For the other man; the paradoxical and contradictory
_.nu_u...u_._...“m._._m_mn.._.. Foar a1 _"._u._.n.mw._: Frovdem g, ac _:-.....___._wq. 043 L CHPCSAe
of the Talmudic tractare [(Soter 37 B), o the point of responsibility for bis
respa naibili ___.II_._ ves ok s from a Tespect destined o have the uni-
versality of a principle, nor from a moral evidence, My responsibility is
the excepoonal relatonship in whi v the Same can be concerned _u._._. the
Orher withour the Orher being assimilared o the Same. A relationship
in which one can _.r_.__.._"___..ﬂ_._.m.....r. the m:,.._i:_.:_u_"_. for :..:.5:::%. in this nmﬁﬁ_.ﬁ.
ous sense, spirit toeman. Ie does not macter! Curting across the rhetoric
ol all our enchusinsms, in the esponsibility for the other, there oocurs a
meaning from which noe cloguence could distrract—nor even any poetry!
A ruprure off the Same wichout being taken up again by the Same inro
his customs, withour aging—ir is novelry, eranscendence, The ruprure ex-
presses itsclt "_.__“_:__..u__..qr_..ﬂ in ethical germs, Toothe crisis of meaning thar is
aetested by the “dissemination”™ of verbal signs which the signified ne
longer succeeds in dominating, singe it wonhd only be s illusion and ide-
ological ruse, there is opposed the meaning prior to “things said,” re-
_.__.._“_h.ﬂ_m words, and incontestable in the naledness of the Fwe, the m.-__...”___,u..
tarian desticution of the other, and in the offense undergone by him. This
s _u_-_u_._uﬁ_u___.. what was n.._._._m_.__“ by the sages of the Talmud who already
knew a time in which language had eroded the signifcarions i was sup-
posed o carry, when they spoke of a world in which prayers cannor
picrce the sky, for all the heavenly doors are closed except thas through
which the tears of the injurcd pass. "

That the arher [Sarree] gur other nor be an incelligible form ed w
ather forms in the process of an intentional “disclosure,” bur a face, pro-
letarian makedness, desritution: thar the other [favere] be another
Lesrtrae]; that the departure from oneself be the approach of che neigh-
Lasr: aliae transcendence be proximiry, that proximicy be responsibilicy for
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the nther, substitution tor the other, expiation for the other, condirion—
1 ._"__.._.._n_ﬂ_..::_..___._l..._._...u_ T_._._”._H.,.._w.“.r:1 _”_u.._._. _Fu.,nm"__:._ym_.u. _w. s PESpINSE _.__... _“_.._.r pre-
liminary Saying: that transcendence be communication, implying, be-
yond a simple exchange of signs, the “gile,” the “open house™—here we
have a few ethical terms through which transcendence significs in the
form of humanicy, or ccstasy as dis-inrerestedness. Here is an idealism

prior o Science anal __.._ﬁ.._:_._._ﬂ__...

S —T——r—

% From Consciousness to Waketulness

Setrting from Huser!

v Dalewp, b my hears wakeh . .

|...._:__._.n vl Salogao ik

I'he Insecurity of Reason

Husserdian phenomenology intervenes at the level of the human, where
ICasan .mmm.npm_.j thie manifustation of beings woa rrue knowledge, one con-
cerned abour their presesce in the original, about their presence in their
ilentity as _....__..m:mq_.ﬂ. or thsir presemce as _:_..m_._mn.. It should Sigrl ._..u... AN INsECiE-
viev of rationality thar beings might appear without remaining in their be-
: thar there _._._.mm.._._._. ke, _.u_._. way al amr,.._._a or .__2._._.?.,._._ wisrdls, ._..:...m._".__mi..n ap-
pearing withour their being; that, in images, beings offer only their re.
wmhlance in the place of their id firy; thar the imEAges cover them aver
ot detach from them like parings: that there might be resemblinces be-
rweren them and, ._..C_-_.._..L_.._._.._._._.u__._ semblances. v should sign _._..”_._ AN InseCu-
rity of rationalicy thar, of all the modes of appeaning |apparsir], appear.
e would be the ﬂ.__.n.n._.__..__a.. e _.._;”_ sidle :._.._.__..:._m.....ﬂ. All this, since _”_—._._._”_z__u_u
(el ook s firse steps, should signify an insecuricy of rationalivy. Reason,
14 modality of .__nn.n_..___._ﬁ_n__..u..._... shonld have o be on s puand before cermain
pines thar bewirch ir It should be held to vigilance in order to confound
illisioms, One must not sleep, one must __r.__._._z:._"__”_m”_.._._._

I'he novelty of criticism is that these bewitching games might be
el ot i reason iselF. and wichouwt FURIE W[ against ins rarecnzl
wwvement—inhoeknownsr to it as it were; thar there might consequently

Lo o mnewessiny, wpminst _:n.F:.J_. itself, For an exercise of Feason thar is anber
than i sponeaneons and unforeseen exercise. That there might be a pe-

Linew against evidence and its dapdreams. In other words,
aapliy dlistineet from “govd sense”and scientific research might
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be necessary is the movelry ol

wisin. Kantianism, in which we agree 1o
see the "beginning of the end” of philosophy, will have been the decisive
moment of chis call to a philk wophy different from science. Here is 2 min-
ment characterized by the denunciation of the transcendental ilrion—
that is, of the radical malice within good faith, or within a resson inno-
cent of all sophism and which, paradoxically, Husserd called naivete, It is
as if eationalicy (that is, according ro the Western understanding of i as
the ahsorprion of knowledge by being} were still an intoxicarion; as if, all
erect in s vigilance as lucidiey, the reason thar identifics heing slept on
irs Feet or walked like 2 somnambulist, and were still dreaming, as if, in
s sobriety, it srill slept off the effecr of some Mysterions wine

And this vigilance and dogmarism continue o be interpretad as forms
of knowledge [sewwirs], more extended., elearer, amd more adequare. The
fact thart reason mighe be naive and sl insufticiently awakencd, thar it
might have ro guard against its own assurance, i shown, in etfecr, in
Kant's work. It is shown in the thesrerical adventure whercin reason, as
abways in the West, is invested with the mission of trucl amd does fes “.ﬂ__".
maost o discover being: there where, consequently, in reason or by rea-
son, being exhibits itself as being, It is the presence of being gu being,
or the lucidiry of re-presentarion, that seill gives us in Kane the standard
m_ucn sobtiery, disinebriation, and vigilance. This vigilanee is interprered in
its turn as activity; that is. as a remaining-the-same or as o rerUrming-to-
its-identity under every affection {as an immanencel and thus as an in
vulnerabiliry, a nonfissionabilicy. an individuality under the Blows of af-

fection. This is an invulnerability in undergoing [rabir] that shall e
called the unity of the *I think.” 1t is 2 solidiey thar will signify *1 wane,”
bue ..E.:. immediately be understond as 4 grasping, as rranscendental u___.

perception—the passivity of the wound received rurning back into as-

sumption, synthesis, and thus into a synopric simultanciry of presence.
ju.ﬁ. limit of rationality—or vigilance—will be understond as a limir of
acrivity. And in Kane the vigilance of the rational will have surpassed this

__E_:_". in .__H____“__.u__u.:_, which shall be full vigilanee, full rationalicy, and full—

thar is, free—acrivity, Ir is nevertheless remarkable thar the mxtion of the

1”._:_;__._1T initially reserved for the onder of knowledge [cornaiance]—and
ticd, consequently, to the problem of b Ang as being—abrupely will have

.Erﬁ._. in Kant a meaning within an order other than thar of knowledge.
This is true even though, of this advensure—essential o humaniry in the

Western tradition—reason keeps its pretense to activity (in spite of the
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passivity o which reason, as caregorical imperarive, docs not fail tw at-
resth. That is, it is g0 even though reason keops it inial or ulrimare be-
lomginge to the caregory of the Same. Beason is identivy char posis i
1 Jeosmime Mod], Tt is an idenrity that identifies isclf—char seurns oo -
self—through the foree of ins form. I is thar which is produced precisely
a5 self-conscionsness: an ace of identification or idennification in acr, A
force that returns o isdf according to an icinerary traced only through
the world and the history of humanity, The rationality of seson wouald
thus leave nothing in the form of consclousness outside iesell, The energy
ilentification—uhis e fivnde, force or

HH

af the reiwrn e the self which
power of the Form—is the activity of veery ace, and if it is 2 sobering up,
then v s a sebwring up in thi: S, a .p_.._._.___._m.._u:_.._..#.:..._.u_:._.u._:u_—..

.___.m_E—:m:.:: and Life

Precccupied with reason as the presence of being in the original, and
inveking intuition as che principle of principles and the mtonality of re-
s, Husserlian phenomenology las nevertheles been the most rigorons
critique of evidence. And it has been this all che way to the evidenee of
E@.E..T_:“=_._._.._._.Enr....._ sequenes {fwhich phenomencology nonetheless pre-
served against any psychologizanon, o the point of passing, tor their
ELLPPCIe g FANEe, _._....__:_._.__“__. since the Mo ..h._.._._a._n.._..__..q__.._ Withouor ever dis-
puting knowledge's privilege of possessing the origin of meaning, phe-
5...:.:."..“___3_#.__._.._,”__. diwes mor conse to senreh bebvind the __._nm._._.m._”u__ of ..:.__.._.mr._.._”
and the evidence thar sarisfics this lucidity, something ke a supplement
[swrrade] of rariomality. This supplement waould nor rerwen o the uneon-
ditional principle of a deduction nor tw some sort of intensification of
“_mm.—r._... M "._.“_..q_._._m._“_ ro the on _m_._.m...._..:_....____ ol rhe _."__.q._r._..__._..._..r. lariecn __v_".n.__.._“.v_.r.._.l_._m.q_.
which would have "o suppress” the partial characrer of the given by
[esTn n__.._m that pare aof _._r._.:.._.._ s Festeed wo the i of _“.“_.___u_._-__“_r,..._m“.n_ 1o the
rotality of the wniverse thar e promises.

Sometimes, in the Hussedian serpar, the rocourse o the subjective
rakes the appearance of such a concern for the wotalitg. This is 50 to the
degree that, gua psychological, the subjective belongs to the roualicy of
the world and of being. Thus, in his Phewsnenelagical Pechology, the
subjective modes of appearng of the world and of narure, the Seebei-
swugsrwisest or the aspects of the real are still a pare of being, varying as
they e according ro the orientations and the movements of the body—

e — e —

ma

S
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and soill more profoundly, according o the hyletic lyer of lved experi-
ence in its rele as abridgments or “silhouettes” (Absehateemgen), and con-
stituring “the subjecrive aspects” of the objecr (and even the hyletic layer
stripped of this role and considered as itself experienced). Also part of he-
ing is, no doubr, thar which is prior w these subjective orientations, the
social conditions of the investigation and identfication of the true (of
which Husserl does not _.._..:.l...._”_..r”_. All this is arill __.I.._.____—m. and still formes 3 prare
of the world. To ignore this subjective part of being is not only 1o be
thrown back toward abstractions, in is w falsify o knowledge thar was
content with a truncated reality. And yet this psychic side docs not con-
stioure a "region” of being. o does not integrate itsell into the world or
associane itsell dialectically with namure in order o “form a sysrem™ with
ir, since its phenomenolopical descriprion is a privileged path owand the
Reduction, that s, toward the “absolute” of consciousness whose mean-
ing is indebred to nothing dhar mighe be the existence of the world. The
“sphere of the werld swims in the subjective,” sccording o a pierurcsque
formula from the Pesensenefion Poypeboferr” The element in which the
world swims does noe have the searus of this world, it does not even have
the status of the whole, since ic is by way of this element alone that the
very couilibrinm of every starns—ar the idencificarion of the Same—is
assured.

Comsequently, a supplement of mrionality relaive to the rationaliny of
evidence is obuained in phenomenology by a change of level or by o deepe
ening, which is carmied out in the following very precise manner: in a sub-
ject absorbed, inall lucidiny, by his objecr, it s @ question of awaking a
lite thar evidence absorbed and made us Forger, or rendered anonymous.
More generally soill, ir is 2 question of descending from the entity illumi-
nared in evidence woward the subject. which is extinguished racher than
announced cherein,

The necessity of going toward the subject and reflecting upon con-
sciousness and intentional life, wherein world and objects are “noemari-
Iv* present, is cortminly motivated in diverse manners, ar diverse mo-
ments within the presenration of the Huserlian corpus, although the
moverment motvared is .r_._..___.n_.u_a rhe =ame,

In the firsr editien of Logioa! feeestigaions, phenomenology, as a de-
seriptive psychology, must allow us to avoid cerrain equivocarions thar
slide invo the dara,” owing to the confusion berween subjective and oh-
m_...n__?__...q This ._._.._"m_._m:.m i .__.__".__._.v. ._._.ﬁ.__:._._._..ﬂ._r_._.._m._“r. theat males ._.___...L_.___ “rhie snare
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and final dererminations, if not of all abjective distinctions and evidence,
ar leasy of the majoricy of then.™ Yer slippages of meaning can also occur
because af _..____..F._.:.h_.. and z."_..:____:_m

defenseless:

m, against which objecrive evidence is

Theargh i would be sdeal analysis amd nor che phenomenological analysis of

twould form a prare of the domain origh _.__u_. [y

COMICICRS CEPTIGS |
ter e logie, che larer remains ne less indispensable For the advancement of
the formern . . . Logic is Firat
the concepr appears to us a5 3 more o less uctuaring verbal significarion:
the law appears as an sssertion o less Buctuaring bocause it construces ioself
with concepes. It s true thar we doosor bk legical evidence for all char, We
apprehend the pure low wich evidence and we know thae it is founded upon
pure Terrmnms :m,_._._."____.h_.__._ Buer this evidence 1w reed oo __._r...r.__.._.___.__.."_:ﬂ._..w _.._q. wionds
thar wene alive in thae accomplishiment of e aceof judging which ;
thie Tawe, By v of an _._._=.___.___..._.__.=__._ tlin passes unnediced, vrher CONCEpEs
rer the Faer, and, for the significaions of profo-
siois that bave been msdibed, one may .._._f.___..u_ .___,_..:.__._m...““._. o the evidence ex-
perienced previonsly, O inversely, this filse interpreration born of an coguiv-
pcation can s misteprosent the meaning of the propesitions of purne logic
(for nn:._.__._._r... the _._._.r...___:”_—.q. ol ._.._._.__.__:_n.:.mﬂ”__.r._.:.__:._._.__..,.._._ Propsitions), and in-
duce us e alvndon evidenes cxpericneed previeusly and the unigue signih.
cakion _:__._:.__._.p. .._._—.._“r... Forr __"_ﬂr...._“ icleas wmwd For e pure lawes conscitnred with
them this manner of being given thercfore canmor suffice. Thenoe 1 boen the
great task af Briugra to chevety and disgiction, according reorhe requirements
of the theery af bwrendrae, fogived fvas, concepas, and Bws, 1 bene that phee-
____..___._._n_._._.__.u__...._rn_ a .u_.___zmz. pRC., imbervenes.”

of Foremost given mous moan imperfecr foro

ran shide ey these words

Flusser] remarks imche same way a liede fecher on, “Bor the most com-
plete evidence can become conbused, it ean be Blsely interpreved, that
ch it discloses inall coromde can be rejoored.™™ O these slippages
of meaning, which vwe nothing to the incompetence of the logicians,

frmal Jogic and cranscendencal logic™ unceasingly insist, thirey years
I.

The logic that the mathemancian-logician can successiully carry our,
withour anemding e psychic aces in which his theory s experienced,
thorebome reguires “a descriptive psycholopy™ reflecting upon this lived ex-
proreine. Olbseurieies might come m trouble the gare of the mathemati-
cramn e s Langagge, o they mighe slip into the resoles of his caleulagion

il reste] s a_..__.:..m _..__:....._..___._m._... T TS .__...ﬂ:m.n_.ﬂ.. hut corside of

=
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thoughe, Reflection would lave 1o werily the intuitive purity of this bogrie,
wriltereed by the gaze tiesnesd towred i sbfective. For eve rything comes o
pass as though the lucidity of the Awsclbaenng (intuition) turned cowand
the object was nor sufficiently luecid, and as though ir remained in a mind
insufficiently awakened, It is only through reflection upan
of consciousness thar objective terms are maincained in an evidence
which, by itself and withour transparency for itsell, awakens to itslF omly
in reflecrion,

When we leave it to ieself, the mari

the expericnce

vation of phenomenology through
the instability of the evidence in which objects of the world or lovgrian-
mathematical relations appear is connecred with matits that invite us o
the theory of knowledge whose preblem is formulared, in diverse ways,
in the firse pages of the Logical Pevestigations, “ How shall we understand
that the iw relf ol objecrivity reaches reparrensation, and thus could again
become in some sense subjectived™ " This farmularion of the theory of
knowledge refers us, 1o be sure, 1o the study of the general structure of
COgniTion |cammaitie] amd, consequently, ro the analysis of conscionsness
and tw che meaning of the objectivity of abjects (From the perspective of
the Logical Investipations, it was a question of distinguishing this analysis
and this meaning fram the g of consciomsnes
confusion berween them), But berween thse
stabilicy of evidence lef 10 ieself and the re
lematic of the th cory of knowledge —the ¢
the de facro excrcise of plieno mienilogy.
In fdeen F, the passage ro phenomenology is called a srnsipraelesipa ) Mo
aletivn, It is accomplished there o the

artesian parh: starting from the
nonadequation of evidence relative o the waeld and tor the things thercin,

through the suspension of belief in the existence of this world and these
objeces which assert themselves despine the uncertainty, and maoving to the
search for certainty or adequate evidence Fram reflccrion upon the s
eaeio to which this belief itsell belongs—in order to measure in it the de-
gree of its uncertainty and certaingy, Or én order f theom Hght upon the
Hieaning or the wmodility of naive evidence! These lies an alernative thar, in
the Jefern £, is an ambiguicy. Is it a question of preserving, in the form of
an ideal of certainey, che ideal of mruition cspousing fully the claim of
thaught, in order to measuse al certainty according ro this srandard? Phe.
nomenology would then have as irs goal a return o the reduced con-
sciousness, and a questioning and requestioning of the alleged sufficicncy

sand of preventing any
rwo monvations—ihe in-
ference tw the general prob-
b is established pracrically, in

Frone Caareiurnos _.H"..._.__.__n.__..____:___.u._n.h xl

af the world given in the naive evidence of the man .”:__-L.J-.ﬂ__m:_.__.” ”__._ﬂ* _F,“m
heing, miven as woeld, Fhenomenology would have this goal, havi . r v
covered thar in the intuition directed upon the ......zn.E, oF upon .,_.5.5
sciousness ntegrated into the world as Tm__ﬂ.:_:r.”_ﬂ_ﬁ”.._ _m.:_:..e.w.___ﬁ:_ﬂ_:,_ﬁ,."
_.____.u__._w_._._._ i5 mever filled b che _.___._.,..F.:.m.....u.m._"_.:._" al ..._....__._.r._"_. i n._.__.._._.,_.. .E..._._“m_“__;_..”“..
oo o process of infinice filling up. The .:,_n___..____..:_n...:w ot _:_:ﬂr... e
ition—in which the internal intuition may be judged and ci r:-”a
serihod—would be the finaliey of the rrnscendenral rovens: L. Yot one _:_..q”
also say thar it is a question of liberating _._._,..“::E..w.:_ :._m_:h.__._:.__q._ﬁ.:: n“.”
normms o adequation. This would liberare .q:_:_.._..u.rfn __._::.. its _"___ d._.,.F_m_.F.:: .
Beima, underseood s an event within the .__"m_.._.__._____.:_:_.:.._. ol n..._....._ _._”._:_.:. .“
as an event of idenrification thar is omly pussible as 2 gachering :.F“:_..
theme, as representation and as presence. ..__.n___z.:...::.,n ___J__...E_._::. WK _..._.”
sential, the reducrion would e nor a discovery of UNCErEAINEiLs Com o
mising certainey, but an awakening of the sparit _x..ﬁ;.._a _..p.:.,#.s.:nm or :__J
cortaintics, modaliies of the knowledge E bevimg, The Hﬂ._.i:_..:"ﬁ _.,...._.E:
be an awakening in which a rativauliy of thoughe is v.r:._”_._“__.ﬁ._l...__,._” _.._._.____d..._.,
nificance of meaning—contmasting with the norms dhae ﬂ__::”.ﬂ“_.: q_“
identity of the Same, This s, 1:_7:.? (huyomd the r::“_.t:.._. n__ﬂ..u__.. | _.”n”_. _ﬂ.T
texts open implicicdly and where his JEE,.: q:.._:..m,_: stamls &_ﬂ: ¥ _.i .
_.m_.___._.u_.m_“u__. af .,.“_.._mln thar is noe crrslaeed _.._.F_.._._.._ 1 zw......Fr_..:.._... i : ”_.__“w.._____._._ .m...“
o inte ceraintics, and which the ireducible werm of .,_.._.._.,Frn.q__ 1 _w LRI
mates, Even i the w4, the st rerm of q._d_n “___....:._.p:.._.n w Just m.”__.ﬂ:.d__“”
lated prevails inconvestably, Beyond the ontigue 1..__35_. _E.F.__._ﬂ” ,F __. _h“__ -
siiwey of vanous evidence, the _E_:ﬂ.::_,” ._.._n..z..._z_.__‘ :EF._,. 1_:“,__,_ _..q.d_n...h..w_u...
ﬁ..._:rr__n of evidence o which uncorminties enter as priis c _Mﬂ_r..r u_ Hr
new modalities of evidence (amd, .p.:_;_.i:nsq:_.. ew E.,._m_u o ._L:.m_,_. _.._,
any case, in ddeew £, the passage to a more protound _.h_n_E___:..w _w.“ E."_ .3”__..
passage From a knowledge less perfecr 1o one :._,u_.n.?..u?._..r “ i .FH.E.J_._”,
from an order in which the recovery of what one __._:..:n_.i.* Y W .:mn.:.d
aetually saw is impossible, oo the order of adeguate identificarion, which
s that of apedicricicy. o .
sﬁ;_“””uw”ﬂ““cﬁ_.w that in m_f_.. Cavseiian h___m_.,..n._qb:._.a__.h this m__._:iﬂ“_...:n ratio-
nality is interprered orherwise, [t no r.:m...q._..,....:.:._.. .__.:E._m..:.. “h,.. ﬂﬂ__“..:m__”
herween intuition and the “sigririve” ...nn.__. ....___.:_.._.d :5::”"_: _.=__;___.“._ _”_u__p“
intuicion of the internal meaning is, _n”__ _.ﬁ... rurn, _.:n.,_.._u.,“.._._u_mr.. ___ __ F”uw.mn_m.
“signitive intention.” Beyond a core of rEw_m presence” o ._.. 12 o n
there “exteneds cnly an indeterminate horizon of a vague gencraliry,
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horizon of thar which. in reality, 15 not the immediae object of experi-
ence, bur only the objecr of thoughts which necessanly acoompany i To
this horizon belongs the ['s past, which is almose always morally oh-
seure .Y However, the limic of the apedicnic and the nonapodicric
does not reduce to thar which separates the “core™ from its horizons, This
is a limir thar nothing indicares or asserts in the rexrs (%%6—-9) thar
Husserl's Cartesian Meaisations devortes to apadicticicy, In this sense, in
the “living presence of the 1 oo iself,” the adequarion berween whar is
“tntended” [wind | and what @5 “soen” (e is not the essential thing, “Apoe
dicticity may, in some cases, belong o inadequare evidence, It posacsscs
an ahsolute indubirability of a special and well-determined order, that
which the scholar aorriburtes wo all principles . o0 The posicive deter-
mination of apodicicitg, which docs moe go “arether with adeguation,”
1= lacking in these perplesed pages in which, on variows occasions, are ac-
F_._ﬂ_._-._”_r.._.._m_..__._ the difficulies soached o the notion .:._.um._:_":_.__.mn:.“__. ..ﬁ___._n_.._.m..
siomally neglected™ therein.'”

Muse we por admie that the ...H.__..._.m._..__". anl __...._"_...._..m“_:n_:.:_ inadulbsicalsi ity ol
the apodictic refers e the watgee sivuanion of the Cogia-Swen (widhou
_ﬂn__._m el be abseracted fram i00? This sievagion would defing ”._._I.__.._.m_...
riciry; ir is not some arbirrary critecion, exeernal o these circumstnces,
which would render the situation .._“_"__u._.:__.:._... “Tis _._._.._._“__. il :._.__"I:._.i._..m_...___. of
the o is nor possible unless one limics oneselb oo these arguments
_Hﬂn_._._n._u_..u tor the AL i Favor of the doube reborn in the evidence
of the £ o) in an enrely exeernal manmer™™ And yer the necessity of
u_.__.._._.___m.._.m_._ﬂ the “_._....___.._._._..___n..m._.“__. ol the rianscendenial _".x__n.l..::._.._. By CTIEIC T
{itsef also apodictic). in a reflection upon reflection, 1s nor conrested. We
are evenn old that this erincism would ot lead o an infinie _._..._._.__._"..H..m_:__.___._
Mow, we canmot expect thar some adequare intuition will arcest chis re-
m._._.l.“um_.._._._. ._”..“_____”_.. the evidence of an idea “in the Kantian sense of the reem”
could make this infiniry of criticism chinkable. The apodicticicy of the
TrAMSCeTs, r_.__u_ rr.....__.__n._:_n_n._. m_._n_._ __"._._._..m ._.u__.. F u_..__....ﬂ:._.:_ upen :..___....n_:.n_..u .:_.___”._.
assembling

process witlioun ._.._:__.__.__._.._r:"_ of the criticism of criticism. The m._.t.u_.._.m..._..mﬂmﬂ_.

o an Cidea i the Bannan sense of the rerm” thar which is a

of the Cagito-Sim rests upoen che infinicy of "iteration.™ Apodicrtic in-
dubirability docs nor come from any new charcreristic of evidence thar
would assure it a better opening onto being or a new approach thercoo.
Ir 15 due ._..__.__”__. 1o the _mr._.._._nn_m:w of the evidence, woa ....r_:._"_.—...... af lewel

where, from the evidence that thraws light on the sulijecr, ihe sobjec
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awakes as from a “dogmatic slumber.” In the “living presence of the 1 1o
insel " does not the adjective "living” designate this wakefulness which
is only possible as an incessant awakening? In “living presence” and “liv-
"the adjecrive comes to add ieselE erpliricafly o the quali-
hications suitable e evidence gud cisence il the e, e does soin order
tey canse the Cogito-Sim o be heard as a modalicy of the Sving [ sdore]
itself, which identihes itself in ies immanence bur awakens trom chis im-
manence in the manner of an [-thar-holds-itsclF-at-a-distance, torn our
ot the stare of soul of which it was a parc, Daoces the adjecrive "living” [ s
evinet] mot express the apodicricity of the subjective, which is nor only a
degree of certaingy, but the mode of life, the Sedeg [wiere] of life? Does

ing evidence,’

this adjective nor reveal how important the word Exfefuis [expericnce] is?
Ieom the beginning of the Huserlian discourse, this word designares the
subjectivity of the subjective. Lived experience and life would thus be de-
<wribed not by the eostasy of intentionality, nor by the er-af-eneself of be-
ingrin-the-werld. Tt would nor even be described—as in the Mhenmens-
Herirar! __._.__..._.___..__..__._.__q...___n“__..u_ where life i lived hefore the doe [marer] af the sen-
dble takes on the funcrion of Abechainng, and where it scems to exhaust
iself im selfeidentifying—Iy the asscmbly, in the passive synthesis of rime,
e “presence o onesel 7 in the perfect knowledge of sdf-consciousness,
aned 1m0 _u..r.n_..n_.,._“ immanence. Presence to eneselFas a ”__.._..m_._ﬁ presende to onge-
wIF, in its very innocence, casts its cenrer of gravity ouside irsclf: the
| FrCse e _u_.n. n_:_.d_...__".:._ _n_:_..m_..__. _.__._...._u_.”... ._.__._q._..h—_,..._.___.q._. m.:.___._._ m_”..n m...._n._“____;._”___. R I 1
ol presents iself o an 1 which is “transcendent in immanence,”

__Emﬂ.._:n_n as |

Ax the level of the Ego—where subjectivity is at its most alive—there
U WETE, m“_.._ E:uuﬂ_..._. _._._.“ |45 §{1E] :m_._..ﬂm.__... ...H._r_. ._m_ _..nmu_.._....mz_.d._.rhx: _qk...:_______. ' -“_._._...
Iy is sitnared outside of immanence while belonging o it—as "man-
aemlence in immanence”™—which muse signify the following: a h_w‘.__.h.__q...._..

e i relation o the “remaining-the-same” or 1o the “finding-oneself-
the same-amew,” which is the duration (or the remporalizaton, as one
v tslay) of immanent time or the How of Fved experience. Bur this is a
Milterenee other than thar which separates the intentional object from this
Hewwe, Whan mighi this exteriority signify, which tears at the innermost of
e ot s Wl s elwe e ol this “soul within the soul,” this al-

veiire, theie wlvere esaery 1 vevent la-loses conncident wirh self or re-
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E,”.ﬁ_u_ﬁu_ﬁ of self.™ this unreality ae the heart of [ived expericnee! What
might this exteriority—which would not be an intention:l p._...:"_m. IE._.
nify! A retro-cendence: thar which is dentified in immanence .f;w _._.._..:w.
cred there, detaches itself from itself or Comes o s senses, like the in-
stane ar which sleep gives way and where, in awakening, the lived cxpe
ricnce before us diseolors as 2 dream char 15 past and may onl H_”n..
_ﬁ:_Ej“_..__..._,,.n__ Transcendence in immancenie, the SETLge SETURCTL R __cwz_ '
depel) of the psyche as 2 soul within the soul; it is the “._._.__;r,._._:._m that ___“
ways recommences in slecplessness itselfs the Sawe inhnirely carried _,.F.,.r
in its most intimate identity 1o the Ober. Tt would b absurd o _..:_.._T
this .”,“:_F.q L Awtee] From that infinite relation and Freeze it a5 ul r:”.n...... F
n__E.H is, a5 the Same in its tum——in some impenitent atcachment ,...__ the
rationalism of the Same.** In awikening, berween the Same and n_d_..
ﬂ_.nrnn_ there is shown o relationship irreducible ro adversity and _..._”.u_..z_.p.
m-.:.:_ alienarion and assimilacion. Here the Onber _h:.__a.."._ instengd of
alienaring the uniquencss of the Same chat he troubles and _r_..___pr .:zm
._.E_z 1..._.r Same from cthe depths of himsef tonward whart is diee u_._ﬁ. tha .
himself; chere where nothing and no one can replace him, _____.“_,.:_.._m this .._ﬁ__u
ready b toward ecsponsibilivy for the orher Farmeeraed)? The Ovcher EH._; ¥
the Same ar and to the depths of himself! This s heteronomy of fre ._..
dom that the Greeks have not raught st Transcendence in ::_:“.
nence—rhis m.m precisely the nonhelonging of the | o the desues of its
states of consciousness, which thus in their immanence do nor seiffon |
themselves, B

Awakening is the | sleeping and not sleeping, for s takoes place all
that comes to pass in immanence jsdf an awalkened hearr, a :E_.Ti:.

4 nonstate in the depth of moods slumbering in their identity, an _._._.Espw_
hia or 2 _._..qn_—___u__._m in the ultinare recess of the subjective .::.____:.

..__._.“m Emh._:_._u.r._.. of the T coming from the depths of the subjectivity thar
transcends its immanence, this de jreafreeis of the sparic, this burstige at
ﬁ_:”. r.ﬁ.p_.n.r.___.__rn substance, this insomnia is described i | lsser] P.:n:m_

8 _.uHEE_E_E_n The [-in-wakefulness, kecping watel an the qL__m_“__.u.n._q Tﬁ_..h_w..n..
i ___:&.__E__ ___.._:.mmE__ ant objectivizing activity even beneath its axiolo ical o
pracrical life. It is on the alteriry of the object or the shock of the _.MH tha
Hr.n sobering up of awakening here depends, The affec undergone HIM
H:_._:__u:z: received, these shall come from the object, from thar E,_._m.nu“
srarnds _u__._.___ {sech bbbt} in immancnee, The :......Fr_.-_._m_._m respaonds again
to an aleerity to be assimitared by the I. It is indeed this assimilution __m:“:
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s expressed by the optical metaphor of the mry which, from the awak-
cred 1, diveees ivsell to the ._.__u__..n__ thar had wwakened i, which direces i
self upon itselb as knowledge, or as the mind assimilating thar which
seriboes i To bae sore,

Mevertheless, in the fdeen £ che division of intentional consciousness
impo “acrslivie” and “potenialite” aleady supposed the for of inien-
tionaliny in such a way char che Liter was not eguivalent, ac the ouset,
ror the eadiance of the 1 owhile the D would there characterioe _.._.__m. rle wc-
tive intentionality attesting v iself in accention, In Experience and Judy-
wient amd Plemonecwefogiced Popefodogy, on the orher hamd™ ir is inen-
onality as such thas coincides with the vigilanee of the Taffecnad and al
reacly waking. This | s seser sevaeded s i pedis of afsenee. Bven in che
passivity of consciousness, where one cannot yer speak of knowledge
proper. the | koeps warch. Even if chis sirosal incentomlioy mose blos-
SO r_.__:___._._...n._m__.n. andd i evidenoe thar _"._1_.;.1_ _“:._._.u..._..__._”__:__..m,h te il -
derlying life of the Dor thar pur chis life o sleep, the gossifiafling of wad-
ening alveady makes the beart of the T heat, from the disturbed aned liv-
" T ewamine i close up, slecp

ity intericn, “rranscendent in immancne,
s mcanming only relanve to weitbew Funl veess il carries, i aeselF, i -
tialicy for waking up.™"”

Mt the analysis nisr he _._._Hm_._rz.._. comseeguently, _._p.u.___:._._.__ the legber of
Hlusserls wexe? Tnothe identiry of the soare of consciousmess present oo -
sielf, i this s lemt eauenlogry il the __R_-._...____,.._.._?_.n., thi-ne ___.._.._u.__.__. el dif¥or-
ence berween the same, and the same thar is never in phase, a difference
that m._.__..._.__:_u_q does nor VAT B0 CTRE s, This is [prey m_.:.._u_. e Ferienier-
rda that one canmor stare ocherwise than by these waords, which have a2
._.a__.nw.__._lh__.....mﬂ_.:._._.._.r.“ i, A scission of id ._._nm..“._.. SRR R .m.._..._._h_q.q.b_.n. aivddad
otherwise than heing—depend wpon “logical” categories no less angust
than those char sustain and Found _.__"..m_"__.u_ sich as dialectical fgs m.._.m_”."_..
for example, ro which insomnia cannor be brought back. An irreducible
categnry of the difference e tfe beges of the Same, which picrces the
strucrure of being, in animaring or inspiring i, Husserl compares the |1
o the unity of Kant's tanscendental apperception,™ and this cerainly
will have its justification. But che identicy of this identical [ is vorn by the
difference of insomnia, _..._..E_.:_._._.q_ a void which i ..._..-..:...__.._,_ recreated, mot _..__.__. i
detachment from evervihing acquired bur by a resistance, as it were, o
any comlensaiion of this same woid, which comes over me like somno-

leane oo Bk 1l being of the being). Insomnia, like an enveleation of

===
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the VETY _._"_:._"_:..m._.._.. af the one [ower which the _.:_:u._. of transcernlenial wpe
perceprion still prevails, smdhwesizing che given), or like a dis-appoinomenc
of its very _..__"____n.__.:._:._..__.. 2

Here is an insomnia or a rending that is not the Anitude of a being, in-

_.__..q. Al rest ____... _ua._Hunu _'_. 3l

._.....__“__.__._.. ol rejoining isell and of “renn;
mood, bur racher transcendence rending or inspiring the immanence
whisch ar fiest sighe envelops i, as if there could be aniden of the Infinine;
that 15, as if God could abide within me™ This 1s a wakehulness wichout
intentionality bur awakened coaselesly from s very stae of wakefuloes,
sobered from its o identity, for what is deeper than oneself. Subyjecriv-
m_“__. T :_.E_.._.._._._m_:._.__ af the linhmire, this is svlinission oo God boh -
terior and rrnscendent, iy anesedf liberation af selt, A frecdom of awak-
ening, frecr than the freedom ol th —."__..mh_ g, which is iz in o pringi-
ple.* This freedom resembles that which fHlashes in the proximicy of the
neighbor, in responsibiliny for the ocher man, where, noverdheless, as the
unigqueness of the noninterchangeable, in the condition or noncondition
of a hostage, [ am anigue and clecred. 15 chis an analogy with the prox-
imity of the ether [asernd], or the preliminary necessary w awakening?
Withour intentionalivg, otherwise than being: is nor deegpdny eipl alecudy
to substitute oneself for the Other [Awirsi]? In any case, it is starting
frorn the Ohiher thar Husser] will deseribe the ornscendenal a___._m_...p:i._..__..
rearing the [ from its isolation in itself, But the unity of transcendental
apperception and the lucidity of knswledge, reoognieed opgether as a sub-
jeet, are not without phenomenclogical justification. They [unity and lo-
cidiry| are neceagary oo awakening, The ©is in iraclt, and incirsel§ i is e,
and here iv s in the world, Tr muost be o our of this reotedness,
Higsserls rranscendental Reducrion has, as it vocition, o awaken the |
from numbmness, to reanimare its life and ies horizons lost in anonyminy.
The intersubjective Reducrion. starting from the other [faaree], will ter
the | out of its coincidence with self and with the center of the world,
even if Husserl never ceases, for all thar, to think abour the relatonship
between me and the other in terms of knowledge.

The Reduction as Awakening

The account of apodicticity, indubitability sur gemerss, comes to an end
in §g of the Certesian Medieasions with the avosal of dhe dilliculoes ar-

tached to the _._2.__".__._..._._._m thiat 1 raises. Preseiee o ammesc! D ik mean-
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ingz no longer described by adegquation, juse as i is not desroyed by the
noenadequation berween the intended [pisé] and the seen ' The path
leading ro the Reduction from a phenomenalogical psychology of per-
ceprion is, if we helieve the Krigs, betwer than the path followed in Jdecn
Fand the Cartesian Meditations," based on Diescarres. Subjective life will
reval its transeendental dignity by its anteriority relative ro the real which
ix idenrificd in ir, but which absorbs and reduces subjective life o
anonymity, As though in cognition iself, inasmuch as i bears upon an
identical and identifiable object. the opening were also a closing! As
chough the thoughe thar identifies 2 world or inhabits it were immedi-
atcly blocked up or embanrgeoisée by this same world!™ As though, con-
sequently, the advenrure of cognition were not all of the spinuality of
thought, as it it were rather the falling asleep of a wakefulnes! An open-
ing blocked wp by thar which shows itself therein, not in order oo bring
hout & dialectic of the part and the whole, As though the part necessary
ior the r_____.___..._.F.._.._mu.. of thie while indeed sbsorhed the R — -like reason
fallen ro the rank of understanding —causing us o forget the indigence
ool the part taken for a whole, and thus dissimulating the whele instead
ol revealing it. But as though the enlargement—under a grearer light—
ol the objective horizon {where the object shows isdf and where ic bor-
ders orher objecrs which ir dissimulares) were not yet il E._.__._mq. of the
vivetd of the gaee rned coward s theme. Ir is the lite undedying the
wave that Husserlian phenomenology awakens, Tt is not a question of
wlding a theme internal to the external theme, bur rather of reanimat-
—or of reactivating—=his life in order wo reach, under the name of in-
dubitable being, the living presence. Jt & @ qucstion, in presenee, am__..._ﬁ__q_q._?
copering life. As though consciousness, in it identification of the Same,
asleep in “being awakened” to things; as though the object contem-
plated weere thar which paralyzes and perribes life in cognition.

Mowve all, the Reduction will be the approach thatr—hencarh the rest
e dteeff wherein the Real, referred 1o iself, is fulfilled—will show or
weaken the life against which themarized being alveady balked in i suf-
b ieney. Here is a life suitably enough called absolute exisience, bur
e absolureness shall be ab-sohution ot sobering, awakening, or held-
wr wabclulness in the exposition of what is “reduced” to new reducrions;
b is o lile nnduing, the dogmarism subsisting or returning under ideal
aloniinies: a lile neactivating dormanmt intencions, reopening forgoten
i the Samee o b midse of s identity where the

| FTETI T ___....___
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satchring aver hecomes a sate of soul; a life disturhing the stare of warch-
fulness which, feom its rest, finds itself already indebred o the Same
wherein it lolls, seill or already.

For the | that is waketulness irself, bur also tor the 1 thar discovers imsclf
the same—the intersubjective reduction! The larter is noe direcred only
against the solipsism of the “primordial sphere™ and the relativism of the
rruth resulting from in, with the view w assuring the ohjectiviny of knowl-
_.._.._H.q__.n.r a5 it accord Ay _._.__._._..:._“_r. .n_..__...__..a.i.._.m_.___.u._m. The constitution or che
explication of the meaning of an 1 [&ad] ether chan [ [wod] ™ KEATTIng
from the analagy betsoven auimate bocies—a passive synthesis being ac-
complished in the pramcrdial I—rasies the 1 from s _.:__.v._c_,._u_.w_u, fromm rhe
Berve, which its somnambulist's tread s insufficient o separare from the
center of the world, The spacal interchangeability of the bere and the
there does nor ooly constitute the homogeneity of space, By the inter-
._._"_:._._m..E:._._._r. here and there, the | [ Mad]. albeit o evide tly .__E..q__..__...x.z_.b_;_....___.__.—
hegemenic in s fic et sose and ies identification, becomes sevonelarp, soes
__.“..___.._m._n____.__,._.r 5 ru.n._..__“rnr._.._. tor ansth T, and .._.—_,...:..._..__ __.:_...r BOCTHITITS Do s, e
nor the counrer-nature or the “marvd”™ of reflection upor omecll, prac-
ticed in the epological Reduction, wwe s likdibood v this intersubjec-
tive rearing from the primordial, w the reduction of the 1 i provieos
arul forgotten secondariness? The secondarines where, under the pitee of

another, the primerdial sphere loses i prioricy, s privilege, and i b
ficiency. is an awakening where the egological—amd cgotism and cpo-
ism-—Hee like dreams. In Husser chis sccondariness is sempered or oven
balanced by the reciprocity of ineersubjective relarions, and chis procecds
from a renacious readition for which mind is cquivalent to knowledgg
andl freedom, o beginning—and in which the subject, though enucle-
ated, persists as the unity of the rranscendeneal APPErCeprion.

Droes the preliminary exposition w the Other [Cdmere] of the primor-
dial r_..___._._.r._._u_ in is m.r“_n_.:m.__“__. andd “natural _.._qm_.._.ﬁ_: t_.m__ﬂ_mu__ cialavement? 1s the
gaze of the Orher straightaway objectivation and reification? s it not che
case that, in the _..x_.._ﬂ_L_.m_.:_ ol the _....l_._._ﬂq._.._i_ level to the other | Sanere],
the Same, straightaway devored o Another [Awernd], is elecred and, in s
responsibility, iereplaceable and unique? Vigilance—a wakefulness arising
in the awakening, the awakening waking up the seate inro which vigil iself
talls and is fixed—is vocation, and, concrerely, responsibility for Another.

Against the simple abstraction thar, in stareing from the individual
CONSCIOUSNESS, M08 00 L nnsciousness in ELTH, el T alie cvsbiie o an
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melic omission of its rerresteial weight, by intoxication or by the idealism
of a magical sublimation, the Husserlian theory of the inrersubjective re-
duction deserilses the astonishing possibilicy of the sobering up, where
the 1 is liberated from itself and awakens from dogmatic slumber.™ The
ion of the Other in the Same, wwand absolute insom-

reduction as cxph
nia, is a category under which the subject hoscs the atomlike consistency
prporcepion.

[n Husserl, chis Reduction is cxprssed, o the end, as @ passage from
one knowledpe [contaisamce] woa berrer knowledge [ comadsanee]. The
spodicoicity of the Reduction romains charscrerized as indubitable knowl.
vilgme, as the living presence of the Cogiro, Life may cerminly nor enter inro
prhilosophical discourse other than as e oo reflecrion, Yer Husserl
will ot separare the Sedeg from lite and presence, the condition of philo-
sophical discourse, Always, tor him, the very spinimalicy of che spine re-
maing knowing [seewir]. And for philosophy this necessity of remaining,
st knowledge, @ r:_ﬁ:..__i__._r. ol preseuce and of being, canno but sig-
sibp—and this no mose for Husserl than for che entinety of Western phi-
hisophy—rthe ultimate figure of the meaningful [& sensé]. Or which

of the transcenden

omouts to the same, this neassity cannor bt signify thar the meaningful
ity its meaning in the ultimate, in the fundamental, in the Same. The
pirit remains founded upon the presence of being, it is the event of this
presence, This meaning char, when e shows isscf, cannot bue shaw ivself
i consciousness, shall not separace itself fram the adventure of con-
wiowsness which s onralogical. Mever shall philosophy, staring from the
pivsence of being, be awakencd from it or speak of the awakening in rermos
ather than those of knowledge [seeir]. Mover shall i reduce the lnowl-
Alpe of ontology to one of the modalitics of wakefulness where already
inodalicies much desper arise never shall philosephy think the vig and
Ve awakening from which the vigil lives—as Resson withour under-
-1 __.__._.__._.._.._ it within cognition | roranssaer|, without reducing its very sig-
e o the manifecsation of meaning. To awaken from presence and
« will no signify bor philosophy wn sdventure of the spinit, except as 3
Jusion of free i images, poctry or dreams, drunkenness or slumber,

Bt e Fodse of life an exoceding?™® Is it not a raprure of the con-
4
bl whie b prceiscly, thos, animates or inspires?

tariien Dy il nineisn
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Should not awakening be inspiration? Irreducible rerms. The Soing of
lite—an incessant bursting of identification. As of, like a dazeling or bum-
ing, life were, beyond the seeing, already the pain of the eye exceeded by
light; beyond conract, already the igniton of the skin rouching—but not
teuching—the ungraspable. The Same, disturbed by the Other who ex-
ales him. To live is nor an ecstagy, it is an enchusiasm. Enthusiazsm is not
drunkenness, it is 2 sobering up. A sobering up always yer to be further
sobered, a wakefulness warchful for a new awakening, the Same always
awaking from itself—Reason, Mon-rest or non-perdurance in the Same, a
non-stare: showld we call the stberaiee, which thus withd raws frself [
aédit] from being, a “creature™ Perhaps. But on condition thar it not be
undersiond as a loser being, nor as some sort of modification or deriva-
tion of being. For the prionty or the ultimacy of the Same—as also con-
sciousness, knowledye, themarization, and being—pur themselves into
guestion. The frame ._._m._"___.:;.___ﬂ_u._u._. is here heoken, with the subject prazsing,
from the Same—excluding or assimilating the other—ro the awaking of
the Same by the other, sobering up from ics identity and its being.

I hawe deseribed elsewhere the enucleation of the siedyjert as sitleiammee,
where we started from responsibilicy tor the Ocher as substitation for
him, by the order of the Infinite, and where the Infinite—ncither theme
nor interlocutor—awakens me o vigilance, o warchfulness over the
neighbor,

This is an awakening irreducible wo knowledge [seeeir] and Reason,
which does not confine irself w lucidity. But knowledge consrirures 2
privileged modality of awakening, It justifies isself ro the degree that re-
h___”:.___:H._____..___ﬂ.__...__:__._.ﬂ auedier, and the condition—aor noncondinion—of o hos-
tage which this responsibility signifies, cannor, before the third party, dao
without comparison, Thus it is compelled o the comparison of incom-
parables, o objectivization, and to consciousness and 1o philosephical
knowledge isself.

The question that these pages have posed consisted in asking ourselves
whether intelligence and significance are invariably figures of the Same,
of knowledge and being, or whether, on the conteary, signification only
espouses these figures ara cemain level of vigilance, while in idenriry's rest,
intelligibilivy already drops off o sleep, it already “poes bourgeois” in the
presence that is satisfied with s place.

“Going bourgeois™ or sufficiency: a strange “alreration” of the Same by
isell, whereas it ought o have been preserved from this by ies identig
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and its power o assimilare the other. Here s an alienation, a "faening
np.” which disowns alterity by resisting violently, in s integrity, that
which rranscends and stll afocs i

W are asking whether reason, always broughe back to the search for
est, appeascment, conciliation ”.._....._...u__i :._._ﬁ_.mnn_ Ing il _.___w___..:_.._..”__. OF -
oriry of the Same—does not already thereby absent itself from living rea-
won, 1t 15 mor chae reason shoulbd he r.._._._."_m...__._F._.___ o the sedsel for an __.._..__._..._._.S._
with oncself—for an adequanion with oneself—which would be feteer
than the adequarion already attained. Against this our-of-dare and unjus-
vifiable romanticism, like the ene thar prefers war o peace, the dassicism
uf _u.__.-_.___”:_.._._.. 15 heavtiful 0 i __.__p.m_.._.m_.“__.. B we are ”_..._a__._m.q. whether lucid-
iy—as perfection of knowing—is the most awakened walkefulness [f
pertte da hE___._.u.. dperllée] s wven i it were NECERSIrY Lo :rr_.__:......_n_._.ﬂ_.. thir ._._.mHm-
lance, irself, demands o be recognized wich lucidicy, %o are asking
whether the ___.E__j__._.__"_.__.“..“. [reilie] is o nost: _—n....mu tor the .p._._._._u__. amd mot a pa-
tience of the Infinire. We are asking whether, consequently, as vigilance
and warch m.nm“. reason 15 met the unresortbalble _"r._...:_._"...,..n._"._._.._._._. oof rhe Same
by the Other—an awakening thar shakes the state of wakefulness—or a
..__.._.,..n.m.n._._..__.._.__“ of the Samw _4..__. the Onher in che differemee thar, ”_”_q_.,ﬁmz_.._.._._.
e nan-indifference, docs not lend iselt o e adversities and reconcilia-
s in which che COHTITImILY however farmal ir he—1 rgeers the di-
dectical movement. Here the difference remains withoot any community

aned mon=indifference —the LTI relarion of awa r_..___._"___"....l_.., nar reduced
1o nothing. It is a restlessness, @ deepening or shaking of every founda-
v, andd chus of Presemee or ..,_m._._._.F_:.:._..m._.._.. _“._."_u__. wihich arigin amd Ei.....m...u.
we hxed in time) inte dia<chrony, inte an exposition w the other in the
lirm of & wound or of vulnerahilivg 1t s nor the passivity of inerria or of
tiw effect, bur rather sensibilicg: a pain of whar dageles and burns, There
s e ”_mm“_: in the eye thian its state can receive, more conmcr than che
skin can rouch: the Same held inwakefulness by an other, [vis a relation
lerween the Same and che Ovher thar, For the _.u_.p__._.._z—.,.__u_._u__. ot the Same,
v only be provisional.

Yor s this not the n.___.dnluu_..mﬂ_._ al transcendence? & relarion berween the
sanve anned the Orher thar could not be interpreted as a state, even it chis
e _._.r.m___m___..“ a relation thar owes itsell wa .,._w_“_.._._"._hn which, as .r._h.u.__.._ Wi,
s ownt st in s theme, in representation, in presence, or in Being. The
1 _.....:.H:wu.r |...mﬁ_"_.m3n» the de-fection of

e s he .._..;__.L_.__q_ up o
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neighbor, Substimucion is an order or disorder in which reason is no
longer cither knowledge or action, but in which, unseared in irs seate by
the Orther—unscared from the Same and from being—reason i in cthical
relanonship with an other, it is proximity of the neighbor.

These questions conceen the ultimate, and even the possibility or the
impassibility of the ultimare, Must we dhink thar the idemtification of the
Samwe, in which being responds For its presence, is teason in irs spiriual
vigilance, bur char, in check ar cach of it ages, it requires all of human
listory to find is assurance anew and, consequenty, o ful [l itselt di-
..a_.ﬁn:n_u_”__..__.. H”_..n.:_..w.__._. the ruptures and ”__:_.E”_“__. relnins n._m.m_._.ﬁ.____n_._.._..__ L [ the
final trinmph of ddensificasion in che Absolute Idea, as the identity of this
raticonal moverent and _""__H,T..m:ww bluist woe nor drend, on the CONLELTY, i
the identicy of the Same and in fis reeurn o iself wherein reasen as iden-
tification lays claim to its eriumph—rhar is, in the identity of the Same
ve which thought aspires by isself as to some rest—must we noe Tear there
an hebetude, a perrifaction or o Fairening up or a briness? The dilemma
can also be stared inthis way: does the other, who eludes identificarion,
pass himself off abusively—aor for a while only—as the sdversary of the
Same, in a diabolical game playeed po confuse whar is bur a Cogition im-
parient to lead to something and refusing the methadology of history? 1s
this a game that the spiric will thwart in its parience as the concepr [y
concept], assured as it is o finish in is own time wich the ather? O
should we understand che other alwogether differently-—according to an
u_.ﬂ..qmnw. of which a few traits were traced W L0 o ——as 20 Incessiang
putzing in question, withour ultimacy, of the prioricy and che quiet of the
Same, like the burning withour consumption of a inextinguishable flame?
This is an undergoing |sscepeion] mere passive than any passivity, leaving
bechind it not even a cinder, Yer it is an undergoing aut of which meaning
emerges: the more in the less or the one Tor the other—an undergoing of
the impulse, a waking wp in the hear of the awakening iself, a sobering
up always deeper, an insomnia more vigilant chan the Jucidity of the evi-
dence in which rests the Same—and this, already and again—a dream in
irs present. Beyond che dialectic thar remains, in spire of its restlessiness, a
eonsciousness of the Same in is completion—ar seill more simply, which
remains the very idea of completion or the ultimare.

§ On Death in the Thought
of Ernst Bloch

[he Importance of This Theme tor
the Truth of Bloch’s Thought

The Marxism of Ernst Bloch is deliberaely humanistie. I is a view
that would justify iesellas much by the marone eses of Mar as by dhose
af his youth, Mever would the doctrine of Mark—which wanes w be a
wience concenied warl _u_..___.p.—._m...m_”..._.. SUPPress “real homanism,” “As real,
precisely, and non-formal, this doecrrine is pur back on i feer™

As a new philisoephy and nor a simple "seculariearion” (that is, a tech-
mical application or realist “abasement™) of truths already acquized by the
radition _..__.u..nmv..u.u__._.:._ isim anel of :zmuml.____t_m._”__..... Marsism would draer ics
lorce as much from the moral reaction aroused, cven among, these privi-
leged by the unjust regime, by the miscry of the _._._..mmﬂ_._._.__“.ﬁr as by the ob-
wutive analysis of reality.” These are two sources of the revelutionary con-
soipusness—which would be the reue self-c HIACTRISTIC S |_..:“_._+.__._r._._._” ar
~pringing from the same subterranean origin. "Misery, inasmuch as it
_._u_._.munn”_.._n_..n_h s causes, becomes the lever of the revolurion”; “the hu-
manity which conceives iself through acrion™ is identified with the “red
ntirch of the intelligenrsia.™ However, these propositions would nor be
nvre Sdarxist than the Husserhan-style idea of an authentic acces ro the
visery o man “enslaved, humiliaed, and _._._.ﬂ__.._m..k.._.._._. a._”_._._uﬂ_._._._..._._ frem revolr

o, inversely, of an access, starting from misery, o the “force of the revolr
Al =3

tel aggaimsn rhe cause of misery.
Howewer, in the philosaphy of Frosr Bloch, which ar firse glance is

sonly o merpreniioe of bhesison, s adea s _...._.._.._.._.q._._._.__“_w ,u._ﬂ.‘_._:mnﬁ— by
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an ateention rurned roward all the works of the human spirie, In these
works innumerable harmonics are wwakened: the universal culture sets
abour vibrating by sympathy. A singular resonance? Taking as his own
chie feermula “ro overtarn all the relacions in which man remains humili-
ated, enslaved, declassed, and despised,” Ernst Bloch nevertheless recov-
ers the valuable modes of human civilization: philosophy, art, and reli-
gion. They represent for him the expression of human hope, the anici-
pation of the future in which humanicy, wday absent, will exise, This is
an anticipation for which Margism would be the adequare and rigorous
formulation that alone makes possible the interprecation, in spiric and in
truth, of the works of the past, sri | ahseract and poor [ plas pasres).
Marxism abandons the heavens o speak the language of the carth. To be
sure. Bur "a good intellecrual content (eim grser Coclfrals) i not weakened
when one sets it arighe and i s snll more evident char chis coneent s not
sccularized when, put back on s Feer, it is realized.™ Thar is, Bloch
adds, unless we understand secularization in the Marxist sense as the sup-
pression of all the elevarion in which man does not appear. This goes, in
cffieet, For world culture as Bloch sees ir, as it does also for che Od Tes-
rament seen by the Chrstians: this Testament would only prefigure the
authentic meaning of revelation, although the Church preserecs ic amaong
the Holy Scriprures,

Blach’s philosophy thus wanes deliberaely o ignore the “cultural revo-
lurion.” Ir already places irselt, on this poine, in o postresolurionary era.
Im culrure, understood as hope [espence]. humanicy is already rediscov
ered, ar least bocause it secks ieselF despite the struggle of the dlasses. Hu-
manity is thus found not inoa socc ol compromise, no in oder o arten-
uate this sruggle, bur in order to intensity it precisely because this srug:
gle would be the sole parh voward the real universality hoped for by
human culture, The revaluation of these hopes and their affirmarion con
stitute the magisterial work of Bloch devored wo the interprecation of
world civilizatien, A refined henmencutic thar in no way resembles e
coarseness of the common reduction “of the superstructures” to the coos
nomic infrascrucrure, Bloch’s eminent personal culiire—sciennfic, his
rarical, literary, musical—is ar the level of the "documents”™ he interpro.
and which he very chviously rakes plessure in interprening, as if he wen:
scoring, for an orchestra assembling all the geniuses of the carth. 1he
counterpoint of the Marxist concepts. In his philosaphy, which is in il
sense consistent with Greek wisdom, the Swman is thus ereated, stnting

Chve Dl e Blaelis Thanglie 1%

Irom ___“.._.__...._.h ard, ar the same time, inins ?:...__._"_n:.__:.:.“__. o the ._._:._Hﬂ_ of the
world, The specracle of the misery and froseracion of the neighbor, of his
debasement wnder 2 _..._..—.....m:._._.. of economic ....Hm."__._._m__u.:._._._._. andd the 1&.__”_:"__._...._“__.
cthical discourse that it engenders, rejoins, according to Bloch and in
loch, the _..___“u_..:....__ discourse on _......m:.n. or .:"_"__n__._._—u..m_.u__ disconerse, This S
vicle determines the awakening of onological discourse.” The fulhllment
of man s the fulfillment of being in i orach. Bur never, perhaps, has a
Lady of ideas presented a surface upon which ethics and entology, in the
spposition in which these are understoad i an unfinished world, are in
superimposition to each other withour aur being able to say which is the
witting that carries the other. 15 this scill entirely consistent wich the nea-
wm of Athens?"

For this confluence of philosophical and ethical discourses to be con-
cincing, however, for the order of what has come, by convention. to be
called marure, inits cold splendor or in i scientific and asrronemie Le-
=ality, to take on a meaning for man recognized in his dis-aster.” a re-
“pusise must be given o the problem of dearh. Withouwr this the position
ool Bloch would remain at the stare of some Marsise homily. Tr s neces-
iy thar man, finally aking his place in a world become his order, his
sative land, his home [ofiez sei] {this is the term Feimar chae Bloch wri-
veos to designare the realization of the woopian), ic s necessary thar man

o there nor _u_._._.v.. the social _._._,v._r..r. ..._u_.._...ﬂu._.z _.._._.____._._m..F...._ out of the universal
ewwns of marere by idealism. Idealism must nor only console man tor the
nees he undergoes in reality, by assuring him of the freedom of his
vinscendental consciousness in which the being ot the real is constiruned
i inowhich, ar least in it necessicies, being is understond® The accond
lwiween being and man requires, beyond these consslations, the allevia-
v af the “_..uﬂﬂ_u inevitable m._._._“_.n_._mu”__ beefore demel This would nor be s
~alile unless justice and che fulfillment of Being could receive a new mean-
v andd show a very indmare kinship, and unless the subjectiviey of the
ailgeer in his relavdon o Being mighe admic an unsuspecred modalicy in
I ddesith loses ies z_.m._._m..._

- Pagiees Faicure

vt Dlow Iy wonnas

ol Pl argism a5 o H._r:._._z_._..___._mnﬂ_. rroiment. He seps
onsnably, e nhe cxensien of the Measmenefary of Spdnie wherein labor

coenvie, Qe whie Dot oo, e iyl ¢ v e MLarsise aimbicion o
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reanstorm the world sweould mor amw....._._;..... sermie indeterminable _..__13-.:.4..__. ot
action, which would come o be subsritured for che search for eruth, amd
bend rhe world o a value 1l

did mor come From such a scarch, The
truth of being, precisely as ruth—and withour the intervention of some
sorr of volungarizm m:._....um_._.m“_i_._“_..q_ Heasorm—ias condipomed _._”._. fdr, the
fundamental relationship between subject and objece. The aer wosdd form
i ik a._m__..q._____.. ._.._._.._.__._.___H___q.,u..q.q__...a____ _...___..__.._.....q.z..m. This ix cereainly nor ﬁzii_..___n. CECET
by way of a new notion of the intelligibility of being—a Marsian contri-
burion o the Emnﬂ:.”___ _u_ﬂ.“_”___..m_.::_.._._._._“__. P in ...:....._._m._#..:_.__..._., tor 15 coneribg-
tions to pelitics and cconomics—understood as covering particular re-
ﬁr::__ af the Real. The m._"_.__..__m—.u...__:.:m._u_.. h._.._.__..m_._._.q_. which ix also irs ..w_..._._”_.__.r_ of
being, " would coincide with its complenion of the fiewngplore: on the onc
hamnd wich s E.._.—.._...:..._:.__.”__.l...y i ._E._HZH.__......_.__. _.__._._.m._._mu_ B0 prass 1t thi it as
Aristotle taughe on the other hand wich s humanicy, wich thar by
which, ._H_._..ﬁ..E.._..”__.. the ot eiial [HISSCE Dby thee wer and 35 derermined, That

by which potential is determined is not initally an “operation” of
mind—a pure judgment, 3 pure synthesis of the :_._L_.._an..__._n_p:m.. Frosm the
idealism born of Kanr, The act is labor, Mothing is accessible, nothing
sftnes teself weithaowr _.H..:"_..—.._.. derermmined _.__.__. the interventiom of lumans cor-
poreal labor, This is o labor thar is net some sor of Blind theose, char is, 2
mechanical cavsalicy accompanied 36 need be by intentions in the man-
ner of epiphenomena, nor a cansality corresponding, or not correspond-
h..n_m. afver the Bacr, with somce _.m._"._.:__._.u_.. PrROpCr o man, ::___nm..__...r itself truch
or error according ro the success or the failure of this pragmaric corre-
spondence. This is a labor char is nora concern for seeelf in the manip-
ulation of “usable things" { Zwdvndenes), bordering on the alienarion of
self in cechmigues. Iris Tabor as o rranscendental condition of truch, Tr s
labor producing being with marter in the deuble sense of the term “ro
produce™ re male and s peesess being inies cruth, This i praxis: labor
as a transcendental condirion of the sense datum, a specific appearing
[irpegreiraniv] of marmer. Bur
lalror, which ne image precedes, A notion in no way hybrid, praxis is
_.ﬁ_-m_.i inap .n...mv_.._...l._._.n thiar eemmai ns “____".Fm_..::_"._..___._m_"....__. Chine wonld be WIOng
v see therein a simplibeation or an incomprehension of the problem of
knowledge. Ivis as labarer thar man is subjectivirge

The truth of being is thus the actualization of porental, or History. A
determination of the indeterminare, it goes toward thar which is as v
nowhere. It is not separated from hope, Hope is here in is place of hard.

ready the appearing of the sensation SUppOses
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P to conccive truth in chis way s o denounce as purely fdeological-
ninder the jurisdiction of an incomplete knowledge —the notion of a be-
ing that would he neal for all crernivy, or would unfuld inoa tme imitating
1A% _._______.,__m__“__. an immahile clernity oof Fulfillment, To _.K.__.n: _.a.._.p_.Hmk i COH-
slirioming rruch is o ne time seriously, Ieis woundersiand by “faeone”
hiar which seally has not come w0 pass and which does not preesist iself
i any wary—neither as implicaved i the folds of the explicie, nor as deep
sithin the mystery of intimacy; neither as God gathening up dime in his
eanseendence, noe as Dews siee Natere, A God wachoun emscendence o
b suee, bur containing the futune in the crernity of Nature, The fucure
of praxis hus por yel talien “_..__."._...._.. in any scense. |0 s 2 uture of Ltespia i
e opening of pure expericnce. Without prxis, the activiey thar perfects
lwing—"hwing.” that is, here, humanivy—could neither begin nor con.
g i ies Jong paticnee inoscicnee and offiom,

W muse certainly note here the analogy berween Ernst Bloch’s uropi
st ad the grear miuitions of contemporary prhilosephy, which is sen-
sve o the future as the essenal i cemporaliog The reducible noveley

o cach instang of the Bergsenian duration, putting in question anew the

clinitiveness of the past on which i froely confers a new mu el

ey ares

[vieake weitly ehe vime of the T Since his T Sormrer
o ...___._."_u_...“_.__._._.\_“_ e .__..n_n..__..q.._...q.q.n___._..__ duriacion is married o che _...._“__.m_u:_a_.:m"_ with

the meighbor in a crenive generosity, amd "_._..n.:__.._.."_m_.__“..__ vav a socialicy orher
dian that of sociologises and hisworians. Bur prociscdy in this way it is on
ili- _._“__.__._. of imternalizition, ...__.m"_:_._".. ...._._mnm_:_ ._U._. wiliore, ._.._"_.. Wy of Tealiness,
e Purure makes itsell present, and takes place withour showing iself in
il vie of the Warld, and withous _......m._._mr conscious of s uropanism. '
I hsaary is conjured away; the misery of the world s cither sapidly possed
cever o aveided in the subrerranean [rrssaps of the seul hollowed our be-
v il the foundations of the ghertos reservad for the poo, deeply encugh
Sl foorun up .._m.u.m:zn _.._“__.._.: m__.:,_ (AR k] _.._._.3.__..“._“_..._.. any n_“._._nmu_.:.... This

ot an insufficiency of the heart, bur a conceprual deficiency of a phi-
Leaghy. For Ernst Bloch, the humanization of che Real could not bypass
i sl

U kieswes, omn the other hand, that in Heidegger's celebrated analyses
“vestasy” of the future is privileged over those of the present
wast. B in is o the finitude of human existence, “destined 1o be-
" | prwr-la-ware], that human
v v e onipinaliog asa Siempecalioion starring from the fuore.”

LR | _.__..
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:“_m_._..w___—...ﬂm.?_"__.ﬂ____.:..ﬂ as A prdeni;
selutely untransterable (each one dics tor himselb wichour a possible re-
placement), a5 the anguish whesein the imminence of nothingnes ocous,
is the eriginal future, It is the most auchentic modality of the humanicy

__'u—u_.. el JFrERpIE Tee 170 _._n.._..ﬂ_._._t._ _._._.._.

of man. This schema of the pure Teoure stands opposed o thar which
emerges from Bloch’s thought, The nothingness of the utopia is nor the
nothingness of death, and hope is nor anguish. This is glasingly abyviouos.,
But it is not deach thar, in Bloch, opens the authentic furure, and it is rel-
arive to the furuee of uropia thar deach feself muse be underseood. The fu-
ture of utopia is the hope of realizing that which is no yet. It is the hope
af a human subject soll alien oo himaclf, a pure foticine—pure Dag-medn;
of a separated subject invisible wo jself, sill ar a distance from the place
whene, in uneompleted being, iv could couly Se sbere (Oaeedn),”™ bur also
the hope of a subject acting For the future, whose subjectivity docs not
therefore recurn, in the last resorn, o the wension over isclt——o the con-
cemn for self of ipseity' "—hut rather o the dedication o a world o come,
a world oo Fulfll, o wrepia.

Ideach, Where 1s Your Wictory?

Oine should nor see in chese ideas the sase of a feigned oprimism, op-
—.I._zm._._ﬂ e “_"_n:_."..__.:_ (L] _._:_m:.. ter the _..__"..E..m_._._m moarested ._.._H.q il _".‘r._.._........_.:._“_...
philoasphy of capitalist decomposicion. [n the messianic movemenr of
_._.r__._._.._u”.__ that he sketches, Bloeh does nor wish oo .._—.u...“__::.. the core of human
singrularivy. On the conrrary, he reproaches the philosophers of the "How
of consciousness,” James and Bergson, For ignoring in their descriptions
the substances or nodes thar interrupe the continuity of fme, and in
which r.m...._.:._.u_. I m_m._.“..m: takem L. n.___m..ﬂm.:...._ the modiornes he imvokes the Plato

il the Sremsenides, who plimpsed these poines as instants thar are neither
in moverment nor at nest, The facticite of the human subject-——the Darr-

S —

i zone of obscurivy in being. vo the poine char, for sach one, the
Frere beging only at a certain distance from the space thar it occupies.
Ernst Bloch cerrainly does nor take lighty the “romerss coends™ (the per-
severance in beingl, nor the strugele for lite, nor the anguish about the
end—all parr of thar night in which man scruggles. The seriousness he ar-
taches to this only allows us to measure the gap berween the unfulfilled
and che fulfilled. and the plenitude of the anthropological signification
thus ateributed to o process nevertheless thought of in terms of ontolopy,

<o, bor @ herrer world, His work 15 hiscon
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In the ohscuricy of pure facticing, in the deserr of being and s imleter-
minagion it which the z_._._._._r._.._ 1% Hhrown, _._._._._._r. 15 imrresduced, Tlhis s a
hope for a home, bor a D-sein. Man in his dereliction is not yet in the
wirtld! Froma che depths of his ohscuring the subject works tor dhis haspeed-
fr future. Bloch refuses to rake as the essence of man his de faees situa-
vt Wlider the teaies of the man “withoot o dwe ._._m place,” Bloch di-
vines him who, "heing closer to his humaning”™ can feel, as if it were 2
carrnent, thar which ar fiese sighe seene o seick to bim like his skin.'™

The ultimate meaning of subjecrivicy would thus be entirely cosraric,
o by way of intentiomality becoming conscions of _..:..:._m.ﬂ. bur by che
prraxis thar pradfeces e, and by which the subjecr is in s enticery wpred
| ....__.__..h.”_. The UL ) Trhee 1ok, 0w MAY Cxprress oursclves this way,
placed inside oue, rurned back like a garmene, Bur the being e which
the o mejoins, ar its utopian Relfillment, the Good which is no langer
lovomd being: in the good is abolished the opposition of man w che
warlel, Theere mman, “close wo bis amanivy,” s sofifed withou ﬁ.n_:m:m:_..u_
lemselt, through happiness, wichin o separce desdny, withour retiring
voader the shdl of a skin, He lsves oo death ._.___._:.. this shell ro bire on [
yuille & eragred!

A victory over death ghae ix _...p.q__.._m_.__“_._ 1 :._.__._m.q_m_.:_._._“_r.. it b5 nevere heless
vopeedd tor in wmopian fashion, In Ermst Bloch, chis vicoory is discingguished
fia vy che .._.__u.____.._ﬁ al—h ru:__.._“__. rletorical, __:.hm....,._._. and dialoetical—eon-
arnctions of the philosophical eradition. Iris thus discinguished by dhe
covcation of “premanitions” or “proscotiments” expericnocd “helone the
e, and in which the co-narurality of man and being glimmers as an
coreme possibilioy, like the privileged inseams of the conremplation of
the One of which Plotinus speaks. This evocation is often raken up., and
conaritures the most remarkable rair of whar one could call dhe “mysi-
venoured in che Priuciple of Hape,

Il subject, in the obscurity of the boote fcrs, works for a world

vant of iImmanence,

I, It is nor ar the level of
il vz, In the immediare furome, i ._._..__..4. succevds [rare: __u__.. This work
il alsa Batlore, The melancholi of this Bilure 5 the manner in which

worre ki himaself so his kiseorical _"_r...._.._._._“_"_._._.__"._:_“ [deoemer]s this 15 his

scarner el standing inincomplete being, This melancholia cherefone does
ish, a5 all affectivity should derive, i we believe Hei-
conrrary: ir is the anguish of deach thar would be a

. The fen :_.._..__..__._m... is beur of _....:..._.m_._._.q_ a work une-

saeed alorive o o
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done! Ermse Bloch shows chac the weopian worls of completion might co-
incicle with che cssence of man, and chae the “concern e work” _:m_“...r._. LT
be, as Heidegger often thought, agitation and distraction, and a way of
.__ni..q:_._.._.q_. :_.__z_.l__“__.. a fimine _"__.u....___._.“__.. He shows his r_."__. _.J...ur__._mh the _.__la..mn
leged moments in which the ohscuriny of the subject is traversed by a ray,
coming ax il from the uropian future. There, a plaice i left for “the con-
sciousness of the glory of the uwopia in man.™" Bloch culls these instanes,
i which the light of wopia penerrates for an insane inmo the ohacurity
of the subject, gotendohagene, It is an astonishment thar is o gquestion,

An unformable question, for being in is completion is withour refer-
ences; the words o fe would already be soo moch. '™ Yer chis i an un-
Formable question by which is nourished every subsequent human ques-
tion, This is seeven i every subsequens question—and even philosophy,
and especially the sciencific question—uweakens and smorhers the aston-
ishment that carmes chem, _..__.“__. the feermulation :._._“..__._._..a_..m:._._u aned FES[HIRSLY,
An asronishment like this dos nor depend wpon che “gquiddieg” of that
which astonishes, but om che Soeof the relation o things, It can be proe-
voked by

the manmer in which a leal i stirved by the sand, Bur thae which is chis -
dersiood can also he Alled wich o content more Famaliar and mone .ﬂmrq._._.mmﬁu_._n
[rair dedannreren, Dofieren Dedadf). This can be achild's smile, o young il
g, the beauty ol a melody msing from o mafle, the contemptuons clap o
pare word which docs nor reler o anyihing i aovery fiom Gshion. Bur this
mare signifying comtens s not necesary o give e to and Tulfl e inges-

cion-symthal [Susention-omedale] poing rowards the Trer ree agitnr | Your canse

is at stake] which thos appears,"™ T o the most proformd asonishment, with-

our any derivation, an dlement of the auchentic under the Agure of 3 ques-
tioe echoing within el
Bur we must reber oo the entirery of the rexrwe are using here, where the
_.r..a_.._n_ﬂnm:_... ol “astonishment”™ is made relave 1o a ..."_:"__"___.. "I 0% n.._:._m._._m..x
drawn from Knur Hamsun's Pre”' Among the “most signifying” situa-
riens where this astonishment s _“__.n__.__._n_.._"_. amd where death eannor ouch
man because humanity has H_.:._.... already quit rhe individual, Bloch
evokes the balelield of Austerlite in Tolstoys W aad Peace, where
Prince Bolkonski contemplaces the pure heighe of the sky, and Awwa
Karewoma wich Karenin and Veonski at the bedside of the m..._:....ﬁ._.__.. ill Ana
M vicrory over death divined in astonishmene,

15, e selere 1_.:
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losophy begins! Bloch conforms o the Western radicion: dhe agrecment
of man and being is announced with philosophy. Despice all the exal-
tion that rouses the utopian fulillment, nothing would come—either
from on high or from withour—co distuds or disquiet the immanence of
the history, nevertheles messianic and escharological, which is expressed
in this thought. The astonishiment is ar once a question and a response,
v is & question by way of its disproportion with the ohscurity of the sub.
ject; 10 is a response through i pleninude. = Everyehing can be o sl o
degree wir ot Deing that we might no longer have any nced For a ques:
tiom, but rather thar the lacer be pased fully in astonishment and mighe
finally becoine happiness: a being thar would be a happiness, ™

An abolition, within the "being arvived ar ies end” or rransformed by
praxis, of the opposition man/beng’ We must chink chis abolicion wich
._..mﬂ._.._q. Is there ndar, there in Eensr Bloch’s :"_.___._._._r_un._._. a mcst remarkable in-
rellecrual move, beyond any dislectical arntice and independent of his
“.._.ﬂ_.ﬁnr._“_ crodo? W are inclined ro accoed him an :._._._..__“___u_.:_.__..ﬁ thar 15 con-
siderable and all his own. The transformation of the workd thar is, prop-
crly speaking, its formation or it in-formation; the ineraduction of frms

o marter by praxis, in the Ariscorclian sense of aoalization, this “oh-
protive” process is s il o se H.__.:.__._.._E_...E______x s fremprerly (efgenidiol)
ricel o whis praxis, that this objectiviry is cxalted into 2 pasesive, into the
[rvssessive of i nes agiterr. Muse we o think char che eriginal place of
the possessive s here, rather than in the appropriation of things, in prop
¢ Consequently, there is a scemarkable movement starting from this
st res agitare: more originally—and more properly—than starting from
nalienable deach, the idenriry of the 1is identified and takes rhe consis-
veney of the consciousness which s, it nor thar of Horcoe's “wan anrs
e |let me not die in enrirery], an least char of the "o smes con-
firiekar” not be urterly destroyed].

N the end, human fulfillment coincides with being moving o s com-

pleie derermination. Beings coming o itself is cortainly impossible with
et the end of man’s misery: of my misery, and especially the misery of
matlier, Misery is alienation, which is not only a sign or metaphor of in-
comprlereness, bt s original maode:

Hlanaminy olsvaine o place ina democracy rendered really possible, juse as

e lirsn place of lomen labication. © . Marcism well

(UL bl LB ] B
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ety i ared™ 0 human face inics fulfillmenr. Marsism searches for the
mr._“__._. rhe _._n_.“.. o abjpectively suable to this; e commurs eself o, and fol-
bows this path in such o way thar ies Furure is an ence ineviable amd offers
hrime,

This path is also that of che intelligibility of being, of its coming o ieself,
and of s having become supreme objectiviey, Decidedly, Mar is, tor che
humanity in search of itsclf, “the truch, the way and the life.” The con-
stiturion of “a place of human habitaen” and the “gesture” of heing g
heing would be the same event, the same Er-efgasis {in the Hetdepgerian
sensel ™ the same evenr of sellappropriation or of dis-alienacion, of the
appearing of the possessive of the " T res agfene”

Bur this salvarion of man and of being is thought in terms of an ontol-
opy in two dimensions, becaose it excludes all reference oo heighe, as if
there were some fear thar one _"._"._.m.n_"._.— conluse ._.__".m__.q._.: anid _.._.:_.. In the pre-
sent essay, which has no critical intentions and in which we are above all
assereing the force of cermain of Bloch’s conceprs, we must not he aseon-
ishweed thar height remains, to the end, conceived on the mode of the su-
permarucal. And for this legioimare reson height remzaing suspece, wheneas
in the presentation Bloch makes of certain exceprional expericnces of the
uropian curcome, being ks pur in some way in the agpendities, inorder o
thraw light on the shscurity of the subjective, Is a passage not therefore
suggested from the noton of being o the cerinly sdmissible notion of
the creature?™ And would not the evident devarion of the supedarive no-
tion of being have ro lead o the claborarion of a dimension of height less

conrestalle than that of the pre-Copernican universe?

% From the Carefree Deficiency
to the New Meaning

For Mikel Dyfrenne

Ar this semoom where the spmbiosis of nan amd wirld
i i _._.. _.._._m.._.__...n_. it cartild "__.__._.._.—.._.. discvmer the

capressionns, stammaring aod ambiguace, of this cxigoney
aveesielimg 1w which man & a sk far man,

—Mikel Dufrenme, Fore S armer

The cases of human deficiency—aof man’s inferioriny o his sk as o
man, where man fods limsclf .___.__m.r_._.....____” [T} :...__._.__.___._......_ e chiat wlsich one ex-
pects of him—belong w daily experience. Physical, coonomic, and pelit-
ical canses have a hold over man as i he were buar one naooral realicy
among others. The elevation of human identity to the rank of transcen.
deneal ...._._._._u_.."_. _.7._:“__. doses vt @l ohae effecr which rhe prenerrarien af
meral can have, as a knife point or revolvers buller, into che heare of the 1,
which is b wiscera, “All the vigor of the human spirir is compelled o
succumb o the smallest atom of matter,” states the Lagie af Pore Ropa!,
Does mon the deficiency of man stem from chis deach, undersiood as dae

irrecusable door to nothingness, and understond as coming e serike o be-
:_._h wihiose men ___._._h is feduced to cssamce,” o the sk or the mission of
heing, that is, ta the exercise of the activiry expressed by the verbs of vers,
[ the verb e e which onc lightly calls augiliary? A verb of verbs, incf-
fect, it stares an activity that effects no change, either of quality or of
pace, but precisely the very identificarion of the idennical, and chus as the
mmn-restlessness of identityg, as the ace of ies rest, an apparent coneradic-
vion in terms, which the Greeks did not hesitare ro chink as pere aerand
which is prohably only thinkahle where one con be astonished about the
lirme vareh benmeath ene's feer and the celesnal vaulr with fised stars aver
iy head, The deficiency of man begins, consequently, in the trauma-
vt ol the emd, breaking the energy of e, in the "Aninude of human es-
stie” Phe immiinence of nothingness, the threat of instances of violence

Jh
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thar can hring i dare closes, the diversion thar ooens the socnnion away
froam i, bue alse the Bith char demies this imminence—all these permie
hurman “macer” to be modeed ac will.

This essential energy of humanity, or this courage o be—as 2 source
of courage s coret—shows iself concrerely in the mainenance of i
identity against all thar would come to alver its sufhciency or s for sself
It shavaes peselfin homanicy™s refusal to undergo any canse cxcrcised wpon
it i thonat its cosent, Tn all _.._._m_._m._.n g awaits brom man o free and riioe
nil decision. Consene should be given, the decision should alrcady be
mad, friom the moment of the Gt mwareness | prise de corresenee], Noth-
ing happens to man thar mighe mor be woosome degroe assumod, morhae
vauld rouch

This is an activiey thar, nevertheless, canmor ignore whar risks alicnae-
m.:w._ it Tt is in tlvis sonse
anvrgaenee, The finioode of man is also che distneion in him herween

im without the medinion of refleetion.,

five ..._"_._r... in the ke of e .._.._.m_._m._._ﬂ. e moer 1%

the will and the undemseane ng. Bt the drezm o iy PR rCnL s

no less his il five, As g given, the non-ignoranee or the knowledge of

the ool _.:.n_.____z tlw :_._.n_:.::“._._._._".._ af hrele: the r._.__:i.“__...__.._..i. af under-

sranding, raising itself to Reason, screcches power | podocsee] o the inh-

mite and, with the _“___.m .__z_._._._._“__. ol B ._._..m...._"._. b D ."_:._._"_m"_._q..r vlse o=
side. Absolute thoughe would be the coincidence of the will apd e un-
_"._.F._..,_.:.___.—_:_u_.q. i Beason, The very oot thear ehis cxecllenee demanals
rime—"as we have all been children before being men” (which, for
Descarpes, without COM O ETsing the homan Freedom of midadle g,
would vxplain the somerimes picturesque congestion of our world—
founds, in I”_..m._.._.._.. the will weithin [IURNET, The Process .u_m.r.m...._:_..“_. :m._..._:_:m.._.._.“ 1
process of integration of the wiality of the given inwo the infinity of the
ldea, San ,.u._.___.__.“_.._"u_._._..._____.__u_.. rejoins the ...__a.m____m_”___.. which sinee the Girecks is de-
scribed by this coincidence of will and knowledge, united in the cthink-
ing of thoughe [l pewsde e e prasde] by this ingelligible necesiny Tris as-
serted as identical and unaleerable, established upon the unshakable ter-
rain which is the carth in the ascronomical system; an empirical facr, bue
one underlying cverything; a founding fact in the act of its rest, and the
founder of the very concepr of foundarion. This is presence "under the
sun” and presence in the broad daylight of knowledge: that is, in the owo
senses of the caprossion seder ol sws, which the wond “onto-logy™ unives,

The disappointment to which human deficiency gives rise thus finds ai-
renucion in the evocarion of dhe incompleteness of the historical process
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that promises the universal inregration of Being within the ldea; this is an
imcomplenencss inowhich the pore act waould sl be only free will, But this
deheiency can be cxplained also by the abdication of the freedom, which,
apeist Trevdlom, vxposes itself, without contradicting itsell, w an unhappy
choice, Sin would cxplain morealicy tesclf and would thus be che uliimare
W._._.___.__.F._ for unbreedon, “_____________._.q___ _..._.__.__..mﬂ_.._._m:ﬁ the esseniial Freedom of
man, Comseguently, deficient humanicy-—coiminal, immoral, discased, ar-
restedd o rerarded inoi __._.....__._.._...__"_._.__ ait——should have o be separared —

whether incarcerated, interned, colonized, or educared—fiom the rrue
humanity—gpoad, healthy, and mature, The deficiency would not com-
promiss wan, alwiys considercd as aonve amd free caaanoe, Buar is i cer-
wadn thar, in [rui aenvicy, in the selfvonstousness chat man reaches in
Humaniny—as i glabal and homogencous Stare—death, as nochingnes,
loses irs sping aml ceases o be the point at which dehciency commences?

11

Thar the possi n fasco be artached 1o the “heing’s
act” amdd wo the Fnirude of this acr deomed o death as nothingnes—a
finioade withowe which the act would bave mo :.__._"..H.mn._..ﬂ @8 0T, ..._.:.__u_.;.q__._
the age of metaphysics, forgettul of essance in i oourh, might have
erected it inte an cternal act in s one-theology—is doubrless one of the
rigorous teachings of Heldegperian choughe, This thovghe—despine che

iliy ol the h

perspectives that it opens brilliantly, roward new thoughes dhrough its
phenomenological audacivics—aakes its place, by this atachment 1o the
act even unto death. no less than does the Hegelian dialecric, among the
vurcomes of the philosophical wadicion of our continent.

Human ipseiry exhavsts its meaning i being shere [ dere l7], in being-
the-there, unfolding iself as being-in-the-woeld. Bur being-there is a
sirgster that comes back w having-ro-he; an essance thar before any the-
wretical formulation of the questien is alscady a questioning about the es-
since of being. This is a questioning that is not an atrbute of some kind,
or an adjective of the human substance, bur the manner, the modaliny,
thie fieer, the adverbial quality of being which s sa fe. Man, according ro
many of the passages of Sein wnd Zeir, passes for having but one method-
sical privileges weanse his being unfolds in the manner of a question-
ilel B the parh char would lead o

I esa s B 0 inveres s objec-

absivni thie ey ol Ta
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tive genitive into a subjective genitive (piz, the famous Heidegperian
Kebee [ruen]s i is this version and et a simple moment in the evolution
of the philosopher). The essance of heing is to be-in-question, and it is
insofar as heing is equivalent o being-in-question, insofiar as esve carries
an in this iw-the-course-af placing-iself-in-question, that man questions
himself on the essance of being. 1t is therefore nor a questioning of an
anthropological event, engaging the human region of the Real, Tt is gua
adventure of eie taken absolurely (as Sein fiderbaups [Being in general])
thar the being in question plays in the beg-there | Daeeein] of man dee-
ing-to-e | dpans-d-cire and, as such, questioning,

Yer in Heidegger this reduction of humanicy e the rask of being goos
to the poine of a quitc remarkable deduction of ipseiry iself our of the
encance of being. The esance of being or deip-in-gruesten s in guestion
in the .__“__..____._.pm.u_:_.._._...__._. as .__.._...__._._.__..__u_._.a... poo-e, which s the T_....:__m_. of man. Aaw i this
is equivalent to man far to be. The “property” indicated in the Saving
[wwaiv] of the having-to-be |de Lvoir-d-dor] measures all thar which is ir-
recusable—irrecusable fo the poiur af dying—in the strice obligation w be,
included in the sof the s de. T is in chis sense thar Heidegger can say
at the beginning of section 9 of Sein woed Zeie that being-there s charac-
rerized by .___.n..:___n..q.:.q_w.__"..n.__.___..._ or “mineness”; i i bocanse being there is casen-
tially femeesndplers, thar the man who Dis-toedre [awi-tore 1 1 A noc the
inverse! [pseity is like the emphasis of the re [4]... Essance—as the “ges-
ture” or the carrying on of being—rthus proceeds, and as catly as Sedn wnd
Zeit, i s being-in-question as the appropriation by the berag-rhere,
which fas te be, as Er-egges. And man exhansts the meaning of his hu-
manity and his ipseity in articulating the Er-cigri of being,

Yer Heidegger develops this manner of being in question as Er-cignds,
starting from feing-there, as an adventure roward death: remporalicy and
finitude. This finitede, as such, already contains the possibility of a deh-
ciency: that is, of a falling back into everyday life, becdlouding dve *a priori
certitude” of the end, unburdening existence, reassuring it abour death,
distracring it permitting it 10 take pleasure in the very being chat never-
theless is doomed o the end. We find, here again, human deficiency as
the reverse of its task of being, which is the rask or the destiny of man.

What is nonetheless striking in this analysis—already inclined ro
glimpse the meaning of the human starting from a passivity and from a
passive state [ pasif| more passive than any suffering and any pa-
tience, which are simply cor

rive of acrs—ax ies Ddeliiy e ehe wden of
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assumption [asempiion], of comprchension, of grasp. It is the resurgence
of courage behind the passiviey, The fefag-toaar-deatl or being unte
death is still a being-able-to-be, and death, sccording to a significant rer-
_._._m_._ﬂ__._.._w..:_._.. is the En_h.._.._“__"___.____..q.f_ aff :._._”____.r.“..__m—.u____”__. amd mo ar all an exrreme in-
stant, torn from all assumprion: not ar all an impossibility of being-able,
beyomd all scizure or all dispossession, and beyond all weleome, pore ab-
duction. The atfective dispositions (Sifmmnngen) which, for Heidegger,
m_ﬁ._._:..”__. 0 MG WiEyS T the ml:h:...........!.. ot _..__._:_.:m._u__.. len ._..3_.2..3"_::.._._
with the essence that is to be—thar is, to seize the power to be—all refer,
For himn, 1o rhe anguish wheee being unro death affrons courgeosishy aml
desperately—trecly!—the nothingness where humaniry s thus fachtully
its omrelogical destiny, herween o be amd nor oo be, Anguish amd man in
it are all antlogies, Bur the end of the essamee is no longer in question. Ie
is tahoen. Boing roward deach, as heing exhavsned [foe a o], as being ar
the end, 15 certitude, Craeisfeds, ar ivs highest degree of Gepissen [oon-
science] and as origin of moml conscousmess, The imminence of dsth—
the very future of temporality—menaces with nothingness. Nothingness
Alone memaces in death,

I

We wonder whether the human, considesed from the starting poing of
antology as Freedom, as will to power and as assuming in irs toality and
its fmitude the essance of —.__...m._"._.u..l:. the boman, considercd Fromm the
starting point of anguish (as o gaze plunged into the abyss of nothing-
ness), which is cxpericnced in all emorion and all dis-quict—if the hu-
man, considered from the starting point of the ontology ro which is sub-
ordinared, and on which is founded, and from which would derive, anmd
wherein would reside, Buropean philosophy's low and its moral and po-
lirical abedience and all thar the Bille seemed o _u_nm.:._q._ e wonder
whether this humanicy is still egqual to that which in human deticiency
arrikes the modern intelligence. Moderm intelligenee is thar which saow, in
Aunschwitz, the ourcome [abewtisoment] of law and obedicnce—Howing
Ties thee heroic act—in the toralicasianisms, fscist and nonfascist, of the
vwenticth century. Modern intelligence has its reasons, even if crernal
oo b, one _._."._..“__.. 1o retounce hem. This m.____"._..__mmﬁ._n_... draws them
Feonm wery revent memories—and in whae 15 stll current accualiog—in
b [ B deficiveney B lost des appearance as an exception in the

LT
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submission o propaganda, to terron, and o all the wechnologies of con-
...._m._”m_;_._m_._._..___ wherein the .._._._._._._m“_"__":_.u._._.....n ol men shows sell a correlanve of
the cerrainry that one may make anything of man. Men are thus debu
manized by the delegation of powers in which they soughr rhe exalrarion
of pewer. These are the viciims, bur equally dehumanized are those whe
commanded amd wha, u [ u_":__”__.r_..: found themselves o be instruments
of a mechanism, a dialecric, a system, or of money. Can one say that they
do noi put i gqueestion the wxioms o “hlarxis h.__._u_“___mu.m itsell which, =i-
muleaneously, recognized the facts of alienation and conditioning as a
funcrion of economic strucoures amd which, despire the social convulsions
bBefore which the simple frec will acknowledged is impotence, rejoined
humanise ﬂﬂi_._._ma:_. “__.__.__u_._.__nm"_.ﬂ i Rm._._._._.__..___._......__” ____._.__._"._.“.__.___u... at the _..___n_.__.._” al
being born, thanks o a lucidity integrating and uri

ing these convul-
stons as necessary o human efficacy? And the phenomenon of Sal
and the resurgence of nadonalise conflices berween states on the socialise
”_uu.:.._ EAVE Tk ithe “z_:z:._:.m:_.._.“ il heman ._.._nm_.&_.._._..:.m._.._”___ & CAnIng dittereme
from thar which they could have received From an innocent barharism,

from ariginal or nenoriginal Gl and from diversion, The sucoss of
psychoanalytical theses in this period afrer the—ar least provisional—ele-
bacle of fascism (a suceess thar sl is indebred 1o the memory ol resrali-
tarianism) has habiruared us to the idea of unmediated traumas, char is,
....___.. | _._...._rn.__ Ll _._...__..E._._._._._._ ___._—.._:r.___.}___.ﬁ..._” [in kisy Cd b S0 _._M'.m_._.i _”__.._._._.r_.__."._._._:..._._
inte a disarmed humanity, to procedures in which reason was washed
with brains .u_._L L4 -:.._._.q__..q _._"....t.:_.:_r___..n_ either the _._._"._.m._”.._._. of rranscendental
apperceprion, or a pracrical Reason,

But in our time human _._._.._.“....m_.._._nu_.. ke on a new “_____.n...:._:._m_. h_v_ NIy _m__n
the comscionsness we have af this deficiency. 1t is experienced in an ambiguiry:
that herween _v__n.?._..:..mu and frive iy, The exalvarion of the human in s
courage and heroism—in irs identity as pure sctivity—is inverted into a
consciousness of bank FUPLCY, basr alsn _.._.r,u_“.:_.. This is a ._u__.“_.u_q af influcnces
and impulses. It is a play played without players, or stakes; a game with-
our a subject and not o mrional rigor, whether Stoicist, Spinozist, or
Hegelian. It is this reversal of the crisis of meaning into the irresponsibilicy
af the Eame which s, H.__.q._._.._.__.ﬁ. _"_.._.._.“m“_:.r. s u._._._._”_mm.._umﬂ..._ the most _u_nq.._._uhm_u”___..
subtle modality of the human Rasco, A gracious disorder of simple glines
of being, experienced as less constraining in its arbitrariness, as succumb-
ing o the _“_Emlﬁ_.p_._ the social and cven logical law, which is abways ne-
“i rawns L

pressive, Being receivis isell Anding isclf oo
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exposes itself as hypocrivical, for ir remains stubbornly in s dgor, all the
while showing its wear [wsurer] and nonsense, Death, withour losing its
significarion as an end, adds to the lightness of being the graicy of the
v, “Vaniry of vanicies™" the cxpression of Ecclesiasres is marvelously
precise, A vanity with an exponent: Dearh would only be striking its sem-
hlances of acs, for there would be no meore aces, there would be no more
stbject, mor activitics,
and these already other than chemsclves, Inte the abyss of death vanish
vain simulacra of signifieds. Here s a crisis of language in which are dis-

Tere would only be caprices of epiphenomena,

solved all the syntheses, every worl ek the constineent subjecovivg. I is the
end of the wordd, shose nuclear arsenals reveal iis _e_..__::.: and anguish-
ing aspect. 1t is perhaps o that poine that the human fasco leads.,

I

Meither preaching nor consolation s philesophical speech. Bur the f-
asco of the human appears 1o us o arise in the exrension of a certain ex-
altation of the Same, of the Identical, of Activity, and of Being—if only
as their being put into question ancw. Does this noc suggese, by that very
placing again into question, another signibeance; another meaning, and
another way of signifying? Choe may wonder whecher dhe discond beteeen
Meaning and Being—rhe permanent risk, For Meaning, that i be expelled
from ._u__”.m____m.q_ and wander alia there as if our of s clement, exiled and P
seeuted—docs nor hearken back v a rationalicy thae does wichour con-
firmarion by Being, one o aedaicds sl foasea of the _._.m.._"._._.:.__._._____.m.__. zH.b.....w Siane i
of stecessary and beavabde fest? A novel rationality o one more ancient than
the rationaliy of dhie solid vareh “under the sun,”™ thar is, of posiovity, This
citienality, consequentdy, docs nor amount o the cntological advenrare
with which, from Aristotle 0 Heddepper, it coincides, and into which were
dragged, along with maditonal theology, which remained a thinking of
ilentity and of being, the God and the man of the Bible or their
hemnyms. This was an advenrure thar was mortal o the fise of these,
" _____.mm_..u_..u.. o Mietzsche. and so the second one as well, pnr.n”___....._m_._m Tid Ci-
porary antihumanisme [ was morral in any case to the homonyms: o
nian-in-the-world and to the God establishing himself in the back-worlds,
___:__: the same sun as the world. For a long time, one passed off the
u thar does not ::__.:tr that does nor install iwselt in the absolute
wepuma ol e carth under the vault of heaven, as purely objective, or as
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remantic, or as the unhappiness of the unhappy consciousness. One did
not wonder whether un-rest, dis-quict, the question, and, consequently,
Search and Desire, low-ranked among the posiove values, were a simple
decrease of repose, of response and possession, that is o say, insufficient
theughts of the identical, indigent modes of knowledge—or whether, in
these relations unegual to themselves, there is not choughr, rather, differ-
ence, irreducible alterity, the “un-containable,” the InAnite or God. One
did not wonder, by chance, whether knowledge, response, resules were nor
themselves precisely a psyche insufficient for the thoughts here necessary,
and poorer than the question which is alweays also 2 sequest addressed to
another, were it only a prayer withour response. One did not ask oneself it
demand, search, and desice—far from carrying in them only the hollow-
ness of need—are not the bursting of the “more” in the “les,” which
Diescartes called the idea of the infinite. Ts it not of these thoughes that
Blanchot speaks when he says, “we bave a premonition that the di-aseer is
thought."* These thaughts are other than those which, in intentional con-
sciomsness, “will [perdent],” to their measure, the correlative, the repose,
and the identity of the daresemic posite,

Oine limits the human to equality to self and w being. One limics the
human w activity in self-consciousness, to the idenical, w the posicive,

which makes v._.._.._mnm._.._.__u the Birm ﬁ]::___._..' one does this withoue consider-
ing the “passive synthesis” of time, that is, the aging thar comes about,
althaouph no one brings it aboue, and which significs, without anyene say-
ing it, adien to the world, o the firm ground, 1o presence and to essance
dis-inter-cstedness by way of passing.” Bur does not dis-inter-estedness,
as this leavetaking and this adben, signify an unte God [2-Dieu]? The pas-
sive synehesis of time, of patience, is a waiting without an awaited rerm,
and one that the dererminare wairings deceive, filled as they are by that
which corresponds to a grasp and a somprebension. Time as an awaiting—
as parience, more passive than any passivity correlative of acts—awaits
the ungraspable.”

Is what is ungraspable in this awaiting still conrained in the hypostasis
of the being, in which the language thar names it encloses it Or is the
betwren-the-rwe of this mode perhaps the manner in which the human i
affected or inspired, where it plecer itself in question, and from whence i
questions? A patience of swairing, time is 2 question, a search, a demanid.,
and a [rrayer. These may b q_"_.._._..n_"._._.m e ﬁ_.._..__._.._.q._._._m._.__ _.__.h....r..n__:.q._...q._ than ol
positive ones thar one would nevertheless ke g sl for the
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though patience and dme were some negacive theelogy separaned from is
godl by indifference, On che contrary, therein lies a degree of passivicy in
which searching and questioning still seem buried, chae is, held in the se-
cret of their fortuity [afe] of patient swait 1w word of the prophet
(Isnizh G5}, which we cive by way of illustration, expresses this admirably.
*| am ..._:__._.—._..—___ of them thar asked nor for me, 1 am found of them chat
soghr me not.” Thoughts more thoughoful? Patience and length of cime
.__._u__ kst CWaR e _.__... _.__.__.___..q..._:_u_._ 14 .__._.".. _._._.ar__..x_._m_._. _'_.ﬂ _..x..q.uﬁm._._._nu_._mn..__.ﬁ =
elation of the Infinite to human Anitude. These choughes undergo, or suf-
fer, the refusal or the _".__.:.__._.._._m....n that serikes—or astonishes—Anitmle, ”_.___.u__.
this scriking or astonishing, the Infinite procisely tanscends beyond be-
m:m._ bar i alse _._____.._.._..__"_u_.. m:z_..:..—.k Finirudse, ._n:__:._z_:._.:__.“_r andd s ____._.:_m.q__.__.:

The - of the Infinire is nor a simple negation, bur recher dme and hu-
3.._._._.5___.. belzin s oot “Eallen u._._ﬂ_"._ who remembers the heavens™, be be-
longs o the very meaning of the Infinite. This is 1@ meaning inseparabie
froim e and Wi N

_:_.._._,...n.._r_._.. alses From time, agins which, as

though these were “subjective contingencies,” the insidious question re-
tens-—the _.”_:__."_.. ..._..__.__“__.r_,_...._"__.u__. serions one—alwnt the exissence of G,
This question is only the return of ontology and of its prerense o hold
the ultimare mensune of meaning, It is pehaps against oneology thar the
word of the propher we just ciced also bears wimmess, The werm char is par-
allel va i fe fosene | dtee proed]" still semaing the verls expressing the pas-
sive form of te ek [rechercher], Transcendence finds by ever remaining a
search _“.__.__.... i its life) and even “_._:._.m_..:_"._... mh_mxm.._._." ter thee _._..._m:_ ol _.__._.m._." m_._m.q_
its o demand—or prayer—in the pure length and the pure languor and
the silence of rime. A traumaric inspiration—a tranmatism withour mn-
sency, a traumatism felt in advance: Fear! It s necessary o contest the Hei-
_..__..M.m.ﬂ_.“._u._._ _u_._n_"._.__uﬁ.___.._.__u_:—.._._.“.. _.'_...___mw......__...m__...__. which would be rooted in the an-
ssish of finitude. The non-codaimonic, non-hedonisic affectiviey of fear
Jdises mor waie po be aroused Tor a thica m._"_"_.m“__m_.u.::.—.._._ my _.__".m:_.u... as if the
dread of God could only trouble me by the sancrion thar chrearens me,"™"

Yer oo doubr che ultimare sense of chis patience and this feae—rhar of
il qquestion and the search thae bury themselves therein—shows irself in
e “_._"._..._____.:mz that we have u.___n_"_"_.__._.r.._._ elsewhere."! This is the reversion of

dis waiting for God into the proximity of another, into my responsibiliny

i ___:“,_:_._..._.." a rewersion of this fear, as ?unﬁmﬂ._._ %) m..qmm_.._": belore the Sacred
ac i is e the anguish b Blsthingness, inco fear for the neighbor'*
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The Idea of God




% God and Philosophy

The Priority of Philosophical Discourse, and Oniology

1. Mot o philosophie: is sill ro philosophize.” The philosephical dis-
course of the West asserts the amplicude of an all-inclusiveness [ ruglobe-
senenst ]| o an ulrimare comprehension, e compels every other discourse o
justify itselt before philosophy.

Rarional theologry acceprs this vassalage. 1 for the benefic of religion, i
pulls cut some domain over which the supervision [contrdle] of philoso-
phy is nor excrcised, then this domain shall have been, on good grounds,
recognized as philosophically unveribable.

1. This dignity of an ultimare and :_._u__.___ discourse comes o Western
philosophy by virtee of che rigorous coincidence berween the thoughr in
which philosophy stands and the reality in which this though thinks. For
thought, this cotncidence significs che following: not o have o think be-
U_.._'_u_.a.._ .HT_._“_.H .-.r.u._.mn."—l._ _wv._.w._n.u:ﬂ.m LLR] n_.:.. Fm._.;..zn_.__ln.. A I 1e il numu mw_ﬁm_u_._--_ _“-ﬂ_!._..__n..
' Fore] ™ or ar least not to have o think beyond thar which maodifies a pre-
vious adherence to the “gesture of being.” such as ideal or formal netiens.
For the being of the real, this coincidence signifies: to illumine rthoughr
anel what is thoughe by showing itself, To show fself, to be illumined, i
prrocisely oo have a meaning; it is precisely o have intelligibilicy par ex-
cellernee, _.:._n._.._....q_.“_..m_._m any rodification of _._._ﬂ_.:r_._m.. ........“__:_EE_..E_._.__U__. i 1% nec-
eamary tin understand the ratonalicy of the "gesture of being™ not as an
cveniial characteristic that would be ateributed to i [the geseure of be-
g | when some reason comes to know i Incelligibilivy is precisely char a

ah
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thought might know the rarionality of the gesture of being, It is neces-
sary to understand mionality as the incessant upsurge of thoughr driven
by the energy of the gesture of being or by its manifestation, aml we
must understand  reason starting feom this aconalice. Meaningful

thoughe, thoughr of being: these would be pleonasms and equivalent
pleonasms, justificd, however, by the vicissiudes and privations w which
this identification of the thoughe of the meaningful and of being is x.

posed de fure,

3. Philosaphical discowrse musr therefore be able w embrice God—
of whom the Bible speaks—if, that is, this God has o meaning. Bur once
thought, this God is immoediarely situared wichin che "gesture of being.”
He is situared therein as a deing [t par cxeellence. 11 the imellecrion
of the biblical God—rtheology—docs nor reach the Tevel of philosophic
thoughs, it is not because theology thinks God as a bevarg withour making
clear o begin with the “heing [#ore] of this being,” o becawse in the-
matizing God, theology has broughe him into the course of being, while
the God of the Bilsle signilies in an unlikely manner the beyond of be-
ing, or transcendence, Thar is, the God of the Bible signifies without
analogy roan icden subject o crirerdo, withour analogy to an idea cxposed
tor the summons to show el coue or false. And 01 noe by accident that
the history of Western philosophy has been o destrucnion of rranscen-
dence. Rational theology, tundamentally ontological, endeavors o ac-
commodate transcendence within the domain of being by cxpressing i
with adwverbs of heighe applicd o the verb "o be,” God s said o exist
eminently or Jr cveelenrr. Bur does the height, or the heighe above all
leighe, which 15 thus expressed, scll depend on onmlogy? And docs not
the modalicy that this adverb aseres, borrowed from the dimension of
the sky strerched above our heads, gevern the verbal sense of the verb "o
be,” to the point of excluding it—as ungraspable—from the ee tha
shovws itsell, that is oo say, thar shows iself as meaningful in a rhemet

4. Ume can, o be sure, alse claim thar che God of the Bible has no
meaning; thar is, he is not thinkable properly speaking, This would be
the other term of the alvernative, *The concept of God is not a problem-
atic concept, it is not a concept at all,” writes Jeanne Delhomme ina re-
cent book, prolonging a major line of the philosephical rationalism oo
refuses to receive the rranscendence of the Cad of Abalin, or of'

amd Jacaly, wmong chase comeeprs witlinr sl bl wonbd T e
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_””____u_._.ﬂ_.__._ Thar which the Bible raises ahove all r._".__".._.._?._.._.._._u..__“___._ bas bere
not yer reached the chreshold of inoelligibiliogd

he problent thar is posed, consequently, and wehich shall be our own,
consists in asking ourselves whether meaning [fe serd] @5 equivalene w the
evie of heing: that is, whether the meming which, in philosophy, is mean-
ing is not already a restriction of meaning; whether it is not already a de-
vivarion or o deift from .._.—....__._m_._._n._“ whether the _._.__..”..___m._._m.q. _p.n_._._m alent o
easenoe—un the gesture of being. o being gia being—is nor already ap-
proached in the presence which is the ime of the Same. This supposition
can only be justified by the possibility of going back, starting from chis
...__“__..._.n_.,ﬁ._“_____ cored iricmned q._.._._.u_."___m"_._".... s a1 ."__._..n.__._m__h thiat would no .__:.:._.u-_...ﬂ =
press itself in terms of being, nor in terms of beings. We must ask our-
selves whether, T_...u__.ﬂ_n.!._ th m._.___.._“__w..._Tm_m._....._ and the mtionalism of .:._.Fn_._:_.”__..
of consciousness, of the present and of being—beyond the ineelligibility
of immanence—rhe significance, the ratonalioy, and the sionalism of
transcendence are not themselves undemstom], Our questien is whether,
boyomd being, o meaning mighe noc show iesel5whose priccieg, anslaed
into ontological language, will be called prior o being, It is not cerrain
thiar, h_..::w _.__...__.._..:F._ the rerims of _.___..__._h aml g.:.ﬂ.___. s _.__.._"__.....E_.l._.u__. alls
hack inte the discourse of opinion ar of faith. In fact, while remaining
outside of reason, or while Wil e there, Eagh and TR 1 z_.__n.:.r.
the linguage of being, Nothing is less opposcd o ontology than the
opinion of Rich, To ask oncselF, as we are
Gl cannot be uteered in a reasonable discourse dhat would be neicher
oncalogy nor fich, is implicity o doube dhe formal opposition, sab-
lished by Yehuda Halewy and caken up by Pascal, bevween, on the one
hand, the God aof Abrsham, Baae, and ._...E_—__. invekoed withoe ____ ilarsie-
phy in faith, and on the other the god of the philosophers. Tt is to doubt
thar this oppositicn constioures an alternarive.

remprring o do here, whether

The Priority of Ontology and Immanence

5. W have said thar for Westem _u__.._.m._.:..___'_._.___“__. “___._...-:“_mn_ﬂ. s m.:__..__.mﬂ.m__“_m._:“__.
voincides with the manifestation of being, as if the very atfair of being
ledd, i the forme of incelligibilivg, toward claricy, and thence became in-
il thematization im an experience. This is a thematization from

wlaic by elevive, o mo weliich sire siis _.._._:_.,___... all the “_“__.:_.__._:.:.:._mmz of un“_"__nl..

e, s ey press rsweand o avent dhessazanon, Inthe thematic ex-
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position the question of being or of
manifestation—if the exertion or action of _.__p:._.._..._ comes back o this ex-
hibition—then the manifeseation of being s only the manifstation of
“this exertion.” Thar is, it is a manifestation of manifestacion, a truch of
truth, Philosophy thus finds in manifestarion s macees and i form, hi
_ﬂ_w_._”___..n_”__. wonld thus remain in i atachment o _.__.r.m__.._..u_.l_”_u rthe exisrene
or to the being of the existent—an inrrigue of knowledge and truth, an
adventure of experience between the clear and the obscure. Ir is certain
that this is the sense in which philosophy carries dhe spiritualioe of the
West, wherein spirit remainal coextensive with knowledge, Bur knowl-
edge [steair]-—or though, or expericnce—should nor be understond as

s cxhavsted, B :._._.“.m._._m. IE

sorimie sort of relleciion _:_.._.nn__._.i._._q__”___ i an inner forum, The notkon of ne-
Hecxion, an oprical meraphor borrowed from themariecd beings or events,
is mot the characteristic of knowlodge, .T“..:.:.__.._._ﬂ..n___wn. only comprehends -
self in ies own essence, starting from consciousness, whose specificiny
cludes us when we define iv with the aid of che COMOCPL of Enowledge,
which itsell supposes consciousness.

It iz a9 a ..___......_u_m.J_. or a modificanon of faremede thar consciousness is
consciousness of.. . an assembling in being or in presence thar—up 1o a
certain depth of vigilinee, whene vigilance must clothe ieself in justice—
has impore tor insomnia.® Far from being defined as a simple negaion of
rhe nareeal _.___._...."___n__"_"_._..___:._ aof ..._._.._...ﬂ__ s nin—as wakelulness or .r.m_".....m-
lanee—comes our of the logic of the catepories, prios o all andhreplog-
ical arrention and dullness. Always on the verge of awakeni g sloep com-
municates with wakehulness; while atrempting o cscape from in sheep re-
mains arcuned wo i in sbedicnce t the swbefideess thar chreatens and calls
toin, the wakehnlness char denaads, The carepory of insomnia cannot be
reduced o che Hu_..__.n__:mh_._.:._ affrmanion of the Same, or o the dinlectical
negation, or e the “ecstasy” of chemarkeing inrenoionalivg. Kecping awake
[werifer] s mor equivalent o _.__.__._.._..._._.._..._q__.._.__.._“_.. o | oeeiler 2], where there s al-
ready a searching for the idenrical, restand sleep. In s in consciousness
alone thar the keeping awale [ oedlfer], already paralyzed, is inflecred to-
ward a content char is identified and assembled inro a presence, ino the
“gesture of being,” and is absorbed in it Tnsomnia as a CALCEOrY—r a3
a mera-category (bur iv is by way of it thar the sets rakees on a mean-
ingl—duoes not come to be inseribed in a table of categories starting from
a derermining acrivity exerted upon the other asa g@iven, by the unity of
rhe Same (and all .u...._”?__._.."__. 1 .u__._.____. identification amd crescllioiom of rlhe
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Same against the Orher, although affecred by the Other) in order 1o as-
sure tor the Oicher, consolidared in a ._.__".m_._—.._... the mh_u.._.m__.u__. ol _u__..m._._m.q.. livsom -
niz—zhe waketulness of awakening—is discurbed at che heare of its for-
il o .n..:._“_..._.ﬂ_:.m..._. _.r._.__.z...__.__._"._.,"__ _“..u__. the Ol whio cores oue _...u__....__._.._"_..“__...u._._.?_ all el
which in insemnia forms a core as the substance of the Same, as identiry,
R TS, s PIesece, s ...__.._.._._... It is :“_q_..ﬁ_ LRETL r_”... .__.._._.. _..,u___._....u. ._____.?_.' [ears
this rest, who tears it from the inner side [afe Sov-depd] of the gate whene
2L _d.._u._. vends to serele, There m:..__..nmﬁ._.“__. lies the irreducible, Funpﬁnﬂﬂunpp_
charscter of insemmia: the Ocher i che Same who does not alienate the
Saime, D __q_.ﬂmr_.._“__. weakes him, This “.:____.:.rp._.___._h is like 3 demand char no
abedience vuals, and ne obedience purs o sleepr a "more” inothe "less.”
Oh, mownilisee an antigquated kinguage, there lies the spinroalivy of the soul
which is ceaselesshy awakencd from s state of soul [éare dsme], in which
acly closes wp on vl lor goes o slecp, resr-

the staying wwake el
ing within its statc’s houndaries, This is the passivicy of [nspiration, or
the subjecrivity of a sebjece sohered up from i being, Here we find che
formalism of insemnia, more formal than that of any form that defines,
delimits, encloses; formally more formal than thar of the form thar en-
closes in presence and in ese hlling isselF with content. This is insomnia
or wakcefulnes, bue ic is 2 wakefulness withour inrenconalivy, dis-inrer-
gaved, An inderermination—buor one that is nor an appeal o form, one
char is nor marerialire A form nor fivog s own patrern as a form, not
condensing its own emptiness into content. A non-content—Infnity,

&, Lonaciousness has ..___..:_..._.__.. brokeen with this dis-inreresredmess,”

Conscisusness is identity of the Same, presence of being, presence of

rresence, It s NECLRSATY Lo think of conscinusness star m._._w.... (o this em-
prhasis of presence.” Presence can only be as 2 rerurn of consciousness w
iselF, ourside of _.._._.._.."_..__. I this sense, conscimusness Foes lsack ror imsoin-
nia even if this recurn to irself, as consciousness of self, is enly the forger-
_.:._m.q. of the Oiher who wakes the Same Feom withing cven if the freedoin
ol the Same is soill only @ waking dream. Presence is only possible as an
TR USSINE TECOVEDY afl Presema, 8% @ INCessant re-presentalien. The “weith-
vif-veasing” of presence is a repetition; it is i recovery, its apperception
ol epresen o, Yet the e -COvEry dowes poe deseribe Te-presemialion. R-

prescnzation is the very possibility of the return, as the possibility of the
seforarpe, o ol thae presence of the present, The unity of apperception, the

“Uahink” wlich s e b discowered in re-presentation, and o which a
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role has thus devolved—is not 2 manner of making presence purely suls-
jecrive. The synihesis accomplish edd by the unity of the £ ik, behind
expericnce, constitures the act of presence, or presence as an act, or pres-
ence in action. This encompassing movement is accomplished by the
unity that has become a core [mepautée] in the “1 think™ and which, as
synopsia,” s the structure necessary to the acinalicy of the present. The
operative concept of tanseendental idealism which is the “activiry of
miml” does not rest upon some empirics [empieie] of the deployment of
intellectual encrgy. I is rather the exereme purity—extreme to the point
of tension—of the presence of presence, which is Anstorle’s being in acr,
a presence of presence; an extreme rension o the point of the bursting of
presence into an “experience had by a subject” in which presence preciscly
returns npon itsell and flls isclf up and is fulfilled, The peychic life [ po-
edrismee] of consciousness is this emphasis of being, this presence of pres-
ence; an overbidding of presence with no way out, with no subrerfugy,
with no pessible forgetting in the falds of some sore of implication thar
could ot be unfolded. The “wirbour-ceasing” s a making explicit, with-
ot any chance of being dimmed [estrenpemea]. 10 refers o an awakening
in the form of luciditg, bur alse w a keeping watch over being. It is an

ALTENTIo ..., and mor an _...H._.__”z..:.mn_.. 4] the .:._._.—.q1 which is .._.__.r.m_._.____. il
madification of Insomnia’s formalism without intentienalicy, The Eict re-
maing char chrough conscivusness mothing in being can dissimulaoe itself.
Consciousness is a light thar ilumines the world from one end o the
ather; all thar sinks into che past is re-membered (s sou-mient] or s ned

covercd by history,” Reminiscence is the extrome consciousness thar is
also universal presence and ._..__._H_:__..__..u.u__.“ all thar which is able o R che held
of consciousness was, in its time, received, perceived, and had an origin.
Through consciousness the past is bur a modification of rhe present.
Mothing can, or could, come to pass withour presenting itscll. Nothing
can, or could, smuggle itsef into consciousness withour being declared,
withour showing itsell, and without leing iself be inspectad as o s
eruth, Transcendeneal subjectivity is the Rgure of this presence: no signi-
fication precedes thar which | give.

Consequently the process af the present unfolds theough consciousness
like a “held note” in it fareeer, in i identity as the same, in the simul-
taneity of irs moments. The process of the subjective dos not come from
the ouside. Tt is the presence of the present thar involves consciousness;
anel this in such & way that __.u_._m__.._u:._..__._.._... iy search of the vranscendenral op
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erarions of the apperceprion of the £ aboek, is noc some unhealdhy and ac-
cidlenis _..__._.m:mm_n.._._. “____".m_.:ux_“_ur.."_q i% _._.._.__:..._._.._._._:._r_:. the remctslision of Fep-
resentation; thar is, the emphasis of presence, the remaining-the-same of
—,“__..m_._m.q. 1y s & ..._._.__..m_“__. ol [usene, i1 i Forever and an s iromanenee,

Fhilosophy is nor only knowledge of immanence, i is immanenoe iself®

7. Immanence and consciousness, as gathering the manifestation of
i festarion, ate not shaken by the phenomenological ingerprotaion of
abfective states, Meither ane they shaken by the waluntary life of the peche,
which places ar the hear of consciousness the emotion or anguish chae
would overtum consciousnesss impassivencss or, starting from fear or
from srembling bofore the sacred, would andeestand immanence and con-
sciousness as original lived expersences. It is not by sccident that, in Hus-
seil, the axiological amd the pracrical lovels hide a represencarive ground.

These levels remain experience—expericnee of values, or experience of
the willed as willed, The represeniacive growmd thar Hossed brings
light in them consists, morcover, less in some serenity of theorerical in-
rention than in the ddenificarion of the idenrical in the Form of idealicy.
It consisis in assembling, or in representacion in the form of a presence
and in the Torm of a ___._..r:._u_.. thar leis __._:__._.m._..v.. ceoape, Lo wornd, the
ground consists in mmanence,

B, Bur b us meste this wells the T b e .__._.sm“_“_..n._.m—.m..___.. as -
fication of representarion of as founded npon a represencacion, suoceeds
tix the ...__p.ﬂnﬁn. ron which __.ﬁ_.“_._r._.m.._.mn.___. 15 tuken ot the level of o _F.:.._.._p..z.n.__.. o
at thar of concupiscence, as Pascal would say—ar che level of an aspira-
tinn that can be suristied in pleasure or which, if unsatisfied, remains o
prure Laclk thar canses suffering. Bencach such an affeciviry s again found
il _..___._._“_..._E_m...m_...u._ u..n.:...__.:...“__. ol conscionsness——investment and _..._._._._._“___q_..._.__,..__.
sion, throwgh and through, thar i, presence and represcaraion (of which
the specifically theoretical thematization is but one modality), This does
nat exclude the possibality thar, on a parh ocher than thar of the tendency
yoing toward its end, there breaks forch an atfectivity that cuts through
the shape and designg of consciousness and steps our of immancncoe; an
alleetiviey chat is transcendence, We shall attempr, precisely, mo express
e “elsewhere™ of this affecrivioy.

ac A el thoaghe e appeals oo religious experiences allegedly in-
lepsnw lomt ool phiilesogilee o W

i ol LRI CEPETIETICE, _.E__"_u_..
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refers to the “1 think™ and is entirdy connected 1o philosophy. The "nar-
rative” of the religious experience does not shake philosophy and, conse-
quently, could not break the presence and the imimanence of which phi-
losophy is the emphatic accomplishment. 1o is possible thar the word
“Ciomd” may have come o philosophy from a roeligious discourse. Bur phi-
losophy—even if it refuses it—understands this discourse as thar of
propositions bearing on a theme; thar is, as having a meaning thar rebers
to 2 disclosure, to a manifestation of presence. The messengers of the reli-
gious experience do nor conceive another signification of meaning [sigi-
fication de sews], The religions “revelation” is heneeforth assimilaeed o
philosophical disclosure—an assimilation that even dialecrical theology
maineains. That a discourse might speak otherwise than w say whar has
been seen or heard ourside, or fele internally, remaing unsuspeceed. From
the outset, then, the religious heing interprets what he lived through as
experience. In spite of himself, he alveady interprers God, of whom he
claims o have an experience, in terms of being, presence, and immanence.

From here comes our previous question: can discourse signify other-
wise than by signifying a theme? Does God signify as a theme of the reli-
grions discourse thar names Caoad, or a5 a0 discourse thar precisely, at least ar
first sight, dovs nor name him, but says him in another way than by de-
AT LI 0T cvocarion?

The Tdea of the Infinite

1a. The thematization of God in religious experienee has already con-
jurcd away or missed the excess of the intrigue that breaks the uniry of
the “1 think.™

In his meditation on the idea of God, Descartes has skeched, with un-
...._"w:.m_._.r.r“_ ﬂmm_...._ﬂ_ the r.H.n.._SH._.._m_.__._H.._.. cotrtse of 3 q_____.v_.__..n__._._” _.a._nu__u_..ﬁ&._._._m to the
point of the hreakup of the 7 think. While chinking of God as a being,
Diescartes thinks of him nevertheless as an eminent being, or he thinks of
him as a being who & cminently. Before this rapprochentens berween the
idea of God and the idea of being, we must certainly ask ourselves
whether the adjective eminent and the adverb eovinently do not refer w
the height of the sky over our heads and thus overtlow onrology. Be that
as it may, Descartes maintains a substancialist language here, interpreting,
the immeasurablencss of Gaod as a superlative way of existing. Bur for us
his unsurpassable contribution does not lie here, Tt is net the proofs of
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Ceod's existence thar marrer o us heve, b rarher the brealonp of con-
scionsness, which is not a repression into the unconscions bur a sobering
or a waking up [répedf | thar shakes the “dogmaric slumber™ thar sleeps ar
the bortem of all consciousness resting upon the object. As a cogiratm
of a cogitorie thar conraing e foar sighe the cogdeario, s the idea of God
(umderstond as signitying the uncontained par eveellence) the very abso-
luriom of the absolure here? This idea of God surpasses every capaciny, s
“objective reality” as o cogitaetam causes the “Tormal realing™ of the cagiva-
ra o break apare. Perhaps this overoarms—in advance—rhe universal va-
liddity amd the original charcter of intentionality. We shall say this: the
idea of God canses the breakup of the thinking thar—as investment, syn-
apsia, and synthesis—muerely encloses in 2 presence, re-presents, brings
back s presence, or lers e,

Malehranche was able o measure the full implications of this event:
thiere s mes b of Gaod, or Gaoed s his owen idea, e are oat of the arder
in which one passes from the idea to the being. The idea of God is God
in me, bur it is alecady God breaking up the consciousness thar sims ar
iddeas, already differing from all content, This is a difference thar s not,
ro be surc, an emergence, as if cncompassing the idea of God had cver
heen possible: neither s it some escape from the empire of conscious-
ness, as iFa cemgpreliensien could ever have been effected here, Amd yer i
is an idea of God, or God in us, as though the not-letting-isclf-he-
encompassed were also an exceprional relarion with me, as though the
difference berween the Infinite and that which had o encompass and
comprehend ic were a non-indifference of the Infinite oo this impossible
encompassing, a non-indifference of the Inbinire for thoughe: the plac-
ing of the Infnire in thoughr, bur whaolly othee than the thoughe, which
is structured as a comprehension of the cagitaenm by a cogitate. This is a
(Hacing-in thar is like a passivity unlibe any other [wefe consee paiioiid
sy pareille], because it cannot be assumed (it is perhaps in chis passiv-
iny—from beyond all passivity—rchar we must recopnize awakening
[ #feeil ), Ohr, contrariwise, as if the negation of the finite included in In-
limiry signified not some negartion coming from the formalism of nega-
v judgment, but precisely the e of whe Trfiniee, that is, the Infinite
i, Ot moere exactly, as though the psyche of subjectivity were equiv-
i e il negation of the fnite by the Infinite; as though—mwithout
wonting e pliy o owonds e deof the Infinite signified ar once the
seerer e e ™




¥ Tl fdden n..._x.ﬁ_.m__u_.

i, In the form of the idea of the Infinire, the actuality of the cegies is
thus interrupred by the unencompassable; it is not thoughe bur under-
gOne, CAITYIng in A seconed moment of consciousness that which i a fese
moment claimed o carry it After the cortitude of the cagite, presear w
irself in the second Meditation, after the “halt™ that the last lines of this
Mudiration signal, the third Meditation announces thar *1 have, in some
manner, in me firstly the notion of the infinite racher dhan the finice, that
is of God rather than mysell” The idea of the Infinite, the fufindie in e,
can only be o passivity of consciouancss, 15 this sll consciousness? At
stake is a passivity thar one could nor assimilate to receptivity. The larces
is a fresh grasping in welomming, an assuming witder the blow received.
The breakup of the actualicy of thoughe in the “idea of God™ is 4 passiv-

ity more passive than any pasivity, like the passivity of o mauma through
which the idea of God would have been placed in us, An “idea placed
within us"; decs this fgure of stvle suic the suljecrivicy of che epite?
[ieees it suit consciousness and its manner of holding a content, which al-
ways consists in leaving behinad the marks oF irs grasp? Does conscious-
ness not get it onigin from is presence of consciousness | prdent de con-
scdenee? Dhoees 1% mot prct its contents from irself? Canoan idea be __.__:._.ﬁ.r.n_.
in a thought and renounce its Socratc seal of nobility, i immanent birch
in reminiscence, that is, its origin in the very presence of the theughe thae
thinks ir, or in the recuperation of this thought by memary? Now, in the
icdest of the Infinite is described o passivity maore passive than any passivicy
appropriate o consciousness: it is the surprse or sosception of the unas-
sumaksle, maore Ty ihvan Any ._"__“__.._.:"_._mln._: “_..___.:_.r_.._._.:._m" _n;..n..q.___.._l ~bwuie sug-
gesting the passivity of the created one.”" The placing in us of an unen-
_n_..__._.._._u:_.rﬂ_._..—_n. idea ewerturns this [rreseie 140 self which s consciousness;
it thus Ferces through the barrier and the checkpoing, it confounds the
abligation o accept or adope all tha enters from wichoue. It is thus an
idea signifying with a significance prior to presence, o all presence, prior
Lth £Very Origin in consciousness, and so an-archic, accessible only i its
trace." It is an idea signifying with a significance that is straightaway
oider than s exh m._..__:m_“___._.. one that does mor exhaust iself in exhibition,
one that does not derive its meaning from its manifestation. It is thus an
iden thar breaks with the coincidence of being and appearing in which
meaning of rationalicy reside for Western philosophys it is an idea than
breaks up synopsia, [t is more ancient than recollecrable thoughe, which
representation retains in ies presence. Whar can chis significance o
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ancient than exhibiton mean? Or, more precisely, what can the anciguicy
of a signification mean? In exhibition, can it enter into a tdme other than
the historic present, which already annuls the past and ies dia-chrony by
re-presenting it Whae can this antiquity mean i not the trauma of awak-
ening [foed |F Ax though the idea of che Infiniee—ithe Infinite in us—
awakened 1 consciousness that is not sulficiently awake. As though the
idea of the Infinire in s were exipency and signification, in the sense in
which an erder is signified in exigency

Divine Comedy

1z, As we have already suid, ic is not in che negation of the fnite by
the Infinite, undersiood in i absoraccion and in i logical fermalism,
that we must interprer the idea of the Infinice, or the Infiniee in thoughe,
It is, on the contrary, the wlea of the Infinie, or the Infinice i choughe,
that is the proper and iredecible bgure of the negation of the Anite, The
= af the infiniee is not 2 sen- o ged ol some kind: i negadon is the
subjectiviey of the subject. which i hehind incentionalivy, The difference
herwesn the Infinire aml che finiee is a non-indifference of the Infinite

with regard ro the finire, and is the secrer of subjecrivity. The figure of
thie Infinite _._._=.._. cil-im-me, which iFwe boliove Diosenrmes is CONCIPOTATY
with my crearion.” would signify that the not-able-to-comprehend-the
.__.__..._._._m_"._.“._.._”___.._“._.__u._._m.q._.__ 1, BT SOETRE R, _“__n._m___..__.. relarion with rhis n____u_:m"_._ I.
Fut it is a relacion with chis thought as passive, as a cegitasio almost
dumbfounded, amd no longer commanding—aor nor ver commanding—
the cogttarens. Here we find 2 dumbtounded cogiratio not yer hastening
ioward the m_..__.,.__._._.":_._..mn__._ bherween the term of the APOTITATCONS __..__..h.___.._.u..'.”__q of
vonsciousness and this rerm given in being. This adequation is the dies-
Ny of the essential _n__..__._.__n__.ur___. of consciousness ELAig T 105 irbemrion:al
term and conjuring up the presence of re-presentation. Beteer seill, the
i ..u_u_._.“.._..._.._.ﬂﬂ_...._.m_ﬂ_._._..._._n.mn__.__...._.____.._"__m_"._..n_.'..__.n____._.__..ﬁ_"_" wiorild ...mﬁ_._m_w_.. _dqr.ﬁmu...__w.
this condition—aor noncondicion—aot choughe, as though w say the in-
_.:___—.__._._n._F._._u..__.:._ of the [nfinite _u..“__. the frrite did soe amoune .______..__.._“__. LGy 51y~
e thar the Infinire is nor finite, And as if the affirmarion of the differ-
e hetween the Infinite and the finite had o remain a verbal abseie-
o, witheur consideration of the fact of the incomprehension of the
Lol mimnia: [ro o _“.U_. _"__.:.."__..._u___ whia s, _._”__. way of this ineom _.._._._..._._nﬂm_:_._.

i st ol sk stilpeeniviny, thar is, is posived gra self-
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prasiving, sesclf The Infinive has nothing to add oo isell anew in onder oo
affect subjectiviey, 1rs very in-Aniny, its difference with respect w the G-
nire, s already its nenindifference with respect o the finire. This amounes
to the cegitasie wot comprebending the cogitasnn which affects it ab-
solurely The Infinire atfecrs thoughr by simulraneously devastanng ic and
calling it: through a “putting it in its place.” the Infinite purs theughn in
place. It wakes thoughr up. This is a waking up thar is nora receprion or
welcome of the Infinite, a waking up that is neither recallecion [re-
erveiflement] nor assuming, both of which are necessary and suthicient for
experieneee, The idea of the Infinite puis them in question, The ide of the
Infinire is nor even assumed, like the love thar is awakened by the dp of
rhe ._.._H.—__...m._.__._“ arrovws, bur in which the ....__._"_“.__..__."__. stunned _J__ the teanmma, im-
mediarely finds himself again in the immanence of his ste of soul. The
Infnite ._.mm_._:.._n.__.. ?._._._..,__..mu_.._u. the hither side of s manifestation—its mean-
ing is not redoced o manifestation, w the epresentation of presence, or
0 _.._..._.E“._..”_wu__." its memning ix not messured by the possibilitg oc the impos-
sihiliry of the rruth of being, even if the signification trom the hidher side
had to shaovee 1eselF, 1 one way nr anather, :.__._.:__u_._ _.__.___. its trace, in the Crige

- I
mias of the saying. "

13. What then is the intrigue of meaning, other than that of re-pre-
sentation and empirical cxperience [empivie], which s formed in che idea
of the Infinite—in the monstrosity of the Infinite pleced in me—an idea
which i s _E_ni.._.:u._. _......“__._.:._1 all _..__.._...__.n.________.__”__. 1% 1108 _.:"___ﬂ._.._.. an iden? Whar is
the meaning of the traumatism of the awakening, in which the Infinite
could neither be posited as a correlare of the subjecr, nor enrer inro a
structure with him, nor make itself his contemporary in a co-presence,
hast am which the Infinive rranscends the subject? How 12 mranseendence
thinkable as a relationship, if it must cxclude the ultimare—and the most
Forimal-—co-presence, which the relationship guaranrees o is rerms?

The fu- of the infinite designates the depeh of the affection by which
subjectivity is alfecred theough this “placing” of the Infinite wichin ir,
without prebension or comprehension. A depth of undergoing [subir]
that no capacity comprehends, and where no foundarion supporrs i any
longer, this is a depth in which every process of investment fails, and
where the holes thar close the rear dooes of interiority bursr, Here s a
placing withour recollection, devastating its site like a devouring fire.
bringing down [carasiropiut] che site in the erymological sense of che
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rerm “carastrophe.”"™ A daweling where the eye holds more than ic can
hald; an m.p_.q__._m._“m__._: of the skin thar ronches and does nog touch thar which,
beyond the graspable, burns, A passivity, or passion, in which Desire is
_...r._...n._m.._._muh._p_.. in which the “mere in the fea™ awakens with its most ardene,
most noble, and most ancient flame, a thooghe destined o think more
than ie thinks "™ Bue chis is 3 Desire of anocher order than those charac-
teristic of aftectiviey and hedonic or eudaimonic activicy wheeein the De
sirable s iovested, artained, and dennified as an _:_._._.._..___ ol mecd, and
wherein the immanence of representation and of the external world is -
diseowered, The NEEAbIvIly af the fa- of the Tnfinite—otheraise than be-
ing, divine comedy—haollows our a desire thar could not be filled, ene
nourished o s owen ineeese, exaloed as Desire—one thar withad raves
from is sarisfaction as it drows near o the Desirahle, This is a Dresioe for
what ix _......“__._:_._._._ satisfction, and which dos mo m_.__.._._.:.q.“__.. as need does, a
term or an end. A desire without end, from beyond Being: dis-interesied-
._E......._. .__u:z_.._...__._...._.__...... ...._nzmj_... m....... .__._._.. n.r :___..—.

Bur if the Infinite in me significs Desire of the Infinite, are we sure of
the eranscendence thar there Ppeerres? [osen mest desire resore the conrem-
porancousness of the desiring and the Desirable? This could again be ex-
_“:._........_u.._ otherwise: docs nog the ..._....rm.l_._m.q. o derive Teoimn the Diesirable a
complacency [complaisanee] in desiring, as if it had already grasped the
[Desirable by s inenrion? B nor the disinceresedies of the Desine tor che
Infinite an intererfediness? A Desire for the good beyond being, a transcen-
dence—we have said this withowr concerning curselves wich the manner
by which interestedness is excluded from the Diesine for the Infinite, and
without showing how the transcendent Infinive meris the name " Good™
while its very transcendence can, it scems, only signify indifference.

4. Lowve is only possible through vhe idea of the 1 ', through the
Infinite placed in me, by the "more” thar ravages and wakes up the “less,”

TLUTinNg away from eeleology, and destroving the time and che happines
[Fheare et fe benbenr] of the end. Plate compels Aristophanes to make an
almission that, in the mouth of the master of Comedy, resounds in a sin-

awlar fashion. *These are people whe pass their whole lives rogether: yet

they conld nor explain whar they desire of one another.™™ Hephacsons
thus restoring
e vne] e bowve and brieein = it bk ra the _._..._z_"u_ﬁ.c. for what was in the
prt e wliy e e Jowers v sy how 1o say what they demand of

=13

will sy thar they wish 1o become "one instead of two,
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ech orther, the one from the other, beyond pleasure? Diotima will place
the intention of Love beyond this uniry, bur will discover in indigem,
_._er._w. and Bable to .__.._._.—.._.. Iy, The celest d thi ﬁ.__mu.n Vonns are sis-
ters. Love finds pleasure in the very amiciparion of the Lovable onc; thar
is, it enjoys the Lovable thiough the representacion that flls the anricipa-
ton. Pornography is perhaps chis, arising i all croicism, as croricism

buds in all love. Losing the immeasurahlenes of Desice in this enjoy-
ment, love becomes concupiscence in Pascal’s semse of the term, an as-
AU and an investinent _._u. the &L The & ebied reconstitutes in love
hoth presence and being, inrerestedies and immanence.

Is the trmscemdence of the Desirble pussible, hoyond che interested-
ness and the eroticism in which the Beloved is found? Affected by the 1n-
fiire, Desine canmm £ Loe A i poowhich i _._.:m.q._._.— lw coqual; i Dhesire,
the approach creares distance [Soigre] amd eajoyment is only the increase
af __.u__.:._.m.__.._. [ ehis reversal of terms, camscenadence or the disintereseafieess
of Desire comes to “pass.” How! And in che manscendence of the Infi-
nive, whar is it thar dictates to us the word Good? In order thar disinrer-
esteefiess be possible in the Desire for the Infinite—in onder ehar the De-
sire beyomd being, or tanscendence, might nor be an absomprion inmo im-
manence, which would thus make i rerorm—rhe Diesieable, or Genl,
st rermain sepacated i the Dhesires as desirble—near yer ditferene—
Holy, This can only be it the Desirable commands me | sevefoee] w
what is the nondesirable, to the undesirable par exeellonce; o anocher.
The referring to another is awakening,

n:.c.._“__._. awake 1 £ _d._.n_”.:_"_._:u__._
which is responsibilitg For the neighbor to the poine of substitution for
b W have shown clsewhens™' the substirurion for another a0 the hear
of this responsibility, which is thus an cnucleation of the ranscendental
subject, thus also the manscendence of goodness, the nobility of puare en-
dering, an ipseity of pure election. Love without Eros, Transcendence is
erthical, and rhe subjectiviey which in the final analysis is nor the *1 think”
(wehich in is ar fiest sighe), or the unity of the “transcendental appercep-
tion,” is, as responsibiliny for the other, subjoction w the other, The 1is a
» tham any passivity, becanse ir is from the ourser in
the accusanve, oneself—which had never been in the nominative—un-
der the accusation of another, although without sin. The hostage for an-
other, the I obeys a commandment before having heard it i is faichfol
o an engagement that it never made, and to a past thar was never pre
sent. This is a wakefulness—aor opening of the self—absolurely exposid,

PassIvIEY more passi
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and sohered up from the cestasy of intentionalivy. We have desi
manner for the Tnfiniw, or for God, ooorefer, Trom che heare of s very
desirability, o the undesirable proximity of the ethers, by the rerm
illeiny™s this is an extr-osdinary rueming around of the desirability of the

Diesirable, of the supreme desirability calling o itsct the rectilimer reci-
e of Dhesive. & turning around by which the Desirable cscapes che De-
thcr _.“r.‘.u._._”... (IR

sire. T'he goodness of the Good—of the Gomd tha
slumburs—anclines the movemenr ic calls torrh oo i away feom the
Goodd and eriene it toward the ocher, amd only thus soward the Geod. An
ir-rectitudy going higher than wecricnde, Inangible, the Desirble sepa-
rates iselb fromn the relationship wich the Desire thar i calls forth and,
by this separation or holines, remains a thied person: He ar the roor of
thee Yo [, He is o in tlis WLTY _.u_....._..mz_... ciminent sense: He docs oor
Al e waeh gl Baur compels moe o peadnes, which is beerer chan o
receive moods, ™

Ty b gowadd s 2 debicin, 2 wasting away and a foolishness in being: to be
pond is excellence and cleviriom _.u__..u_.n__:..._ _..u__..._._._r_.. Ethvigs is mest a1 mmement of
heing, it i otherwise and beter dhan beings the very possibilicg of the be-
vond. ' In chis ethical turnabsoue, in this referenee [saeed] from the De-
sirable to the Undsimble, in this scranpe mission commanding the ap-
proach to the ocher, God is pullcd out of dhjecrivity, oue of presence and
ot of heing, He i ncither objecr nor interfocur. His abwaolute remiote
ness, his rranscendence, turms ot my respans biliny—the fon-erotic gde
exrelenre—tor che other, And 10 is Frome che analysis ust careted our dhae
Ciod is noe simply the “first other,” or the “nther pee eaelfence” or the “ab-
solutely othen,™ but other than the other, other otherwise, and other wirh
an alterity prior to the alterity of the orher, prior wo the ethical ehligagon
1s the ather and different from every neighbor, transeendent w the poine
vl absence, o the m..:._m._.__” ol his _.xrﬁm_.u_n.. conbusion with the G ol thae
tfrewe fr [& y a] ® This is the confusion wherein substicurion for the neigh-
lwar rﬂ....m._._u in disimteresteaes, that is. in _._...__..u_m._m_“u.“ wherein the tanscendensce
ol the Infinite therehy Bkewise arises in glone Ivis a manscendence that i
wrue by way of a dia-chronous truth and, being withour synthesis, i is
biggher than the rruths lacking enigmas.™ Inonder thar the formula, “tran
wvndence o the point of absence,”
aney-veptional word, it was necessary o restore this word o the mean-

't amﬂ:m_".w. the ....:"_._m"__._.. _..__"“_"__. rarion of

ol every ethical intrigne. to the divine comedy withour which this
neat have arisen. A coneady raking place in the ambiguity be-
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cween remple and thearer, bur wherein the liogeher sticks in vour throar
5 b

at the approach of the neighber, that is, of his face or his forsakenness.,

Phenomenology and Transcendence

15. The cxprosi

i of the ethical meaning of transcendence, and of the
Infinite beyond being, can be careied our starting from the proximity of
the _.___..m—"._.“_.u_T_.: and From my _.r._.._.._ﬂ_._.,.,.“m._._m_m._...___. tor the ather.

Lntil prociminy and responsibility were deseribed, we secmaod wo be
constructing, the absteaction of o passive subjecriviey, The receprivity of
hnite knowledge is the assembling of a dispersion of the given into a si-
multaneiry of presence, |

imimanence, The passivicy “more passive than
any passivity” consisted in suttering an unassumable rama—or, more
precisely, in having already suffered it in an unrepresentable pase thae was
never present. The unassumable [frarmeedde] rrauma is o be siriclken by
the - of the infinire,™ devastanng presence and awakening subjectiviey
tor the prosimity of the other, The unconrained, breaking the container
orf the forms of consciousmes, thus meareends che ssence or “the act™ of
lknawable being, which follows i course of heing in prosence. It rran-
scends the inreresedes and simuleancity of o representable or historically
reconstitutable emporality: i ranseends immanence.

This trauma—as unassumable—is infliceed upon presence by the In-
finite, It is this affectation of presence by the Infinite—rhis alfectiviey
thar rakes ._m“__:_._....n 5 @ ..._._._.__.__."_..:.:"_._ ior thie netehbor, This s a _”._“:.“___—r__._“_.q. think-
ing more than it thinks—UDesire—a reterence to the neighbor—a re-
sponsibilicy for che ather.

This abstraction is nevercheless familiar 1o us beneuh the empirical
event of :._..__.m.—..___.m_._”_n___._ e thie ather and as the im _.:”_..ﬁm_..u__.. indifference—im-
prassihle wirhour avoidance-—ro the misforrunes and faules of the neigh-
bor, a5 an ierecusable E_._.n_:km._._m_:.u._. Fosr b, A respansihilicy whose limirs
are impossible ro frx, whose extreme urgency cannet be measured. To re-
Hecrion, this responsibility is astonishing in every way, extending all the
way to the obligation o answer for the freedom of the other, all the way
o being a responsibiliy for his responsibility, whereas the freedom thar
wonld require an eventual engagement, or even the asumprion of an im-
posed necessity, cannat ind for itselt a present thar encompasses the pos-
sibilities of the other. The freedom of the other could not form a com-
mon strwcture with my freedom, nor enter into a2 syochesis wich i,
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The responsibility for the neighbor is procisely char which goes beyond
legality and obliges beyorud the contrace. 1t comes tome prior to my Free-
dom, from a nonpresent, from an immemorial. Beoween me and the
other there gapes a ditference which no unity of rranscendental apper-
ception could weover. My responsibilitg for che ocher is precisely the
non-imditference of this difference: che proximiny of the other. An exor-
lure sense of the term, 0 does nor reestablish

_“___.n.-:._..__n.__. relation inth
the arder of representation in which all of the past revarns, The proximiny
ins 2 dia-clironic brek, or a resisrance of time o the
synthesis of simultancicy.

Tm...__"_:_...m._.....__ [yirman _m"_._....uﬂm._u_... considered with the sober coldness of
Cain, 15 not a sufficient reason thar 1 be responsible for a separared be-
ike coldness consises in reflecting on nesponsibiling

ol the :...;.q._.__n.:._. P

m.:ﬂ. The soher, ©
from the standpoint of freedom or sccording e a contract, Yer responsi-
biliry For the other comes Feom whar is prioe o my freedome Te does nor
come from the time made up of presences, nar from presences sunken
inen the pase aned represenable, the dme of heginnings or assumpions,
Responsibility docs not let me constiture mysell inea an § shisnd, as sub-
stantial as a stone o, like a hearr of stone, into an in- and for-oneself, 1t
goes o the point of substtution for the other, up oo the condition—aor
the noneondition—of o hostage.™ This is a esponsibility char does not
leave me tinee: i kewwes e wichout a present oot recellection o a rerumm
into the sell, And it makes me laees betore the neighbor 1" compear”
rather than appear.™ | respond from the Brst e a summeons, Already the
stony core of my substance is hollowed our, But the responsibility to
which 1 am exposed in such a passivity dovs not seize hold of me as iF 1
were an interchangeable thing, for no one here may substirute himself for
me. In appealing to me as to someone socused wha can nor challenge e
accusation, responsibiliy binds me as irreplaceable and unigque. Tr hinds
mie as elecred. To the very degree o which it appeals o my responsibil-
ity it forbids me any replacement. As unreplaceable bor chis responsibility,
| cannot slip away from the Face of the n
wit Faule, or witheut complexes: here Lam pledged ro the other with-
el sy prossibilicy of abdication,™ I canmor slip weway from the face of the
otler in ies nakedness without recourse. 1 cannot escape it in i forsaken

Ve it hour avoidance, or

pkedmess, which glimmers __._._._:._._._.q._._ the fosres thar crack the mask of
el nKin i his "with no recourse,” which we
aonir visice or thema-

il _?.ﬂ_..._u.: i ._.__u... W
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rization. There the resonance of silence—rthe Gefing der Sealfe—cerrainly
resonieds, T A u_"_..__...._l._ﬂ._m_u. ter hie taken zr.ﬂ.__u._._a_”__.“ this is o relation o, thar
which is without representation, withour inrentionality, and not re-
._.._._._..az_.._"__. It is the lagene lirth, in che other, of _.._"..___.._._ 1 ._.:m_..ﬂ por Ll wing-
tions and oo the voloe, prior w "religious expericnoe” char speaks of reve-
lagion in werms of the disclosure ..._._.._.__..m_._._.ﬂ.. 5_._"_._..: it iwoa .m.__._._.u...._r____ of i un-
usual access, ar the heare of my nesponsibiling, toan anusual decangement

" was

af _".:.:._ﬁ. Fwen if one m_._:.:_".._n_r._._“_.._”__. vells omesel £, i weas __.:._rm:h.
nathing”—ir was not being, bur otherwise than being, My responsibility
in z—._._ e ol q._._.“_...mr._._.| wehich is the manner __“__. wlhich the orther is incumbent
upon me, of how he disoochs me, thar s, che way inowhich he s cose o
ime—is @ hearing or an undesianding of this ooy Ir s awakening. The
proximity of the neighbor is my responsibility tor him: o approach is to
e the il archizn o one’s ot ber; g0 b the ﬂ_.:___"wm.:._._ ol cie'’s brother is o
be: his hostage. This is immediacy, Respensibility does not come trom Fra-
ermity, it is frareenity that gives responsibilicy for the other i name,
prior to my frecdom.

i6, T posin sulsjecrivity in this responsibiling is wo glimpse in i a pas-
siviry, never passive encugh, of 2 consummarion for the other whose wery
light glimmers and illuminates out of this ardar, without the cinders of
this consummarion being able ro make themselves into the kernel of a
r.._r.:._m thiat 1% in-itself and for-ieself, and withous the 1 :_.__.._."._xm"_._ﬂ tin the
orher any form thar mighe protecr icor brimg, oo ica measuree, I is the

consummation of 3 helocause, “1 am ashes and dusr, Sy Mlvehan, in-
terceding for Sodom. " " Whar are we!™ says Moses, stll more humbly.*
Whar is signified by this summens inwhich the subject is cored out as
if enucleared, and receives no form capable of assuming i Whar do these
aromic metaphors signify, if notan 1 [wer] wrn from the concepr of the
Ego [Mai] and from che content of abligations for which the concept rig-
orously furnishes the measure and the rule? Whar do these metaphaors sig-
nify if nec an [ dhae is lefr, precisely in rhis way, 1o a responsibilicy beyond
mensure, becavse it increases in the measure—or in what is beyond mea
sure—ihar a responae is made? It increases glosiously. An [ thar one docs
not designate but which says, “here 1 am.” “Each of us is guilty before
everyone, for everyone and for everything, and [ more than the others”
says Dinstoevsky in e Brosbers Kanemazon, This is an T who saps “17 anl
not one who singularizes or individoares the concepr or the genns: i |

ool el __.._..__“_...m__._..:a.__:_._t R

[Mas], but an T [sw0f] unique in its kind who speaks to you in the first
person. Thar is, unless one could mainmain thar i is in the individuation
of the genus or in the concept of the Ego [Mod] thae [ awalien and expose
myselt oo the odhers: which is to say, thae [ begin to speak. Here is an ex-
position that docs not resemble the sclf-conscionsness or the recurrence
ol the subjecr e himsell, confirming the epo [need] by tesclf. This is eather
the recurrence of awakening, which one can describe as the shiver of in-
carmrion, through which gasig mkes on meaning, ag the original darive
of the for the athier, in which the subjecr becomes heart and sensitiveness
and hands thar give, Yer ivis thos o position already de-posed from irs
kingdem of denrity and substance, aleeady in debt, "for the ather” w the
poaint of substiturion for the other and alvering the immanence of the
subject in his innermose identity. This is the subject, rreplaceable for the
respomsibilicy there assigned o him, amd whe therein discovers 2 new
identiny, But insofar as it tears me From the coneept of the Ego [Mer], the
fission of the subject is a growth of ohligation in peoparrion o my ohe-
dience o it it is the augmentation of culpabilicy with the angmentation
af holines, an inersiee ol distanoe in _"_n__._._.__."__._.m_.u_._. Loy :._._“_"_u_....._.n__.. There
i5 no rest here for the self in the shelier of its form, in the sheler of its

COHEE]H afl _..m.q.__:_ Chere s mo Ccondition,” were i _____."_.. one of seryioade,
This 15 an incessant salicioude for salicioede, an excess ot passivicy in the
responsibility for the responsibilig of the other. In
never close enough; as a responsible 1 1 never Anish emprying myself of
___“__.:_..._._.. Am infmiee increase inoone’s cxhaustion, whercin the “,__.F_.__._...._.._ dures
not simply beeome aware of this expendioure, bur is s siee and s cvent.
amwd, i1 e iy sy il
ject as hostage has been neither the cxperience noe the proot of the [mfi-
nire, kit the WITnEssing, ol the Tafinite, o el iy af ethis _w._n_q__.. a1 win-

I5 WY PRORinicy is

its “_.q___n__.__.___..z_... Tl ._H..____.___..._.. 1._.___.:_ _____.:__.n. deeir The sub-

nessing thar no disclosure has procedad.

17. This growing surplus of the Infinice, which we have dared oo call
._”..__“..:.._.. is mot an absteace _.—_.___.___........_.._._._...n. B _._._n:_._m._"._._“... i e Pespose,
wiven without any possible cvasion, o the summons thar comes w me
Trovm the Taee of the ._._n:w_"__...._.._u“ it s the _._”._.u“_r.q_u_.'__n _..nmm..;..._._r“___ that immedi-
atcly awertlows the response, This is a surprise for the respondent him.
i r.u_.. welvieh==ested Trom his :_._.qm_.“_l_”__. A5 AN e and 2 ...n_u__..__._m with

oo inner siades™—he 15 awakenesd, thar is, exposed o the other without
pewenves e pussivity of such an cxposure 1o the

i aesl wiih
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other is not exhawsted in vanous ways of being open to underge the gaze
or the objectifying judgment of the other, The openness of the | exposed
tor the other is the bursting open or the turning inside-our of intedoriry.
Sinceriry is the name of this extraversion.” Yer whar can this inversion or
this exrraversion mean if nor 1 responsibility for the others such thar |
keep noching for myself? W'har can iv mean iF noc o responsibilicy such
thar _..._._._uﬂ_.n._._m_._.;_..q_ in me % dibt and donation, and thar my heing-there is
the ulrtimare Sedug-rhere, in which the creditors overtake the debror Or
a _.r.u—xu_:_..m_.._m_m._“..... such that my —."__i..__:._:._ a% i ....__._._w_..__..__. TR LE] ;._..___...“_._. nie, 1% al-
ready my substimtion for the others, or cxpiarion for che others. This is a
respansibility for the other—for his misery amd bis freedom—which does
nat go back o any cngagement, ooy project, or woany previous dis-
closure, in which the x_.__.__._r._.._. wouldd be _.__n_nm__.#_ For iesell brefore ._..__..m.:..—.q.. -
debie, This significs an excess of passivicy in proporcien (or in dispropor-
cion) o whick devotion for the other does nor close fsell Ly i itsclt like
a mood, bur in which, henceforth, devorion oo s dedicared w the other,

This excess is r_...q.u.ﬂ.m. .zm..__..._..qm_“u__ i oot am acerbsure char, _.....__.."_._H_._u__.u_... re-

ceives the saying. I is only by saying thar sincerity, as exposicion withour
TesErve, i% mu_szp_..___n... Saying inakis @ siEe 10 thie ether, bur in this sigrn, 1L
sipnifies the very donaton of the sign. Saying opens me o the other, be-
fore SAYINE ".x.._._._"_r._“_.__m_._._.u....um__.. betore the said char is ...H"__..r_..__ in this SINCETIY
forms a screen berween me and the ocher, Tt is a saying without wonds, bue
not with ety hands, 1F silence ...._._p.:r.z. 1 1% —uu_.. ROMTIE CUs sy of in-
rencionality, bur through the hyperbolic passivity of giving, which is prior
to all willing and all themarizarion. This is a Saying bearing wirness ro the
other of the Infinire, which rears me open as icawakens me in the Saying,
._n._._._.“_z _.__._._“_._..:.:u_..__n;_.u _u__._m.q__._um._i. _.._..“_".z m_.r m.._____._n_:.:._._ HILY ”_.:H._:.___." __.._.. ..".H-_u__._.nn
funcrion of doubling thought and being. As witnessing, Saying precedes
eNeTy Sand, Before _____....1._"_.—..___ a Said, the ...w...._.“..__._m i “__u__.n.._.._.u__. a __.u_.r..-__..._..m Witness
of responsibility {(and even the Saying of a Said is a bearing witness, in-
sofar as the approach of the other is responsibilicy for him). Saying is thus
a way of signitying prior w any experience, [t s pure witnessing: the
truth of the EL that n_r._._n.._"_...._u WM 1) disclosure, even if this were a
“religious” experience; this is an obedience preceding the hearing of the
arder, A pure witnessing thar hears wirness not oo a previous cxpericnoe
but to che Infinite, it is inaccessible to the unity of apperception, ir &
nOnappe m"_._m. and it is m_.zm,.__..._,“_?.._u._._b”_._u__n o he prescin. e couiled o v
COMpass the Tnfinite; it conld mo _..._._._._.__2_.._.__....___ i Ve Talusiie comngerns
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mic and encircles me, speaking o me through my own mourh. And dhere
RS S PHITS wLICSSIE Cxcept of the babiniee. This is not a muk.u_......”_.__:._..:mhr...-_.
waonder, bur the modaliny according vo which che Infinite comer to por,
signifying through him to whem it significs, understood insofar as, be-
fore any engagement, | respond tor the other,

..J.H m_lu_unm_._..‘..nm ____n_‘..._. F _-Hm_._._fu_._ &L, H_.__'“_.—._H.H:.m:.“. a...r__.uﬂ.”_.. H_"_.m_h._‘._.ri.w. _.:unu—n mn_.
me, every residue of mystery, every dissimulaced rhoughr, every “as for
ﬂ.___.u..:. “-._._n_. n..-._.u_..u_.. —._“n-‘._n.u_._m__h or H_.u_“uu.m._._ﬁ _'_u._—.__.u stroetureg _._w. -.-.__._mn.._"_ n.R_...m_“_.__.“
would be pessible, 1 am the witnessing, or the race, or the glory of the
linhanine, _..___._...“_rm.:—.... e bad silence thae shelieis the secre ___..“.J..ﬁ_...... This is
the exrraversion of che interioricy of the subjeer: he would make himselt
wiaihle before making himaelfa seer? The infinice i oo i Goon of ™ me;
it is | who cxpress i, bue T do se precisely i giving a sign of the giving
of sips, af the “for-the-other™ ioowhich [am dis-inreresred: here | am
[wme paded ], A marvelous pecusatives bhere [am under your gase, obliged o
woud, o servant. ™ o the mame of God. Withour themarizanion! The
seneenee inowhich Goxd comes o be imvolved i words 1 noc 1 beliewe in
Coondl.” The religions discourse prioe so all religions discourse i not dia-
logue. It is the “here T am.” said 1o the neighbor to whom 1 am given
over, and in which 1 announce peace, thar s, my responsibility e the
other. “In making language Hower upon their lips . . Peace, peace to him
who is far off, and o him who s near, says the Ereenal 0™

Prophetic Signification

1. The reanscendenal condicion of some kind of ethical experienae
was not at issue in the descriprion just developed. Ethics as substittion
for the orher, as donarion withour seserve, breakes ap o the unicy of tran-
sendental apperception, which is the condition of all heing and expen-
vnce. As dis-intereirednes in the radical sense of the term, ethics signifies
the improbable field whercin the Infinice is in relation with the finite
wirhour concradicring itself chough this eelaon, where, on the coneary,
it cames to pass only as Infinity and as awakening, The Infhinite rranscends
itsclf in the Anite, it pases the Anie incthan iv orders the neighbor o me
[ # sravdlonne fr prechain] without exposing itself to me. This is an order
il slips into me like a thief, despire the raur weave of consciousness: a
e thar surprises me absolurcly, always already passed in a past that

KRELL B Ui i B R LR TN Y | aned mere i :._.___a._.._._:__...__...
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Cie mighe give the name " ivggieeiion” o chis intrigue of infinicy in
which 1 muake ._:“__.:_..__.._._.... author of what [ hear, “__"_...._._.muz_.m_u_: CrHsttes,
on the hither side of the unity of apperception,™ the very psyche of the
soul, Ir s ISR eF m.._}_m..__._....___zn._"._. in wehich | am the werpreler ol whia
Vureer, "The Lord Cod has spoken, who can bur prophesy,” says Amos, ™
ConmpRring, the ___q___._“___r.___n reacrion o the passivicy of the Fear thar seizes
him who hears the roaring of wild animals. Prophetism as pure wirness-
ing. puee hecase [Fricsr e all disclosure; this is a2 z_._._.._...._.._.m_n_:. o an arder
prior to the understanding of the order. It is an anachronism thar, ac-
_k__u__.:.ﬂﬂ 1o the recoverable vime of reminiscence, is mor less _.._:.qu...ﬂ:u.ru__
than a prediction of the fumre. Ieis in prophetism thae the Intinice
prasses—and awikens—and, a5 rranscendence refusing objecrification and
dialogue, significs in an echical way, The Inhinite sfgrifes in the sense in
which one ways, o h._“n.._..__m.__._“_“_ ari orelees o0 ovders | 5 osslisie].

tg. In sherching the concours of propheric wirnesing behind philoso-
phy where transcendence is always to be reduced, we have not entered
inroy the moving, sands of religious cxperience. Thar subjecrivitg be che
remple or the theater of transcendence, and that the #__F._._mﬂm_..u_.:n.“__. of trune
scendence rake o an ethical sense, cermainly docs nor conradicr the idea
of the Good beyond being. This is an idea chat guarantees the phile-
sophical dignity of an enterprise in which the significance of mening
separates from the manifestation or the presence of being, But ane can
only wonder whether Western philosophy has been faichful oo this Pla-
tomsm, Westerm _..___._m.__"yﬁuﬁ_._."__. discenvered m:.....-_.mw._m_.__m._mn.“__. W BCrIS 5l iny OO
juncrion with each orher, the ones posited relacive o the others, or the
ane signifying the other, and it is thas that for philosophy, being, thema-
rived in irs presence, is lluminared. The claricy of the visible—signified. ™
The trope proper o the significance of signification is written: “the-one-
tor-the-other.” However, significance becomes visibilicy, immanence, and
_..:..._“c_._..__.w._“____. to the Lnﬂ:.é tar which the terms are united ingo a ..____._.___.._.___...u in
which their very history is systemacized, in order to be darified.

In the pages preseated bere, tanscendence as cthe ethical one-for-the
other has been formulared in verms of significance and intelligibilicy. ™
The trope af :._.._."___.m.—.._._m_..__._:.u__. takes ._n_._u—."__n [se desrrme] im the ethical one-for
the-other; it is a significance prior to thar which is taken on by the wrme

in conjunction within a syseem, Does this significance, more ancient tha
all parerns, take form, however? We have shown elsewhere the |

i
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birth of the sypstem and of philosophy, starting from this sugost inrelligi-
_ 4l

_ .._."_... and we will ner retasn i lere,
The intelligibility of rranscendence is not ontological, The transcen-
dence of Goad can neither be said nor choughe in reems of being, the ele-
ment of philosophy behind which philosophy sees only night. Bur the
eupture herween philosophical inrelligibiling and what is beyond being,
or the contradiction there would be in com-prebending the inhnite, does
not exclude God From che significance thar, although nor ontelogical,
does not amount o simple thoughts bearing oo a being in decline, nor
o wivws withour necessity, nor o words chae play.

In our time—is this its very madernity?—a presumption of ideology
weigle wpon philosophy ™ This presumprion cannor appeal w philoso-
phy; in it the cricical spirit would not rest content with suspicions. but
o it sl Fro provade proofic Yor the presumprion, irmecusable, draws
its force from elsewhere, It beging in a cry of ethical revale, a bearing wis-
ness T pesponsibiling. The presumprion beging in prophecy. In the spini-
tual histery of the West, the moment ar which philosophy becomes sus
peet is not insignificant, To recognize with philosophy—aor o recognize
philosophically—that the Real is reasonable and thar alone the Reason.
_.._..___n. T :...:._. ..._._.__"— hEad _.__.. :_.___.. fen ..._.m=_.. O e Cuvier _”_._.n r.__._... —.__—. n_.__n_____n.r .._.._._.._.__.._. i
the morning after this recognition, intend o rransform the world, is al-
ready o walk in 2 domain of mening which the inclusion cannon com-
prehiend.* It s to walk among reasons that “reason” does not kneow, and
which have nor ._.__..._.q__._: in | ____u.iu__u_._..u_... i _._._.p.:._.___._ﬂ secins Chus o bear weir-
ness to a beyond thar would not be the we maw’ bed ™ of non-sense in
which ._.._“_.um:mﬂ_._.... ﬁ__m_._.. . Mot fa .__....__”:..‘__._h_.____________._“hn. sareetilel weve B snsfd __.n_.___“_.__.._..q..__.p_...._.._n
pize, nor o succumb to opinions. This is a meaning horne wirness to in
ingerjections and in i, before disclosing iself in propositons; a mean-
ing signifying like a command, like an order that one signifies. lts mani-
festation in a theme ﬂ_:_.:._.__._.“_. MNavees from s zm“_.._ﬁm._-“__.m.___—..... 1% ._"__.._.._._..1._._.—..__... erhical
signification signifies not fora conscionsness that themarizes, but soa sub-
jrctivity that s all ._..__n__...._._n_:._.n_ _._.__"_.._..:"_.F with an obedience m..:"_._..r.._.._._.m_"..m -
serstanding, A passivity more passive than thar of the receptivity of
_.._._E._.m._ﬁ._ MAGFE passive than the TECEPUIVILY AssLLmIng that which alfecrs
i; this is, consequently, a signification in which the echical moment 1
v o]l upeen any pavhi _m_.__.nu_.. structyre of theoretcal ___:..._.m._w.__. or of

Lo, oor ol sng pantie nlar songaee, Here, language exerts upon sig-
i i b Beled ol o o inwesting, macrer, which
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recalls the distinction beoween form and signification, where signification
shows itselt in this distincrien and through s references o a linguisic
systent. This 15 so cven though this sefd must be wnsafa—and iv muse be
unsaid in order to lose its linguistic modification [aftérzion]; even rthough
sipnificarion must be reduced and muose lose the “smins” char irs expaosi-
tion to the light or irs sojourn in the shadows gave ity even though a
rhythm of aleernanion s substitured for the unity of discourse, from the
said into the unsaid and from the unsaid into the unsaid anew. This is a
bursting apen of the omniporence of the g, of the Soges ol system and
simultancity; a bursting open of the dages into a significr and a sipgnificd
thar is nor ewdy a signifier. Ir goes against the agtempr 1o ;._._._._u___._..._.__._._._._uu._.. the
signifier and the signified, and o hunt down transcendence inics fiest or
last __..r.+._.._m“.n.. _..__u__. ._.._..u._.m.._.n..-m.__.——w. (e8] _.".__._W:...F_... efe Systeny ____.....mmu._._z. all _:__._"_.__".__._._.w__._._.._
in the shadow of a philosophy for which meaning is equivalent ro the
manifestation of _u._.r_._._mu_ and 1o the manilstation of the e ..._+._._n_m_._“_.q_.

Transcendence as significarion, and signification as the signification of
an order given o subjectiviny before any statement: a pure one-for-the
other. Poor echical subjectivity, deprived of freedom! Unless chis would
be bur the rrauma of & Rsion of enescll come o pass ina venture risked
with Gead or through God, But in fact cven this ambiguiry is necessary
o rranscendence. Transcondence owes i e el g0 intermapt its own
demonstration and monstration, its phenomenality. Tt requires che blink-
ing and the dia-chrony of dhe enigma, which s nor merely o precariouns
certitugle but breaks up the unity of transcendental apperception, wherein
immanence always rrivmphs over rranscendence.

§ Questions and Answers

T comversation reprodiuced in the following pages—ueih o few modifi-
cations thar lestwe fitace its inspravieed cssence—ival place at the Univer-
sity af Leyelene, an she occasion of the waiversisys gooels auwmiversary celebra-
sion i March so7s. Tuvised to partivipate, Emmanwel Levinas albo re-
spencded, for aver tiwe fotrs, to questions dhe Dutch philssopbers posed abors
s wark, This mecring took place on May 2o, 175, Svme of theie guestions,
smderee wuel written woe, weee givew to bis fu advaser, at the beginning
af the sersin.

FProfesiar Awdriaanse of Lepden agrecd to arganize and mpervive a weord-
g of this dialague. The travserips soas givew iss final forne thasks to bis col-
lbgration,

Fmprovisacion constitiutes, perfwps by its exacting wrgescy and i inevitable
digressians, which are its freedom, a mode of expresion all its o, Withont
wlesalving himielf from any responsibility, Frmannel Levinas abwits these
wrices of an oval examinaiion.

T. ¢, FREDERIKSE | would ke to know whether, in your philosophy,
vou do not judge history too negatively, apparently in reaction againse
the Hegelian philosophy of history in which the ather has an effective
il anly by way of his place in the roralic Is it not possible o judge his-
ary mare posicively, as an open event wherein the neighbor comes o me
B out of our commaon past and proposes o me, or invites me [ enter
with him into a new forore? Grammarically, is it not true thar the voca-
vive oy Ties s justiha anion [&f 5G] whon one privileges the verh in the
e’ While veading Torafity s ._..a._m,u____"._”_u..H had

mprerlved aml 1l I
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the impression that the face of the other emerges, as it were, from noth-
ingness, which gives a rhostly chamcter to your philosophy.

E. LEVINAS You say that in Teeadity and fufinsy the other [Lawird ap-
pears in a ghostly manner, The other must be received independently of
his guelities, if he is o he received as other, IF e werent for this, which isa
certain immediacy—it 15 cven immediacy per eaelienes; the elarionship
to the other [aneeur] is the only one ro have no value except when it is im-
mcdiare—then the rest of my analyses would lose all their force, The woda-
tianship would be one of these thematizable relations thar are established
berween objects, It seemed to me that Forgetting all of these incivemenes”
o thematization was the only manner for the other to connr as erher,

You say, there ane no events inoa pure vocative, | do oot think thar the
Face of the other [ anirni] only gives nse 1o the vocative in the form of
impersonal relations, That is Buber, T have always attempred o look for
the event—rfarmal 1o be sure, iF everything © just said abour the exclusion
of qualities of character and social condition, and predicares in general, re-
mains valid—thar is prodoced in the rdacon w another. Three notons o
keep in mind: first, prosimicy. [ have tried o define i otherwise than by a
reduced space separating the rerms thar one calls dose. T have tried to pass
from spatial proximity to the sdea of the responsibiliy for ancother, which
i an “inerigee” much more complex than the simple Facr of saying “you”
(], or of pronouncing a name. And 1 have tried, in looking behind or
it responsibiling ro formulane the noton—very stinge in philosophy—
of swdseitneion, as the ultimare meaning of responsibilitg. Appeasing, here,
wonldd nest be the alimare ovenr, alchough in phenemenalogical philoso-
phy the ultimare event must appear. Here, under the ethical mede, a “car-
epory” different From knowledge is thought abour. The principal task be-
hind all these efforts consists in thinking the Other-in-the-Same [ S
detrrr-fe-Meme] without thinking the Other [fdrere] a5 an other Samo
[Méme]. The sr docs not signify an assimilaion; the Orher disturbs o
awakens the Samme; the Orher rroubles the Same, or inspires the Same, or
the Same desires the Ocher, or awairs him (dees tme'’s durrion nor come
from this patient awairing?). There exists a transivion of meaning from
each of these verbs o all the others. The Same s not, consequently, at rew;
the feentiey of the Same s not that ta wlich all bis veeaning can b redhiired,
The Same contains more than he can contain. This is Desire, and search
ing, and patience, and the leagth of dme. Ieis a question of a very singula

__..J“.__.:_._.._..__._._._.a__.q aneed Assiawers H1

temporalicy, foreign to Greek philosophy. T Plates Fimaens, the circle of
the Same comes o surround the circe of the Orher, Ulamarely, everyrhing
grows quict in the Same, a5 in Hegel, there is an idenrity of the idenncal
and the nonidentical. And onc thinks thar the disquicting [ srgueidtide] of
the Same by the Oher is an insuthciency. In my esays, the dis-quicting
of the Same by the Chiher is the Desire dhae shall be a searching, 2 gques-

tioning, an awaiting: patience amd length of time, and the very mode of
surplus, of superabundance. Searching, this time, not as the expression of a

lack, bt as a manner af r.._.n_..__qm._._m. vhie “meere i che less,” These are the ver-
itable serms waward which all my research, which on first sight might ap-

pear as purely ethical, theslogical, or wdifying, is incesanly reirmed.

M. seiwnLER Do you feel you have responded o the question of M,
Frederikse concerning the philosophy of history?

BoLe Yes and no, History was no ar the starting poinn of my reflecion,
Meverthueless, [ chink thar an event of unlimired responsibility for another
15 w__..__._.__.._._..m_._”_..._ ﬂ__.._.__r.u i o wouAtive, i S of o Lo sl e, it cor-
tainly has a historic meaning, it bears witness o our age and marks it 1,
in crder o he baseorcal, an ”.._.”...z?. ot refor i a YUY Procise way o
specific situations, aceount for them, and announce how all dhis will tuen
i, b n..:._.__._.__p._”r__“_. in the absoluge or be ..,__"__.:n_._. _._._.._.__.___..F.__._..”_”___. tleen [ have
o philosephy of history, 1 do think char the weimied responsibility for
another, as an enucleation of oneself,' could have a rranslaton ineo his-
rory's concroereness. Time, in s patience and s length. in ies cesiting, i
not an “intentonalive,” nor o Beality (a0 Goaling of the Infinite—how
laughable!), it belongs o che Infinite and significs dia-chrony in the re-
,h_ni.._umme:.J_. for anocher T was taken one day, in Lowvain, after a lecoure
on these ideas, 1o a student house thar is there called “pedagogy.” 1 found
myself surrnunded by Sourh American studenes, almaost all prieses, bue
abwave all preoccupied by the siouation in South America. They speke to
me of what was _._m._.._m._r._._m_._.._.q_ thare s of 2 SUpreme rrial _"___m..__._._._.__._.._.".__.___.u._.. ..“_._.__r.u_.
questioned me, not without irony: where would 1 have encountered con-
cretely the Same, “_uq_..ﬂ_..n.._._.ﬂ.m._..m by the: Oither to the point of undergoing a
lsioning of iself? 1 replied: ar least here. Here, in this group of students,
of intellectuals whao “_.._.._m_muu_q vy well have been :n_...:_u_m._..ﬁu_ with their inter-
nal perfection and who nevertheless had no other subjects of conversa-
vicsrr (v the orisis of che Latin American masses, Were _.r_...."__. not fies-
st This uropia of conscience found ieself historically fulfilled in the
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resom i which | found 15.__1_...___. That _._mz__.__J_.. showldd be concerned _..__”_1 thiose
utepias of conscience, 1 believe seriously,

H. HEERING Would it not be usetul to draw a connection here with
the second written question? "W find the word "justice” used for the re-
lationship with the other and also for the relationship with the third
parry. However, these are very distince relationships, according ro your
thought. Do they not requite a terminalogical distincrion?”

E.L. Ivis o casy oo speak of the way in which things were writien bt
teen years ago. It is a question of the appearance of the third parcy [fe
eiers], why there is dhe third parcp. Taske mpself§ sometimes whether it can-
net be justified in this way: e make possible & dis-interested responsibilicy
for another excludes reciprocicy. Bur showld another [aeend] he withouar
devotion to the other [Saere]? A third party is necessary there. Be thar as
it may, in the relationship wich another [am absays in relation with the
third party. But he is alse my neighbor, From this mement on, proximicy
becomes problemarnic: one must compare, weigh, think; one must do jus-
tice, which is the source of theory. The entire recovery of Institutions—
and of theory itsclf, of philosophy and of phenomenology, which cxpli-
cate what appears—is done, according 1o me, starting from the third
parry. The word " jusrice” is in effecr much more in s place, there, where
euity is necssary and not my “subordination” wothe other, IF cquiy is
necessary, we must have comparison and equality: equalitg herween those
that cannot be compared, And consequently, the word “justice™ applies
much maore o the reladonship with the chind pary than o the relation-
ship with the other. But in reality, the relationship with another is never
uniquely the relationship with the other: from this moment on, the third
is represented in the other; that is, in the very appearance of the other the
third already regands me. And chis, nevertheless, makes the relation be-
rween justice ard the responsibility with regard o the other cxoremely
narrow, Your distinction is in any case josc, ar the same dme chat the prog-
imity berween these terms is erue, The ontological language employed in
Tanaliey and fugfndey 1s not ar all a definitive language. The language in To-
vality and Jrifinity is ontological because it wants above all not to be psy-
chological.* Bur in reality, ir is already a search for what 1 call “the beyond
being,” the tearing of this equality to self which is always being—rthe
Sein—wharever the artemprs o separate it from the present. 5o oo b
the word “justice,” we must establish the difference to which you pon.

Chiestions dand Answers 3

aumence IFT am vulnerable, as you emphasize in your books, how
can | be responsible? 15 one suffers, one can ne lomger do anything.

.. By vulnerabiliy, [am arrempting o describe the subjecr as pas-
sivity, If there s noe vulnerahilicy, if the suhject is nor always in his pa-
tience on the verge of an already senseless pain, then he posits himsel ffar
__.u.q.aqr..___.___m.. _”H_ l:.n fuH L% __.:.. mEMCNT at ._...___._..:..r —..__.. mz u_.__.a..ann:_.un F el 1..._.1 .m.__.._.m.u__.h.
the moment ar which he is pride, ar which he & imperialist, at which he
has the ather like an object. The endeavor was to present my relationship
with another not as an arcnbure of my substaniality, rot s an ateribuee
of my hardness as a person, but on the contrary as the facr of oy cleseitu-
tion, of my deposivion (in the sense in which one speaks of the deposition
of a sovereign). It is only then dhar a veritable abnegation, a substitution
for the orher, may take on meaning in me. You say, in sulfering one can
no longer do anyrhing. Bur are you sure thar suffering stops ae iesel
When one suffers because of someone, vilnerabilivy is also o suffer for
somwone, [t this rransformation of the “lne™ invtn thie “For™ thar is in ques-
vion; it concerns this substitution of the “for” for the “by." If one does ner
pesit this, then you arc immediatdy in o world of revenge, of war, of the
preferential affirmation of the 1. 1 do nor contest that we are always, in
fact, in this world, but this is 2 world wherein we are aloered. Viulnerahility
is the power o sy “adien” oo this world. One says “adies™ w it in W
old. Time endures in the form of this aefies and this a-Diew [unte God],

avpreNcE And yor, when one suffers, when one lets evil come as it
will, how can one be responsibled My question comes back to the fourch
wrinten question: " Docs the notion of ‘substwurtion” also offer some space
for the idea thart it is sometimes necessary o opposc the other For his
good o for the good of the third paregy?”

E.L. If there was only the other facing me, 1 would say o the very end:
[ owe him ,_,:__F.__u.___._”—._.m."._.ﬁ. Lam for him, And this even halds for the larm he
does me: T am not his equal, I am forevermorne subject to him. My resis-
rance begins when the harm he does me is done 1o a thind party wha is
alse my neighbor. It is the thied party who is the source of justice, and
thereby of justified repression: it is the vinlence suffered by che third [rarty
ihat justifies stopping the violence of the other with violence. The ides
that 1 am responsible for the harm done by the other—an idea rejected,
nopressed although psychologically possible—brings us 1o the meaning
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of subjectivity. Ir is arcested by this sentence of Doswocvsky, which 1 al-
waays cine, ic s Alyvosha, 1 believe, who says ic, "Each of us is guiley before
all, for all and for everything, and 1 more than the others,” In the second
part of the senrence the [ wed] his ceased o consider iselfas a2 paricalar
case of the | [Mei] in general. It is the unigque poine thar suppores the
universe (suppors” in the two senses of the erme he who endures the
unendurable, and he who upholds it). Evidently, this [ is immediarely
overtaken by i general concepr. Ir s necessary thar i escape again, The |
[mmeoi] as 1 [men] is the 1 [snai] who escapes his concept. And it is this sit-
waricn thar I have called vulnerabilivg, absolure culpahility, or mather, ab-
solute responsibility. The 1, when one has reflecied upon ie psychologi-
cally, is already an [ [seed] equal o the other Ts D3] The concepr of
the 1 always corches up with me,

The idea of substrurion signifies char £ f#] substituce mysell for an-
other, but that no one can substitute himself for me as me. When one
bBeging 1o say thar semeone can substirure himsel§ for me, m lity lwe-
gins. And, on the other hand, the T as I, in this radical individualiry
which is nor a sivation of reflectiion upon o

el iw _..._...zm...._"_._zm._.___.n for the
harm that is done. Very early on [ utilized this notien, speaking of the
dissymmerry of the inrerpersonal relation. The | i peesecuted and s, in
principle, responsible for the persecution thar ic sufters. Bue, “happily,”
ir is not alone; thene are thivd partics and one cannor allow dhar dhind par-
ties be persecuted”

M. FRESCD [ vk o sider that a “"__._m .:..“_":.___._.“... 1% p_._a.___.m..__.._.._ _..J.. Wiy of
is origin, based on an aprion or a fundamental inouirion thar one can no
longer ground? Whar are the consequences of that for this philosophy
and tor all philosophy? | have in mind che difference berween the Greoo-
Latin vradition and the Judeo-Christian tradition. In the latter, the rela-
tionship berween the [ and the ather has been conceived in a manner
completely different from that of the pagan tradition. In the pagan tra-
dirion, it is the I, insread. who is in the center and the other whao anly
exists in relation to him, while in the Judeo-Christian tradition, of which
you are a parr, it s, rather, the other who is ar the center and, although
the 1 may have 1o assume absolute responsibility, it is he, nevertheless,
who exists in relation with the other, who is centeal. Therefare, if there
is mo possible tie between these two fundamental options, what conclu-
sion should one draw from this ebservarion?

__..J“.___:._n.._.._;._u._.__u.. aneed A 2y

This word “centeal™ is 2 vague term. OF what consises this cen
trality? You ask me, i there not a first oprion? 1 would say, soonee, there is
a hirst question. | will tell you why 1 prefer the term “first question”; he-
L NN ETH .___n. .._.:__.....__..._.._ LRI _.__" _.__u...r...._ —.__.J._._u_E.._ _.._._.=. .__..._.__r__._. i= _._._.ﬂ_._._..rm El _.rw_..__u_q._.mr
The question is already a relarion, there where there is no place for a re-
sponse; there where a response docs noc suffice—where in would shrink
whar is in question. Our cheoretical questions are already the extenvared
formn o thar which is the Ui, af thar which is un.“:n__.z._"_.ﬁ or Desine.
And T would agree with you rthar this reveals a grear difference, Western
prhiloaophy 5 a philosophy of the response: ir is the response thar couns;
it is the resuly, as Hegel says, Whereas it is the question thar is the
thing . . - I don’t cven dase say the frse thing, becawse the idea of prioricy
is a UGreel iden—ir is the idea of the principle, And T do not lkonow il we
st spezk of priority when we wang o speak of the guestion as a think-
ing more thoughtful than the doxic proposition of tw response, Tdo e
ko if we should speak of prioriny when we speak of the guestion as
searching and Desire, of searching in the sense in which the Bible speals
of the seareh For Clod amd in which “Gad ?__.._.___..__.: is srill r..”.“_u__.n......__......_. as God
sougle (cf. 1sanah 65005 we must pay attention to the Hebrow wesr, where
this is visible). This i nor ac all a situaton in which sge poses the ques-
tion; it is the question that takes hold of you: there you are broughe ingo
guestinn. All these sinuacions are probably differene in che Groek way and
in the way that is very deeply inscribed in the hiblical tradition. My con-
cern everywhere is precisely o rranslare this non-Hellenism of the Bible
into Hellenic terms and not o repeat the biblical formulas in their olwi-
ous sense, solaped feom the conrexr char, ar the level of such a war, is aff
the Bible, There is nothing to be done: philosophy s spoken in Greek,
B we muost oot think thar language models meaning. The Greek lan-
guage—the language according o syntax——probably permits us w pre-
sent the meaning. In my opinion, everything thar occurs in linguistics mo-
day lies in the cxrension of the Greek tradition: sz, the idea thar i is
language iwself thar is the event of meaning, the fundamental evenr. Thene
we touch upon uliimaie questions, assuming that there be ultimate ques-
thons: priosiny and wliimacy are reems of Greek philosophye Bun 1 realvec
thar [ have not respended directly to your question on the Jand the ather,
I v the impression. nevertheless, of having spoken of i in a certain
s, b respeonaing e il _.H_;._,__._:._"H CUESTION,

—_—
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e, rHiLirseE Whar is the relatienship berween religion and philoso-
“_._-.”__.. and between e u_.._mwn_.n_n._. and your _..-_.___ﬂ_!..__u__._.u...m_

e.L. Religion knows much more abour this. Religion helieves it knows
much more. T do not believe that ﬁ___._.m.__"r_,_n__.___._u.. comald eomsele, Consalation
is 2 funcrion envirely different, ic s religious.

H.r. Is philosophy a diversion tor you, as it was for Pascal?

.0 IF the undivertable ean be o diversion, and if 2 diverssion can be
undivertable,

H.p. Is the philosophical actirude—which is in esence a skeprical ar-
rirde—mot in contradicron with the aoioade of Faad?

E.L. ~Skeptical” only means the fact of examining things, the face of
prnsinng questions. | do not an all think char a question—aor, ar least, the
original questioning—is only a deficiency of answers. Functional and
even scientific questions—and many philosophical ones—awair only an-
swers. Cuestioning g original articude is a “relation” o that which no
responae can contain, w the “unconainable”; it becomes responsibilicy.
Every response contains a “beside the point” and appeals to an un-said

[ de-adit].*

rueopok pE BoER | would like o ask you a question on method,
ra which Vel have ateended in a number F.___.nu_.._u_un_.i i FOHAT wisrk. How
can one express in discourse the metaphysical relation o the Ocher? In
the preface we Toralisy woed Dnfiniry, you refer to Husserls rranscendental
method. You assert that you have followed the intentional analysis that
poes back to the ._._.qm—.u...m: mul._"_q [ EVETY :npﬂp__._.. e the most sadical founda-
tion of theory and pracrice. In your recent book.* T have found two new
idlas concerning this problem of method. On page 228, vou speak of the
exaleation of language that is, perhaps, philosophy itselt, and on page 182
¥ nﬂ_..ﬂr af a H“_q.uu_w_.__"_u.?.._.. ieration [ the m“._..._;_._m af tlhis very "..._...___J._uﬁx.."_.
Omne could thus conclude thar there are, as it were, three pachs leading
from _.:.__“._..__nﬂ“__. i _"_"__.._.:—._._._“__.L._.u“ rrarscendental reduction, exaltarion, and
iteration. Whar T want to ask you roday concerns, above all, some pas-
sages in Ooberaiee than Being or Bepond Fuesce, in which you say thar, ar
a given moment, ontological categories are transformed into echical terms
_“H_ _:.mh_ ..._._._nm n_._m._. _._"._.... ._“g_.._.._.“__...,v. _"__1. _.._._".m_.ﬂ_ _:_._m__uW: sre u_"__..___.._.___.._._.n L3 _.Tn slrui-
ture thar you wish to express (p. 120}, Language is able to equal the para
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dox of the metaphysical deseription (cf, poomy, 0o 1507 D would like o
kenoww whicther the citations above represent an element radically new in
Yo _“_.__u__.:."..._._._ r m, _....uq:."z _",.___._m...“.._ __:.:w.-..:..n_.. el :."1_..—._...4 m._._..__..l..__._.._..EH _”__.._.r
difficulr problems of the paths woward metaphysics, and of the reduction
af n._j_...._.___._m._.m._..m“_ _..__._w...._.._ﬂw_"..m_ Such thar these “_“_:._n_._... APE S0 Iy ..____n..n._."._v o
dead-end rouces. Do you not give ontalogy too much credit with the cen-
rral ?x"_,..m:_:_: rhat YiHI m._.?_n. ter the u._q:._.___,"_._._ af the .:=._._n.=__.____._._.._.. of the mera-
physical dimension? You say dhar language rranslaves as well as it berrays"
IF ethival _.,.:_ﬁ_._.:m..:.. % ..__u__.”.__._:_.__.. Ik "_._"__..:_._.___._“__.:.:. al “_._u;.._..___.._._._z. thie reverse does
not hold true for erhical language. And does this not signify thar the ex-
__..._._.._._.“_._“.._ﬂ_: of ethical lamgziagre cold offer mew s ibilivies for CRpreRsing,
the rebition with the Inhniee?

£.0. These ane fundamental questions, Whar is said in the prefice of
Tasalivy avdd Suffniny remains wroe, all the same, o the end for e wids re-
SUCE T method. Teis mor the wond Strnscendental™ chae T weould erain,
bur the morton of inrencnal analysis. [ chink thac, in spice of everything.
what 1 do is phenomenology, even if there is ne reduction, here, accord-
ing o the rules requiced by Husserl; cven if all of the Hossedian meth-
odology is not respected. The dominane trait, which even determines all
those who no longer call themscves phenomenologise voday, is that, in
proceeding backe Froom wehar i thoughn raward the Tulliess of the thowughe
iself, one discovers—swithour there being any dedocrive, dialecical, or
other implication therein—dimensions of meaning, cach time new. Ir is
this analysis that seems to me to be the Husserlian novelry, and which,
ouside of Husserls awn _._._.h..._“_._._t._ﬂ__....__.q_u... 1% ) ._“...._m"_._ﬂ A uisIEion fise every-
one. v is the face thar if, in starting from a theme or an wdea, 1 move 1o-
ward the ._.._.._..._.u_a.: _.._.___. which ene accedes to i, ehen the Wiy _._”__. which one
accedes to it is essential to the meaning of the theme itself: this way re-
veals to us a whole landscape of horizons that have been forgoten and
rogether with which, whar shows iiself no longer has the meaning ic had
when one considered it from a stance dircatly turned wward i Phe-
pomenclogy is not abour elevating phenomena into things in themselves;
i is about _u_nm._..__mm_._.ﬂ the u._m;..a.ﬂu in themsefves 1o the horizen of their ap-
pearing, thar of their phenomenalicy; phenomenclogy means o make
appear the appearing itself behind the quiddity thar appears, even if this
appoaring dies mes cncrosn s medalicies in the meaning that ic delivers
pin e e Pl e s senais, cven when intentionality is no longer
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comsidercd as theoretical, even when it is no longer considered as an acr.
Ot of the chematization of che _._._._._._._a._.__ e dimensions ane _-“_.=.._._...._"_. Hhat
are essential o refleored meaning [sews gensd]. All those whao think in chis
way and seek chese dimensions in erder o find chis meaning are doing
phenomenalogy.

And now the rest, Te s in che athical sitoation thar, ace _n_:__:._m._. e e, ®
cerraln uniry is achieved. This is the unity of whar remains disparare, or
seems constructed or dialectical, in the ontological statement which,
moreover, must stregele against the onric forms of all language. In chis
semse, the languoge that translages this unity speaks ina o
recr; b, inversely, the range o iF you wish, the coneexe of this lainguage,
% m_"_..t.“__:.ﬂ_"._n. From this [ ressian fresim _..__.__w__"”_nw. Exlvies s like the fe-
ductien of certain _.Em: apes, In this respecr, i is maone adequare; bor 1
will also say thar the 5
saving, and the unsaying muse again be unsaid i is manner, and chere,
there is no z_.:__.____m_._m.q_" there are oo definmivive formulations, [ s for this rea-
son that, in the kook o owhich you are referring, 1 call my conclusion
“Uicherwise Said.”

And finally, somerhing abour which you donor question me—but per-
_u_c.—._& o whieh Yot word “exaltarion”™ alludess :_:.:.n___._m_._ﬂ thar will illus-
rrane in what sense, in these developments, it is possible w associoe ideas
i new manner, to detach the conceprs one by one ina new manner—
hence the rerm "emphasis,” one Duse a loeac dhis momene, The rranscen-

dental method consises .._._.__...:u__... in ...:_..rm"_.ﬂ thie Foundarion, “Foumdation”

wer maore di-

_._._m|.. L[ TRS | _.__. h_.._...,._'_._.__._._.:._. _"_. __._.__._.__..F_ e _.u__ ._u.um. A Ln-

15, moreover, 4 term from architecoure, 2 term made for a world thar one
TCROHTIC

inhabits; For a waorld ehar is .___..__.___..m_.1 all ehar o SUrores, o
world of percepion. an immobile world; rest per eveelfonee the Same par
exreflence. An idea is n_:._:_...n____._.._.___:_. m_._._w:._.:..ﬁ“_ when it has found s fouanda-
tion, when one bas shown the cowaieions of s possibilitg. On the other
lard, in my way of ““_2"__".”__.._..._._:5.1._ which stares From the homan, and from
the approach of the human whao is nor simply thae which febabrer the
world, bur which ages in the world, which wathdeaws from ic in a way
other than by oppositon—uwhich withdraws from it through che passiv-
ity of aging (2 withdrawal thar, perhaps, confers its meaning upon death
itself, rather than having it [dearh] choughr from the standpoint of nege-
fieen, which is a judgment] there is another sorc of justification of one

idea by rhe other: to pass from one idea oo is superlarive, w the poinrof

1E% e _..__._.:._.u.mz. YWou see that @ new idea—in no way m"_:“"__.ru__.n_.._. i il
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fows, or emanates, from the overbid, The new idea Gnds sl jusafied
nest ort the fuieis ol the Biese, b _"._“___ its sublimanion, An r.:.:.-.._u__r. .a__“...,_._..q_._..__._._n.._..
concrete: ina certain sense, the real world is the world char is posied, s
manner of being is the theis. Bur to be posived inoa oruly superlacive
manner—I am noc playing an words—is this nor o be cxposed, o posic
:._.__"..a_.._ ] T _T__.. H.__u.m._;_. i .p._u..m.u__.u..w.l_.._m_t ie? ..._.._m_...m_.._.._.__.__._. _:._._..ur.__". (4] _“”_“__... ._.._:T._n :_". _.=...
coming language? And there we pass From a seructure rigorously ontolog-
ical, rewwsrd ....:.__:__.._.__m....:w. an the level of the comscierce toowhich _..u_..m____m. il s,
Another example: when T say thar passivity consises in surrendering, in
.,,___.m.qm"_._m.._ _:...u__.._:.__"_ all _._.....Fm.._..m._”.___.. n_._._".._..__.._m_._._ i _:_.._,.r..?_.:“u.. that does not talee
charge of itsell [qni ne casmome pasl, T end in the fision of oneself. Our
Woemiern s.___“_.r.:E.q....... 15 ik q_..n.._..v._._.m.__.:”__. Fel lowarced _..___. il _ﬁr:._m.ﬂ _.._._u..ﬂnh.. _”._.___“..:_ﬂ_..__u_u
tewn]. Sensacions are produced inome, bue 1 grasp myself from these sen-
satioms and 1 conccive them. We e _.._.r.u:_._h with o subject whis s pratssiv
when he docs not give himseld his contenes, To be sure, Bur he receives
them. He sureenders himacelE furdher when be cxpresses himsel whareser
are the retuges of the Sasd [Die]—its words and 105 sentences—he Saping
[Fre] is am opening, a new degeee of passivity. Prior ro discourse, | am
clothed in a form: [ s where my being hides me. To speak 15 1o break
this capsule of the form and oo surremder onesell 1 am o
sis, as you e, a5 o method [ pesedel ] 1 chink 1 have found, there, the pie
crnipentide. I is, in any s, the manner _.a._“... which | [raass froom :....r._._:.:..L.

n-ﬂ. n.nn_.m'_ ==

hility to substicution. Emphasis signilies ar the same rime a figure of

ihetaric, an exccss of nﬂm.v?.zrr.:._. A IMAnner _n__..:.__._..ﬂ.._._m_".ru_. anesell, and a
manner of showing onescll, The word s very good, like the word “hy-
prethole™: there are hyperboles wherely nocions are cansmured. Too de-
seribe this muration is also to do phenomenslogy. Exasperation as a
method of philosaph

That is what 1 would respord ws G as method is concerned. 1 will el
yod alsor thar I knesw noching, more aboue i, 1 do oot beliove thar there
i a transparency possible in methed. Mor char philosophy might he pos-
sihle ws rransparency. Those who have worked on methodology all thei
lives have written many books that replace the more interesting books
il they could have wrirten. 5o much che worse for the philosophy thae
winild walk in sunlight without shadows.

1w are che reflections by which T would defend the claim thar my
et lnd s, all che saome, an “intentional analysis™ and thar ethical language

AR RS TS AR _..___...:..n LI _._:. .____....__._.“__.. _.w_..m..

<l thar, for me, ethics is

——— —
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not ar all 4 layer thar covers over ontology, bur rather that which is in
some fashion more ontological than ontology: an emphasis of onrology.
This also responds to the written question that [ will read: “In 1972
thus prier to Otberwise than Being or Beyond Ewence—Professor Dr.
Theodor de Boer wrote an article on your work under the ride, An Fih
ical Transcendentalism.’ It the rranscendental condition is explained not
as a facr bur as a foregoing value—in Durch ssor-raarde—da you con-
sent 1o this characteristic?” Well, 1am absolurely in agreement with this
tormula, provided thar “iranscendental™ significs a certain prioricy: excepr
that erhics is before oncology. It is more ontelopical than ._En_..u__:mﬁ e
sbline than omology. Ir is from chere thar a cerain equivocation
comes—whereby ethics seems laid on top of ontology, whenzas it is be-
fore ontology. It is thus a tanscendentalism char begins with ethics.

.G soMuorr Cannor mereal experience be mranslated as an experi-
ence of the other as identical to oneself? In my view, this corresponds ro
the imperative, which is in any case hiblical: “Love your neighbor as

yourself.”

£.1. First, the reem “moral experience”™ 1oy o avoid it Moral expe-
rience supposes a subjecr who is there; who, Tse of 20l, &5 and who, ara
certain moment, has a moral experience, whereas it s in the way in which
he is there, in which he lives, that there is this ethics; or more precisely,
the dis-inter-estedness un-does his ere, Exhics significs this.

Concerning the hiblical rexe—bur here we are in the midst of theology
—1 am much more perplexed than the translators to whom you refer.
What does “as yourselt™ signify? Buber and Roseneweig were here very
perplexed by the rranslation. They said to cach other, does not "as your-
sell™ mean thar one loves oneself most? Instead of translating this in
agreement with you, they translred it, “love your neighbor, he is like
your” But if one Arse agrees to separate the last word of the Hebrew verse,
kamodkhab, from the beginning of the verse, one can read che whole thing
still otherwise, “Love your neighbor; this work is like yourself™; “love
yeur neighbor; he is yourself™; “it is this love of the neighbor which is
yoursell.” Would you say thar this is an cxeremely audacious reading? Yer
the Old Testament suppores several readings and it is when the entirery
of the Bible becomes the context of the verse thar the verse resounds with
all its meaning. This is the interminable commentary of the O1d Tesra
ment, A Dominican father, for whom I have much admiration and who

Cheestivns aned Assusers o

kenows Hebrew admirably, said one day before me: what ene rakes For an
infinice interpretation of the loer of Scripoore is simply a reading chat
considers the entirety of the book as the context of the verse. It is notar
all che rwer or ehree verses thar precede or follow the verse on which one
comments! For the absolure hermeneutic of a verse, the entirety of rhe
bk is necesary? Bow, in the enrirery of the book, there is albways a pri-
ority of the other in relation o me, This is ehe biblical comriburien in
ies entirety, And thar 35 how 1 would respond oo your question: ™ Lowve
your ncighbor; all that is yoursell; this work is yoursell; this love is your-
sell.” Kammokbad does not refer o “vour neighbor,” but 1o all the words
thar precede i The Bible is the priority of the other [ Saeee] inrelanion
o e Te is inanocher Jaseend] thae 1 always see the widow and the or

._u_.+..._._._. The orher |awern] ...__.._.._...._u._.z conmes fise, This s owhac 1 have called,
in Greek langoage. the disspmmetry of the interpersenal relationship. 1F
there is not this dissymmetey, then no line of whar | have writeen can
hesled. And this is valnerability. Only a valnerable T can love his neighbor,

H.H. When another does me harm, e harms himself as well, gener-
ally, You say, it is up o me o substooee myself for him, and ic s immeral
to demand thae he substitute himsell for me. Two questions then: s i
not true that, in certain cases, substooron can imply thar T muost oppose
the other for his own good? A the seoomd question: Cannet this sob-
stitution of another for me sometimes be, rather than an immorality, an
a-mocrality in the sense af whar 1= more sublime chan "_"___:_..-_.m._.u_... in brick,
can it not be 2 Fu_n.:”m___._m_n.u

E.L. Substitution for another means, in the ulimate shelter of mysell,
not to feel myself innocent, cven for the barm thae another does. | would
go much further. *Ultimare shelter” is ner a sufficient formula, v can
make us believe that the [ has a capsule. In order to explain the notion
af substiturion, it is necessary thar 1 say maore, thar 1 ose hyperbole the
individuation of the 1, that by which the [ is noc simply an idenrical be-
ing, or some sort of substance, bur rather that by which it is ipseity: thar
b which it 35 unique withour drawing it uniqueness from any exclusive
qualicy, all this is the fact of being designated, or assigned, or elected 1o
snbetiture iesel withowe being able o slip away. By this unavoidable sum-
ssotis, 1o the 17 [ Adad] inpeneral, to the concepr, he who responds in the
s i s | weed], or even straighraway in the ac-

First porsin a5 b las
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It is from chis ides chat T have even understood better cortain pages of
Heidegger. (You know, when | pay homage to Heidegger, it is always
costly to me, not beciuse of his incontestable brilliance, s you also know.)
In %9 of Sein and Zeit, the Dasein is posived in irs Semeinigheir (" Mine-
ness )" What does this femeinighent signify? Dasein signifies that the Da-
sevm has 1o be, Bur this "obligaen” w be, this manner of being, s an cx-
position 1o being that is so direce that it thereby becomes mine 1t is the
emphasis of this rectitude that is expressed by a notion of e praperey,
which is feseinigle, ..___.n._..a__.m..._.__.“"m.___p.&._".__ is the cxrreme measure of the way in

which the Desein is subject o essance, Heidegger says a few lines below: it
is because the Daseinis frmefnipbest that ic is an Job [an 1], He does not at
all say thar the Dasedn is femeimipheit because it is an ol on the conrrary,
he goes toward the fob From the femeinigheds, woward | [amei] From the “su-
perlative” or the emphasis of this subjection, from this being-delivered-
over-to-bueing [Sre-dimedai-dtre], of this Awspelivfeerheiv. The Dasedi is 5o
delivered over wo being thar being is ies own, It is from the impuossibilicy
of my declining this adventure thar chis advencure is properly mine, thae ic
1 as eigen [own] thar che Sedn [ Being| is Brergas [ Event]. And everything
that will be said of this Evegmis in Zedt i Sevn is alvcady indicared in §9
of Sefer uned Zeir Being s thar which becomes my-own, and it is for this
thar a man is necessary ro being. Ieis through man that being is “prop-
erly.” These arc the most profound things in Heidegger. This section, with
the progression that goes from femeinighess w the Jeb, has been much
erased by the ranslation of Eigentliclbeie as “anthenticity.” One has erased,
precisely, this clement of Eigenelichber in authenticity: 2 principle of all
Exgemnen” (we can possess something because there is femerniglhei}—bur
above all, “the event of being,” or essance—as the in-alienable,

This reading of Heidepper was motivated by the idea thar the human 1,
the onesclf, the U nerness of the 1, 15 the m_z*r.._nh_rm_.:f.. ___ﬂn_mv._._.._m____m away
from the other.™ As long as there is no other, one cannot speak of free-
dom or of nonfreedom: there is not yer even identity of the person, which
is an identity of the “undiscernable,” internal to what is unigue by dinr
of not being able to evade the other. The nor-heing-able-to-slip-away is
precisely this mark of uniqueness in me: the frse person remaing a fies
person, even when it slips away empincally. Se déraber 1o slip away, or ro
evade| 15 a pronominal verb: when | evade my obligations in respect 1o
the ather, | still remain 1. 1 am nor alluding here o the sentiment of sin
in erder too say that it is in this sense of sin thae one cortifies thar one &

{dnvestionis attiel Ansuers 03

.‘___.n.:. she e, Tweould sy o is delivered wp (oo de other] because one is
1. Iin ehis sense, the ©is absolurely inconseroerible conceprually, To be sure,
in F_._.._.._.._._._.._n_mw. there i a rwetoen of the 1 oo oneself, boe if there is, in the
current of conscinusness, a cenrer rovward which the renarm is posible, the
core [ s | of this returm (RIS 6 anusthaer —..__n__”. It s H_.._.—.ﬁ_:.h_._. erhics,
through the cmphasis of oy obligaion, thar Tam L

This 15 howe T wenalcd _._..z“_.:._.__._. Lev YUriT gLiesEio., I chis sense, LT als-
jection is ahsolurcly fair at the psychological level, or at the level of inter-
human relations, b ic leads me s whar comes o pass—meni-
physically—beneath this substiudion, which you are fght o eramine
alser in the sense of cthical conduct, of daily conduer,

As 1o the objection which one mighe raise here, chat this idea of re-
_..m___..__._a:._m:._.”__. m_._.__..___r..__.. @ eertain patermalism: Yo are :.....n_"a.,_..__._...m._.._.__.. fior the
other and i s inditferent o you thar che ogher mighe hove o acoept your
:.,...m.__.:._a.__.___:_.u_..j 1 _.rd“_.__:._n.m“ welae the othior o des For e is lis affaie, 16
were mine, then substitution would only be a moment of the exchange
anid woubd lose s “_..q_?._n_._:.._... My affair s y _..p.r_..__n_:“._._._m:._”u__.. aned iy substi-
tution ix inscribed inomy | [wed], inscribed as f [mee]. The ocher can sub
seiture himselF for wehamever e will, CROCPE e, Itis _._q_..._._n_u_.u__. cven for
this reson thar we are numerous in the workd, [F, instead of substivoring
muyselF for amesther Lewted]. D expeen cdhar an other (e asre] subscioure
Mt For me, then this would be a doubeful maralivg, but moreover, i
would destroy all transcendence, Oae cannor be replaced For substitu-
tion, @ one cannot be replaced for death,

w.H. Biur then one could pose question number g oo yon, You reject
the idea of a _...n_:_.__._._ acconded ._.n_”__. Lo, and YLl comsider this as an im-
portant difference berween your Jowish conception and che Christian
comception. Could vie nor build a bridge berscen dhese two conceprions
by way of the thoughe, often pronounced in the Bible, thar the pardon
1, bur on the contrary, invites us

of God in nooway denie the To
obey 17 How, in this perspeetive, shall we judge your concepts “inspira-
tion’ and "witnessing?™""

E.L. There is not a single thing in a great spiritualicy that would he
ahsene from another great spiritualiey. The idea of grace is nor ar all an
iclea rejecred by Jewish spinitualicy. Let us note in passing that, in order
s charmcreriee Jowisl .._..:.m__._."__m._ va I 0% fa .n_"._.__._._.u.,..a oo eviolbie che Old Tes-

Gammnennn: i wlie b is venm] bevers e jae eabbinaeal _.H.__"___.:..._"._n i the Oild
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Testament is Jewish. Now, in rabbinical thought, wo obein grace it is ab-
solutely necessary thar there be a first gesture coming from man. Even in
Maimonides. Maimonides, whoe was nevertheless imbued as much by
Greek thought as by Talmud, said in one of the texts of his Rabbinical
Code [ Mivkared Toraf] on repentance—on which [ had necasion o com-
ment just recently before Christians: the first gesture calling forth pardon
is in my freedom and owed by me, and it is ance this firse gesture is ac-
complished thar the heavens come o my assistance. One will come 1o
your assistance and will give you more than the pare equal to what you
have done. [ suppose that you know some Hebrew, We divide in owo
parts the famous formula, “fm Shamele, Tichnea,” which means in simple
Hebrew, "if you listen.” First "l Shamow™ “if you listen.” or "if you
obey"; “Tishm'a™: “you will understand much more.” This reduplication,
characreristic of the Hebrew verb, is thus understood according o all the
freedom of the rabbinical commentary, which nevertheless, in s appar-
ent literal sericrness [aerifis]—even aginst Erammar— searches for the
spirit of the whole, But here we are in che midst of theology!

The notion .u___..._.._umﬁ.::_. sin likewise cxises in rabbinical _“_._3_._.._..._._".: Fasee-
ever, sin does not comprise a condemnation thar could go 1o the poine of
making impossible the At gesture of freedom in repentance. These rexrs
of Maimonides are explicic on this poine, 1 recall thar my Christian an-
dience was astonished by rthis absolure free will, Te seemed oo them psy-
chologically aberrant, Yer they added, “fundamenrally, we also hold hoth
ends of the chaing thus it can nor be absoluely abermne” Gershom Scho-

"o

lern, whe was a historian of religion (withour counting himsell among
religious men), showed thar in Jewish mysticism the Faithful, in his ap-
proach w God, is like the moth thar cirdles around the fire; it comes very
close, bur it never enters the fire. In always preserves its independence
with regard ro the fire around which it circles. All of Jewish mysticism is
like this morh thar does nor burn is wings, Bue 1 am relating to you facts
from the history of [ewish thoughe; this is not philesophy.

Perhaps now is the time 1o read the written question concerning the
notion of the infinite, “How must we understand che adjective ‘infinire'’?
[s this, originally, a noun or an adverb? In other words: ‘is” the infinite
‘something.” or is it only a “how,” notably the “how' of alterity: infinitely
orher?”

I think thar the infinite is the domain where these distinetions disp
pear, This is nor a chetorical answer. | think thag if the infinioe was a0 in
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finire, under which there would be substance, an S dfenlinpd [some-
thing in general] (which would justify the substanrive term), it would nor
ar all be the absolutely other, it would be an other “same.” And there is
no artheism in this way of not taking God for a term. 1 think thar God
has no meaning outside the search for God. e is not a question of
method, nor is it a romantic idea, The “In” of the In-finite is at once the
_.__...m:._“mﬂ: aml the _”__...m_._m.q_ alfecred of the Finire—the non- amd the - —
human thoughe as a search tor God, Descarres’s idea of the Infinite in us.

HLovar LUYE T would like ro call vour anention o one of the witen
questions. “Why can the reality of God be expressed only in terms of the
past; why not alse in terms of the future and of hope? We find both of
these in the Bible. Besides, in the Bible, does the past not have an escha-
telogical sensct”

Pl A rpid answer. This i 2 quesrion of poins non yer pressnced in
my writings published up o now. T have never sufhciently developed the
heme of what @ e come [aeenir], o the fumre | feoed, alchough in Tie-
sadity and Iufiniry 1 evoked the messianic buture,'* There is in this book,
nevertheless, o chaprer selative to croricism and oo the son, and 50 oo what
is beyond the possible, which is the furure," This concerns che Furure ac-
cording to the manner proper 1o me; which consists in trearing of time
from the starting point of the Ocher [fdwire]. This is nor faithful o a
work of 1947, published under the rirle of Time and the Other™ but
which s 2 “phenomenolegy” of time. It is according o irs sense (i one
can speak of sense withour intentionalicy: withaour vision, nor cven a fo-
cussing of vision) a patient waiting for God; a patiene of im-measure {(an
unto-Giod, as | express mysell now): bur a waiting without an awaited.
For chis is a wairing for that which cannor be a term and which aluuys
refers from the Other [DAsere] 1o another [amtrnd]. I is precisely the al-
ways of duration: lengeh of nme, The lengrh of tme is nor dhe slowness
of o river which Tows, where time is confused wich whar is remporal,
This is time as a relation—or as de-ference i the ecymaological sense of
thee term ' e—to “thar”™ which cannor be re-presented (and which, far this
reason, cannot even be expressed as “this,” properly speaking); but which,
in its difference [from the wemparal], cameer be in-different o me, Or
rime as a question. Non-in-difference, a way of being dis-quieted by the
difference, withouwr the difference ceasing; iv 15 a passivity or parience
it I vonnn, hewnse it s die-ferenes o what SUTPASSES My Capac-
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ity—a qquestion! Therehy afmirely more than re-presentation, posscssion,
contact, and answer: maore than all this positivity—of the world, of iden-
eity, aml of being—which dares to disqualify the subjecr, the search, the
question, and the disquicr, as iF questioning and searching were insuffi-
it theughts and “privations,”

I do not know it one may speak here of hope, which has wings and
does not resemble the patience in which the intentionality sull so alive in
hope is engulted, in order to men back ingo cthics, | have published e
on these themes wnil now, sotside of the very recent rexe in che N
Caommeree (nos, 10—, 19750 entited "God and Mhilosophy,”™ and 1 apal-

agize for approaching them from various sides a once, withour a frame-
worrk, You are thus quite righe. 1 have nor developed the theme of the fu
ture as broadly as char of che fmmemarial pase. This is perhaps because of
the consolation one expects from the philosophy of the fuone, whereas
comsohitions are the veeation of religion, When [ incroduce the notion of
prophetism, Iam nor interested inies orcalar side. [ And e philosophi-
cally interesting inasmach as it signifies the heteronomy—and the
trauma—af inspiration by which [ define dhe spivic, against all the im-
manentist conceptiong of it This is the past inowhich [ also mever return
toa crearor God either, bur racher tosward 2 past more ancient than any
rememberable pase, and one where time 35 deseribed in i diachrony,
stronger than re-presencarion, against any memory aod any anticipation
that synchronize this dia-chrony Ir is, in effec, this illusien of the [rre-
sent, due to memaory, which has always seemed o me more tenacions
than an illusion becawse of anticipation. The anticipation of the furre is
very short. There is virmally mo anticipation. The furure is blocked from
the ourser; it i wnkmnown from the sutset and, consequenly, roward it
time is abways diachrony. For the past, there is a whaole sphere thar is rep-
reseniable; there where the memory does not reach, history, or prehistory,
reaches, Bveryrhing is vorn from the past. Bur i is in the obligation for

another which 1 never contracted—in which | have never E.m_._._..r“_ any
n._..__:mu:.c.... for never o man's knowledge have [ soruck a conrrace with
another—char a writ was passed. Something already concluded appears
in my relacionship wirh another. Ir 1 chere thar D ren up againse the im-
memarial. This is an mmemaorial thar i not Hr._..___.n.hn.._.._.uT_n“.. there _..E.m._._u
a rrue diachrony, there a transcendence comes o pass—nor a transcen

dence thar becomes immanent, All rranscendences become immanent
from the moment the leap over the abyss remains a poassibility, even il this

ﬁwﬁn._..:.b_zh_ el Averrgeers a9F

should be the leap of representation, For this reasen, it appeared to me
excremely interesting o search on thae side . © L, For “thar which was he-

fowre mu.... for a “helore™ not ..“”__._"__.._._u_.:._m.._r._._"__._.. with welar folloseed i, T s
for this reason also thar T often use the words "a tine before rime.” The
notion of creation alse implies that, What commonly shocks us in the
notien of creation is that which is interprered there in the language of
Fabeicarion, or in the ANEUAET of the prrosent, Yet i this nonon aof & ome
hetore time something takes on a sense, sarting from the ethical, and chis
SCNse 18 0 3 ._,_.m___._“_d_._.. repretiticn of the [Hresenn; fowr it 1s .r_u__"___.._.__m:._.._.. that s

nat re-presentable. This is why the pase has had such a predominane role

m._._ uuuﬂ. .._-..nu_..r. KEEY 1 [RLEL LN

ek, ls irerue thar there is oo philosophy of the furre?

B Do noe know, And thae proves noching agamse che furee. In
what | just said there are pechaps possibilities for developments on the
future.

F.k. Al Bloch?

e, U eourse there s a ”___n_*...... anal, ...._.___._._._...—_._._...:_”_“__.. i _._.__n_—___u._._ ._.m._._.__..._..._.“_?.___..
o in Bloch, But Bloch is searching for a pereeprible furure. His hope
i imimanent amd the o

......._”“__. comecrn is mot that of

ER _.__2"_.._.?:::
Bloch, Tam looking ro think about a transcendence thar might not be in
the mode of immanesce, snd sehich dos nor retarn o immanence: in

the less is the maore, which is nor che coninahle,

FLL. Ter af ir s [ss et thematize transcendence as a time bebore

time, why should ic nor be possible o chemanze icas a ome afrer dime?

E. 1, Dhooyou think that chese symmerrics are obligamery? Time as pa-
tience in the waiting for che Infinice, wening inco “sebainion for an-
other”: is this a thematization? Moreover, is the past, which is "prior o
rime,” or “which was never ._.._":....._..._._._.rr thematized in fraterni ¥ wherein i
signifies? The search For the Infinite, as Diesire, sceedes o God bur does
nac _u.u__. hald of him: ic does nor themariee him as an end, Fin _:.”__. wonld
be insufficient o deseribe the relationship with the Infinire! Meaning is
not necessanly in vision, nor cven in focusing of vision! The future, for
Bloch, is the exclusion of all transcendence. His umopia’s non-reality is a
rranscendence withour an outside! Bur can one speak of transcendence
when the refarion with the iepian is still thinkable as realization and
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grasp? Be that as it may, | cannot fail to appreciate the grearness of rthis
“immanentism with hope,” whose advent is nevertheless its fulfillment,
despite the equivalence of deach and nothingness. There is in Bloch a way
of not despairing over death without placing anything sbove esie, When
onc opens any fine book on death—even the very fine book of M.
Jankéléviteh " —one knows after a few lines that there is nothing o do:
one will have o dic one’s death, In Bloch as well, there is nothing o do.
One shall have to die. But there is much to do—one must da much—
o rid dearh of anguish, without this being by diversion, in erder o leawe
to death but an empry shell. For in a world entirely humanized, our be-
ing passes integrally into our work, The anguish of death, according v
Bloch, would only be the melanchaly of & work unaccomplished. This is
the sadness of leaving a world that we have not been able o rranstorm,
We do not know this because we are, preciscly, in a world sl unfinished.
If, ar a cercain momens, the human 1, who ._"__..__u_"__n..u o the ohscurne a—u_.__..._._u
that subsists in an unfinished world, and who Fears death, were o experi-
ence the completion of being—that is, that the I might be entirely 1—
then we have the world as more | than | myself: Tha res agienr.” Death
will carry off what no longer counts! The world is mine and the true I s
he wha, in this “mine” of the world, has his ipseity as an [, The formal
design much resembles the fashion in which the pesesal 15 deduced in
Heidegger from the unavertable manner by which being has o be. In
Blach alsn, the face that the world, which is foreiga to us, bocomes, ac-
cording o his hypothesis, a world fulbilled by man, coincides with the
consciousness of fa res agiter. In the intensity of this fua | yowr], the |
arises, against which death can do nothing, Death can do something
against the empinical being that Twas, This may not be enough, perhaps,
for you. Bur in any case, the alogether astonishing thing that he staved
was the possibility of thinking the | staning from femeinigheir."

auniEMeE Whar do you think in regard o the chied written gues-
rion? "Even if one agrees thar Anather cannet be understood within the
categories of the Same, must one not admic thae this comprehension, be-
sides being the means by which to reduce the other to the same, could
also be the condition by which o affirm the qualities peculiar to the
orher? In other words, can one do justice wo the aleriry of the other by
not understanding him? Or, Formulated soill otherwise, do ethics and
comprehension exclude one another?”

Cneestrons atvned Avsioers g1

E.L. Erhics and comprehension are not on the same level. 1 aubstirrne
for comprehension not ocher relations, which would be meramprelensians,
but racher thar by which the comprehension of another alone beging w
count for an 12 it is not the knowledge of his character or his social posi-
tren or his needs, bue his _.__._..._m_n__. ax the _"_._..._..._.._“__. ones the desricution in-
scribed wpon his face; i is his feoe as destiotion, which ST R s T
mmw_..__._am.T_n.. and _.__u_q which hig needs can _._.__“__. count for me. | have told YLl
that this counting-for-me is not a pecative that is a reciprocal bells and
maintains me in my “for onesell” The vecarive is nor enough! Echics is
when | nor only do not themarize anocher; it is when another olseses me
OF LS me i gqueestion, This PuEting in question dores not CAPECE thar |
respond; it 15 not a question of giving a response, but of finding oneself
responsible, Tam che object of an intenticnalicy and noc s subjecr;, one
can present the siouation thar 1 deseribe in chis way, _,_._;.Euwr thiis manner
of LXPTESsIngG amesell iy L VErY Approximane. Thar 15, this CXPression
erases all the novelry of this being-in-guestion, where subjectiviey keeps
nothing of its fdeneiey of a being [fdeaeind ddere], of its for-aneself, of irs
sub-stance, of its sitwation, except the new identity of him whom no one
can replace in his responsibilivg, and wha in this sense would be unigue.
This condition, or in-condition, is in no sense a theology or a negative
nnrology. [t is deseribed and expressed, albeir in paying artention oo the
cxpression; in unsaying what one says; in not supposing, notably, thae the
_._._m.mn..m— frarms of propasitions ane encrusted in the significations ex-posed.
It is necessary o take precautions, which is probably difficule. Bur one
st ot e silent. We are nor before an ineffable mystery. And there are
i worse waters than standing waters

H.v, FHong est, By these words the beadle interrupis the discourse of
ln: wha defends his doctoral thesis, to indicate that it is time to finish.
W are very mnnn___..m.._— that you have had the patience tor this dialogue with
. It is very impressive how, ar each question, you have gone to the bot
wnn of things and how you arrive ar dispensing jusrice for the sake of the
witlier who is different. We are very happy that our old university awards
vent a1 dhocrorate,

k.. Thank you very much; 1was very happy o defend my thesis,



§ Hermeneutics and Beyond

That the thoughr awakened to God mighe believe thar ic gocs beposd
the world or listens o a voice more inomace dean intmacy, the herme-
neutic thar interprees this life or this religiows payche canmor assimilane ic
o an experience which this chought chinks precisely that it surpasses,
This thought aspires to a beypond, to 0 decper than eneself—aspining 1w a
tramscendence different from the ses-ofemesedf thar the intentional con-
sciousness opens and traverses. What does dhis surpassing signity? Whar
does this difference signify? Wirhour making any decision of 4 meta-
physical characrer," we wonld like only tooask here how this rranscen-
dence, in its noetic structure, breaks with the swe-ef-oneself of intention-
aliry. This demands a foregoing reflection upan the made proper 1o in-
tentionality in irs referenee o the world and o being,

1. We shall rake as our point of deparcure the Husserlian phenome-
nology of consciousness, s esential panciple—which, in lange measure,
one can consider as the converse of the formula “all consciousness is con-
sciousness of something " —states that being commands it modes of be-
ing gives: that being orders the forms of knowledge thar apprehend i,
and that an essential neCCssiy attaches T..u.___._—u.. to i modes _.._“_.....m.um-nu.ﬂ..nm oo
comaciousness, These formulas could certainly be understond as affirm-
m__.._m A ___._._.._._u_..__.' O EVen _.._._.__.._._._.m_....u_._“__.. A gerliin shdte _m___....____._.______m__.__.__u. as ome eideric”
truth among eideric truths, if these formulas did not concern that which,
bearing on the correlation heing/knowledge, assures the possibilicy of all
truth, every empiric [empirie], and every eiderics; thar upon which ap
___“_n.._.m.__._q_.n__m.. _p—_u_un._.F._.._m as exhibician, and consciousnes as rn_._._u.._.__._.n..n_.m.n. The e

T
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lationship berween consciousness and the rality of the real is here no
longer thaught oF as an encounter of being with a consciousncss tha
watldl be padically distincr from i and subjece o s own necessines, re-
flecting faithfully or unkiichbully the being encounrerced, according o
“pevchological lows”™ of some soen, amd ordering images into a coherenr
drczm within a blind soul, The possibilicy of such psychologism is henee-
fosrth ruined, even it the difference berween __.....m__.__“... aned the ,..“_._._._mrz.n_.m.__.m_.u. e
which being appears ties the psyche, which is consciousness or knowl-
edge, inwoan iy

to Iris mecessary, consequently, o think the Husserlian formualas be-
u__._n:_....._ rheir Formulations. Consciousness foads el _._q_:._._n___”n.L 1o the rank
of an “event” that in some manner unfolds in apperring [appamin]—aor
in mmanifestation—the energy or the ssence of beang, and thar which in
this sense hecomes a pavche, The essanee’ of being waould be eguivalent
L0 N ST, Tha waswme of _.”__..m_._m._.. undersoood as r.”_.“m_.._.._u._n:._:r refers on
the one hand o its position as 1 being, w2 consolidation on an unshak-
able rerrain which is the carth beneath the vault of the sky, thae is, t the
peritivity of the here and now, to the positivity of presence, The positivity
of prescnce is the resting of the identical, Tr s, moreover, by weay of this
positivity—as presence and identivy, o prosence or identity—that the
philosophical rradivion almose always understands the sranee af i,
And i is back to the seance af being in s identity thar che innelligibiling
or rationality of the grewsded and the idenrical bring us, On the other
mand, exposition reters being to exhibiton, w apparing [epmemite], 1o

the H___._.E”__u_ﬁ._._.._._:"_.. From pesition or cssance o _.__.._..._._n._.__._..._._ﬁ_____.. O ILE 15 1L
deseribing a simple degradacion bur an cmphasis.

In becoming re-presentation, presence in this representation is exalved,
as though essance as consolidation upen a foundation went to the poine
of theric affirmarion in o consciousness: 3s _..“_._S_._h._.__._ s _.x.._mm_”m_u_._.._..“ r.r.“____uﬂ_.w.:
pavve rise, outside of all causalivy, to the activity of consciowsness, o an
_.._.ﬁ._u_nln__._.nn ﬁ_.__u_......_......___._m.q. Frevan el 1 | A | _.__.__.._:__.r"_m“_._m_ e _.._:”._._.._._mn libe, exrer-
nal to this energy which is the very encrgy thar the being purs inra be-
ing. To rerusn v a Hegelian formula {Lager I, 2)," is not the process of
linowing here “the movement of being iself™? By way of the synthetic
and inclusive avviviey Talilongh “_.::.ﬂ_an._m“ its difference by its ipseity as an
| “tramscendent in i

o D0ikT

wine” | rhe rranscendental apperception con-

P porcscnwes presams s bon o ieselFin v re-presentarion and
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flls iesell or, as Husser] would say, identifies itself. This fife of presence in
re-presentation is certainly also sy life, bur in this life of consciousness,
presence makes itself an event or a duration of presence, A duration of
Presence, or 4 duration as presence: in durtion any loss of rime, any
lapse, is retained or it rerurns as memorys it is “rediscovered” or “recon.
stituted” and adheres v a wnity [ ememble] through memory or historiog-
raphy. Consciousncss as reminiscence glorifics, in the representation, the
ulrimare vigor of presence. The time of conscionsness lending ivself te repre-
sevtativn i the sywclrany tht is stronger than diachrony, This synchroniza-
tion is one of the functions of intentionality: re-presentanon. This is che
reason for the persistence of the celebrared formula of Brentano through-
our all of Husserl's phenomenology: the fundamental characrer of repre-
sentation within intentionalicy, Psychic life is representation, or has rep-
resemtation fora m_“::__.__.__"._1 In any case, in all ies modalinies, ic can be orans-
formed into a doxic thesis. Consciousness makes and remakes presenes; it
is the fife of presence. This is a consciousness that has already been for-
gotten for the benefic of the presens beinge: it withdraws iself from ap-
prarance ”___wﬁ?qn_.__._.?_ tor grive rosnmn o these beings, The immediane, pre-
reflective, nonobjectified, lived, and trom the start anonymons or “mure”
life of consciousness is this g wppear by way of s rerrear; chis disap-
pearing of immediare consciousness in the letting appear of present be-
ings. This is a consciousness in which idenrifying intentionality is turned
relenlogically roward the “constitution” of essonee in trath, bur which the
energy or entelechy of essance commands according ro its own maodes,
and in a truly @ priert Fashion, The energy thus unfolds as teced back
into the working consciousness, which fixes the being in its theme and
which, when experienced, forgers tself in this fmation, The reference to
comscionsness i effaced in i effeor:

Precisely hecause iv is o gquestion of @ eefsers and seressary sefevence to the
subsject, which belenps o every object to the degree to which, as object, it 1
accessible to those who sxperience, this reference o the subject rourot ercer
gt whie cotirent graper i the ohjecr, Objective expericnos is an orientation af
experience toward the ahject. Inoan inevirable way. the subject 15 there, as 1t
WETE, g ANONYFMous, | . . Every experience of an objpece leaves the 1 behind
it; experience does not have the 1 before in®

Within consciousness is “experienced” and identified the firmness, the
positivity, the presence—the being [£éme]—of the primardially thema.
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tzed TE.:mﬂ _.__.._.u._q...q._.._m_. amad i s as _,“_Eu._..._.___.._.__m.__._.. LOMSCIOLLE s, ANCY TS
fromm the ourser, that consciousness hides and remains absent in any case
from the “objective spheee” thar ir fixes.

The eranscendental reduction’s permanent effore amounts w bringing
“mure consciouaness” e the wond and nor rking the exercise of const-
tuting intentionalicy, once braughe o the word, for & being, posited in
thue _uﬂ_.n_._”m.._._.._.”__. of the woeld. The lite of consciowsness excludes el from
the werld and, precisely as excluded from che positivity of the world, as
" subject,” i permi the world s heings w alfiem chemselves in their
prrence ancd their numenical idenricy,

Thaes, i the eranseendenel idealizm of Hasserlian ._.__:__.._.__:__._._....:.__._:_m.q.u_. Wi
are beyond any docrrine in which the interpretation of being starting
m.__...._._“_“_ _n._“._._.r..._..._:...."_.__.?.. .__..__”._.__& .m._._.__ _",u_...u_...*...._. ST mEEET _:__. _.n....“_.q_:.._"_..._.. e {175 ...1
the ase-percipd, and signity that being & meraly a modality of perception,
and inowhich the noton of the e __._..z..__.___.....__.__:.:_& __Hw. claim to a x_.'_r._:..___
strompet than what could ever proceed from an accord between idenrify-
ing thoughes, O the coneary, all of Husserls work consises in ander-
standing the notion of the i iselfas an abstraction, when it is separated
from che intentional play in which ir is cxperienced.

3. But the affinity berween prosence and represencation is closer snll.
Essance APpCEs o the lite of an [ which, as maonalic ipseiry, distinguishes
itself from itz it is ro life thar essance gives itselE The reanscendence of
things in relation o the lived intimacy of thought—ihat is, relative to
thought as Erfednis; relavive to expenience (which the idea of a "sull con-
fused” and nonobjectifying consciousness does nor exhaust)—che tran-
scendence of the object, of an environment, just like the idealiry of the
thematized motion, is .:H:.._"_._..._._ gt alsor crossed _._u__. __.__F._._._n_n___...r_._:.__.. Inten-
tionality signifies distance as much as accessibiliny. I is a way for the dis-
LRI s wm._._.n sl .__.___:.u__"_w. (R g this concepr—the __.w_....n.._..H_mc..
preserves this sense of holding, Whatever be the effores demanded by the
.d“_u_m.nn_mvlm.i._u_._ and wnilizarion of __._m:w...z andd notions, their transeendence
promises possession and enjoyment, which consecrares the equaliny expe-
rienced berween thoughe and it abject in thought, as the identification
of the Same, as satisfaction. Astonishment, as 2 disproportion berween
R amd COFETEN, wherein knowl r..__.._m__... looks for itself, dies out in
L ledpe. | L this way ot standing within intentional tran-

sacermlemme Somn e sl el i Tiveed e frericnee and, for _“._._:._..__m,._u___. this way

the
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ol thinking ar its level and chus enjoyving, significs immanence, Inren-
rional transcendence shetches out something hike a scheme | plow] in
which the adequation of the thing o the intelleer i prodused, This
scheme s the _.__._._.._.__:_::n_._...._._u_ of the world.

[Ineencionalicy, as an identificarion of the identical grea stable, is sight
airning, | i st steaight as 2 ray, at the fxed poine of the goal. Iris a
spirituality accorded 1o the ends, oo beings. o their position on solid
ground. I is a spiritiality sccorded o the founding Armness of the cardh,
tar the foundation as essamee, “In evidence . . . we have the experience of
_.r..”_n_"._. and of it manner of _._....m:w..._._. Here, position and positivicy confirm
themselves in the doxic thesis of logic. This is the presence of what can
be rediscovercd, which the _,__.__.q__..q _"n_......:.q__._.:._“r.z and the hand Brilsps] @
“mainrenance” [mainrenance] or a present inowhich choughe, thinking ac-
cording o its measure, sefedss that which ic thinks, This s the thought
and pevche of immanence and sarisfacrion.

4. Dows the psyche exhavst isell in deploying the “cnergy” of essence,
of the positing of beings?

To stare such a question is not o expect cthar the o dsself of beings
mighe have a sense stronger than thar which ic obeaing from che identi-
fying consciousness. It is to ask oneself whether the psyche does not sig-
nify atheruise than by this “epic” of cssance which exales in it and Hves, Tt
i to ask whether the positivicy of fefag, of identity, of prosence are the
ultimarte affasr of the soul—and consequently whether knowledge is such
an affair. Mot that there would be grounds for expecting thar affectivity
or the will might be more significant than knowledge, Axiology and
practice, as Husserl reaches, stll resc on re-presencation. They thercfore
concern beings and the being of beings and do not compromise, but
rather presuppose, the priority of knowledge, To ask oneself whether the
peyche is limived ro the confismation of beings in their position is to sug-
gest thar consciousness—Hhinding itselt the seme, identifying itself even in
the exteriority of its inrentional ebject, remaining immanent even in its
rranscendences—breaks this equilibrium of the steady soud and the soul
n_._m___“—nm.n_.m u.ﬁn_u_.n_.m._.__." e irs seale, in order 1o ___._n.mr.ﬂ.._:_._m TUNERCE .._._m._._ its ca-
pacity, It is to suggest chat ies desires, its questions, s searching, rather
than measuring irs gaps and s finitde, are awakenings to Im-measure
[ L2d-mesaere]. It is to suggest further thar in its cempaoralicy, which dis-
perses consciousness int suocessive moments—which nevertheless are

Hevsmeatetative aned Bepod 0%

synchronized in retention and protention, in memory and anticipazion,
and in the historic narracive and prevision—an aleerity can undo this si-
multancicy and this assembly of the successive into the presence of re-

presenation, and that consciousness finds isell concerned wirh the Tm-
memorial. Our wisdom pushes us o rake seriously only the transcen-
dence of intentionaliny, which nevertheles converts irself inw immanence
in the warld, The thought awakened o God—aor evenoally devored o
CGrod—interprets iself spontancounsly in terms, and aceording 1o the ar-
ticulations, of the noctico-neemarnic parallelism of the percepion af
meaning and of its being fulfilled.” The idea of God and even the cnigma
of the word “God ——which we find, fallen from who knows where or
heow anel alrewdy circularing, e-normous,” in the griise of @ moun, among
the words of a language—inseres itsclf for current inrerpretation into che
arder of intentionalicy. The de-ference o God—which would Ly claim
ro o ditference ocher than thar which separares che dhematived or the nep-

resented Trom the lived, and would invoke anather intrigue of the psy-
che—is recuperated in intentionality. Che sesorts o the notion of a hor-

izental seligion, abiding on man’s earth, and which sughe w be subsri-
ruted For the vertical one which depares for the Heavens in order to refer
tor the world: For iris starting from the wordd that ene continues ro think
about men themselves, A substinetion thar can seem like a simple confu-
sion: by whar righe, in etbect, should the man seen ar my side come w
take the place of the “intentivnal object”™ corresponding o the word
“Gad” thar names or calls o ic? But this confusion of terms, in irs arbi-
rariness, translares perhaps the logical necessity of fixing the objecr of
religion in conformiry with the immanence of a thinking thar aims ar che
world and which, in the onder of thoughe, should be the ultimate and the
unsurpassable one. To postulate a thinking seructured orherwise would
issue a challenge to logic and announce an arbirrary clement in
thought—aor in the reflection upon this thought—more wlerable than
this substicution of ehjecrs. Philosophical atheism, but alsa philosophi-
cal theism, refuse to accept even the eriginality of the psyche sraking a
claim beyond the world, They refuse to accepr even che irreducibility of
its noetic contours. In the remark abour the kepesed, one suspects an em-
phatic metaphor for intentional distance. Even if, in this suspicion, ene
risks having forgorten that the “movement” beyomd is the metaphor and
emiphasis themselves, and that metaphor is language and char the expres-
sivn ol a thoughe in a discourse is not equivalent ro a reflection in the in-
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ditferent milien of a mirror, nor indeed o some adventure disdainfully
called “verbal™ whose aarning presupposcs, in rthe expericnee of signifi-
cance, relations other than those of intentionalivy, which concern pre-
cisely, im an unrecoverable maode, the alterity of an orher. Thar is, even if
one risks having torgoten thar the dlovation of meaning by the metaphor
in whart i gied | dfée] owes s heighn o the searscendence of the sepig [au
dire] wo che other |awtrr]”

5. Why is there saying? This is the Grss Assure visible in the psyche of
sarisfacion. One can certainly bring langnage back v a releology of be-
ing by invoking the necessity of communicating in order to succeed bet
ter in human enterprises. One can take an incerest, consequenty, in the
st ”_.u_“.n_. in s diverse EEnrs and their diverse structures, amd _..x_.___.___.._p.
the birth of communicable meaning in words and the surest and maosr ef-
heacinus means of comm _.__._mn...mqm_._ﬂ it. Thus ane can :w.qum._._ artach _Hz._—.._.._._u"w._u
to the world and to being, to which the human enterprises refer; and thus
attach um_._._n..q._._mm._n "..w._p_.:._ tan m____“r._._.:..._._.:._._m._”__.. 2_.:._._..:_.“_.._ stands in the WAy ol this
posicivise interpretation. And the analysis of language, starting brom the
w15 a ur.n“_.u_..a.._"ﬂ_u__... comvsiderable, amd difficule work, Ir nevertheless pe-
mains rrue that che very relationship of the sopa s irreducible o incen-
tionality, or thar it rests, properly speaking, wpon an ineentionaliy char
fails. This relarionship is esrablished, in effect, wich the other man whose
monadic m._"_._n_"._l._._._.m_“.“__. CACIs ._._..“..q.t._.n_ anl 1y bl Baar chis b_.._..____._._",u.m..._:...w
af ve-presentation turns inie a velationslip of a higher avder; or, more ex-
m.._...__.___.. o a -._.._:_._m_.:_..r___m_"_ where therse _:___u_. _.__".h:._.m [0 appoar the »ﬁ__._.m._...._.n....
tion itself ot o higher and an other order. The Husserlinn “appresenta-
vion.” which dos not arcive ar satisberion o at the intoitive fulbllmen:
of the re-presenration, is inverted—as a failed experience—into a beyond
exfrerience, into 3 tetrscendence whose fgorous desemdnation is describad
by ethical artitudes and exigencies, and by responsibility, of which lan-
guage is one maodalivg. The proximicy of the neighbor, rather than passing,
for a limiation of the [ by another, or for an aspiration to the unity yet w
b n._._._..un.._.“n_u lecomes desine .._.'.:umv_._m:—.u.. iself fromm s “r:._n._.w_w:a. Of, 00 LS b
used word, love, more precious to the soul chan the full possession o
anesell _._“___ onesell

This is an incomprehensible transfiguration in an order where all sci
sible hmm.:m._m._..rﬂ_.m_..___._ Ermes hack v ehe Appearance of the woreld (thar s, ol
identification of the Same, that is, to Being), or a new rationality— o
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less chis be che oldest raviomalivy, prior o the one that coincides with the
possibility of the world—which consequently is nor brought back w on-
_”_u_..._ﬂ___.. A ditferent—or deeper D.._._.::._.u__mn.“__. angd ome thar will por allow
itself o be led inte the adventure thar, from Aristotle to Heidegger, the-
ology ran when it remained a thought of Identicy and Being which was
Faral o the Geod and dhe man of the Bible, or ro chetr homonyrms, Faral oo
the Chne of we belione Miereschie; fual o the other acoonding oo contemne-
prorary antibwmanism. Facal v the homonyms in any case. Any thinking
that would not lead o _..._,_._“._._.__:..._._m_._.._.q_ an wentieal—a rn.:._.hl.mﬁ_ the ab-
solure sesr of the carch beneach the vaule of the heavens, would he sub-
jective, an atHiction of the unhappy conscionsness,™

Must the un-rest and che disquict where the securiny of whar js com-
_.___4,._..._.._.._. and .;_..q__...__.._...:ﬁ_ el i% [rus I E__.-.z__ru.__ ._.__m_u._....,__u__.r be wndersoond ..:_.._.:m_._“_m_
from the positivity of the response, the lucky find, sersfaceion? 15 the
Uestion «_____:..._.ﬁ-_.n. as in funerional __:._._.ﬂ_._.:p_........ {or sven in scientific _a._._._m_._hﬂn
where nesponses open ongo new questions, but ono questons thar zim
_:.__H.1 at respenses), o __:._._"_..__,_.._n_._.._.q__.. in the Progoss _'_u_......m"___n... made, 5 ._._"._.._u._."_ﬂ_._n
el insufficiens abour the géven thar could sansty it by placing imself at the
lvel of what i expeoted? 15 che question henceforch the famows Lo
dieraring with the response in a dialogue thar the soul would hold with
walt, andd wherein [laco ?F.n_n:m.__.r...,.m n_.__:__._m.q___._. ..._"'_m:.:.“.. Freom the ourser and
mowing toward coincidence with isell, toward self-consciousness? Must
wo not admit, on the contrary, that the requese and the entreary, which
sne could nor dissimulare in the queston, bear witness to a seletionabip o
...._..___.____.._.....: i -.ﬂ_ﬂ.m_.___._u_.:m- that does not remain weichin che _H_”ﬂlﬁl._”___. ol a
aslivary soul, a relationship that, within the question, takes shape! Do
these ot atrest o oa -....__m._..:..___._u_"._._u_ that takes z__uuu__.. i the ._.._=_.£E_._____.__ A% 111 16%
veat urdinary bur original modaliny? A relationship o the Other [{uire]
vl _“__._".._."iﬂ_.u__. _.;_. wirtue of his irreducible differcnce, CRCAPICS [ s __._ﬂ_n_;._...l a
themarizing and thos always assimilacive knowledge, A relationship tha
i s not become eorrelation, nu.._.:._....._.._".m:._..:._.__“__._ this is a —.r._..__:.n___._..ﬂ._._m“_"_
thor vonld noc call iwself a relationship, properly speaking. since herween
[LEA R 4 111 _"_.__p.q_.. _.._z.__._._._._ m",._._..r [ ] _.____n n_..__._.__..._.:_.__._“__. _u_. .J. _._n.._._.__.__.._:u.._ ....__._.:.n_._ 1%
are community o reladonship could deny o rerms. And ye
veethie U Wilser—a relarions _._mm"_. A u.._,..__"._.__m_..__:?.n_mm.u and a _"._.__.._,._._:...“_p_._”m_u_._,_.“_.:._.._. | TS
ilec squiesniony i signify thatd The relatonship o the absolutely ather—
vee b i lemwiigl _._“_.. the same—rto the Infinite would nor transcendence
Lo capivalent v an original question? A relationship withour a simul-
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taneity of terms; unless time iself endures in the form of this relarion-
nonrclation, in che Form of this question. This s a time e be taken in i
dia-chrony and not as the “pure form of sensibiling”: che soul in i di-
achronous temporaliny, where rerencion does nor annul the Lapsee, mor the
protention abselure novelry. The soul, in the passive synthesis of aging
and of its ad-vent, in it life, would be the onginal question, wven the
uneo-Ciod irsell [Od-Oien sdnee], Time as o question: an un-hbalanced re-
latiesnship o the Infiniee, v thar which could s be comprehendid: nei-
ther encompassed, nor mowched, @ tearing of the corrclation and beneath
the parallelism and the noctico-noemaric balance, beneath the emptiness
anil the __._._.___._H.n L of the SIERITIve, O Question or an 31“.1_:.;._ “Imsominie,”
the very awakening into the psyche, Bu aler the saeier by wiiels the U
et concerns the fuite and swlicl is perbaps whar Descartes called the
dedew of the Infinive in ns, Proximity and celigion: in s all the novelnye that
lowe comprises compared to hunger; Disive compared 10 need, This prox-
imiry is better to me than any inrernalizacion and any symbiosis. A rend-
ing henearh che recrilinesr uprighomess of dhe inrenvional foecus thar the
intention supposes and from which i derives in i correspondence wich
irs intencional ohjecr, although this original 1...h..1.__._ this insomnia of the
psyche, lends itself to che measure given i by its own derivations, and
risks being expressed in terms of satisfction and dissatistacrion as well.
An ambiguity, or an enigma of the spirinal.

The transcendence toward God is neither linear like the focus of in-
tentionality nor teleological s as o end ar the puncrualicy of a pole and
thus stop at beings and substantives. Neather is it even initially dialogi-
cal, naming a “you” [ Is this transcendence toward Gaod not already
produced by ethical rranscendence, so that desire and love might be made
maore perfect than satisfaction? " Tt would be advisable nevertheless o ask
here whether it is a question of a transcendence toward God or a ran-
scendence out of which a word such as "God™ alone reveals irs meaning,
That this transcendence be produced from the (herizonral?) relationship
wirh the other means neither that the other man is God, nor thar God is
a preat Orcher.

A desire thar makes irself perfection? The philosophy [ pensde] of sat-
isfaction has judged ocherwise. And this is, 1o be sure, good sense isclf,
Dierima disqualified love in declaring it a demigod, on the pretext thar
as aspiration it is neicher fulfilled nor perfect. Cerminly this good sense
is infallible in our relation to the world and to the things of the world for
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eating amd drinking, To contest it in the order of the world is a sign of
unreasen, 1t is infallible from Plare oo Hegel, who spole with imny of
the beauriful soul! But when Kierkepaard rocopnizes in dissatisfaction an
aceess to the supreme, he does non fall back, despite Hegel's warnings,
intey remanticism. He no longer departs from experience, bur from tean-
scendence. He is the fsst philosopher whe thinks God withour thinking
of Him from the starting point of the world, The proximity of the other
is nor some sort of “derachment of being relative w oneselF,” nor is it “a
degradation of coincidence,” according w the Sarerian formulas. Desire,
here, is not pure privacicen; the social relationship is worth more chan the
enjoyment of oneself, And the proximicy of God devolved o man is, per-
haps, a destiny more divine than thar of a God enjoying His divinity.
Kicrkeganrd writes,

I the case of worldly goods, o the degree o which man feels bess need for
them, he bocomimes mone ._..__..q_wﬁ._.. A g whio know hoaw i ..;._—.._.r :._......_._q_.._._”_..
frovmils savied thar God weas happy hecavse He had nocd of nothing and char af-
eer Him come the wise man, because |
:._“__.:.._"_:.. Between man andd Ciod che _._lun..m“_u_n s inverted: the migre man feels
the need For God, the more he is perfece.

wl Aeed ol ligtle. Bue i the rela-

O again, “One must love God nor because He is the most perfect, bt
becawse one needs him.” O A need 1o love supreme Caoveerd anel su-
preme Felicitg,”

Here we And the same reversal _'_.u___“_..k.._i. R ELUPreme Proscic: in the
order of knewledge, “1F 1 have faith.” writes Kierkegaard, *1 cannor come
o brave an immediare cermaineg of i for to beliove is precisely dhis dialec-
tical wavering which, although ceaselessly in fear and rrembling, never
despairs; faith s precisely this infinite preoceupaion witl the self which
holds you awake and ready [éeellé] 1o risk everything, this inrernal pre-
occuparion with knowing whether one truly has faith.” This cranscen-
dence is possible anly by way of un-certainey! In the same spirie, i is a
breaking with the "rrivm phalism™ of commuon sense; in char which is a
failure relative to the world there cxults a riumph. “We will not say thar
the man of goodiess will one day trumpl in anocher waorld, or that his
cause will prevail one day here below; no, he criumphs in the midst of
lite, he triumphs in suffering from his living life, he tiumphs on the day
oof his atfiction.”

____._...p._.._._.rz__._“ ros thee msdlels of satisfaction, ﬁx._w_.h.ﬁm_“___._ commands u_..-.n_urm._u__”.__“d
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enjoyment is worth more than need, trumph is truer chan failure, cerd-
tude is more perfect than doubr, and the answer goes farther than the
question. Secking, suffering, questioning would be simple diminutions
of the happy And, of enjoyment. happiness, and the answer; insufficient
thoughts of the identical and the present, indigent cognitions or cogni-
tion in the state of indigence. Onee again chis is good sense. This is also
COMIMON SENSE.

But can the hermeneutic of the religious life forego im-balanced
thoughes? And docs noc philosophy iself consist in treating “mad™ ideas
with wisdom, or in bringing wisdom o love? The knowledge, the answer,
amdl the result would belong o a psyche still incapable of thoughes in
which the word Gad takes on meaning.

§ The Thinking of Being and
the Question of the Other

1, Whar is meant by the intedligibiliy of the intelligible, the significa-
tion of :._u.._:m_.__._._m what does reason _..m“_.q__._:.u__.m. There Lies, withour a doubt,
ihe preliminary question of the human being enamored of meaning; the
preliminary question of philosophy, Or the very question of philosophy,
which is probably dhe preliminary in icsclf,

Thar “_.._.._nﬁ._._mum. _H_._.m_.: have it rrv.___..._.......: i wha APPEIEs, e the rruch, and
vomsequently in the knowledge or understanding of being—this is already
+ response o this question about the meaning of meaning, aleeady a cer-
wain philosophy. Is it the only meaningful philosophy? The ultimarely
theoretical aspect of philosophical discourse would confivm after the face
ihis kinship of meaning and knowledge, And the preliminary quesrion
abhour the nn_.nw:mn.m. of _._._.—.m._._:.._.u..q_. which as Cpuestion is taken for an aroc-
ulation of theoretical chought, should justify this priority or this privilege
of the theoretical, arising as it bent over its own cradle.

And, 1o be sure, the theoretical is nor racional by acoident. TF i s an
adventure of the intelligible, then this adventre could ner be goren
around.! Yer that philosophical discourse would show iselt sltimately as
theoretical does not imply ies independence with respect to another
wegime of significarions and does not efface it submission o this regime,
In the same way, the interpretation of the question as a modality of the
thewretical lers itself be pur in question in its turmn, even if theory cannog
Lail tes make its appearance fn the question, nor fail o become awarce of
il epuestion iesell, which calls o ic?

It remuing the case thar the philosophy passed on 1o us—which, de-
spee it omigin in Greece, is the "wisdom of the nadons,” for there is an
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agreement berween the intelligibility of the cosmos in which are posited
beaths salie ancd ﬂqm_um_:._.__.,. -.:..m._._m.n. and the ._...q_....__..u._.._ pracocal sense of men hay-
ing needs o sacisty—makes all significance, all rarionalitg, go back o be-
ing- It gows back to the “gesture” of being carried out by beings, inas-
much as they asserr themselves as beings, and w being, inasmuoch as it as-
serts psell as being, 1o being gua being, o the essance of being, We write
“essance” with an "a" like "insistence,” o give a name o the verbal as-
prect of the ward “being.™ This “gesture” is cquivalent to chis assertion,
which as language resounds as a pre-position and is there confirmed 1o
the point of apperring and of making itself into presence in a conscious-
ness, The appearing-ro-a-consciousness, as an conphasis of the assertion
of being, was certainly one side of the idealise philosophy that did not in-
tend to put inta question and doubt the actuality of heing, an actuality
that, before asserting itsell and being confirmed in judgment and in it
“doxic thesis,” signities a position on a solid ground, the most solid of
H_..n___._._._._..._m. _._._._.. _....u.:_._. ._._._.... :.mm_q_:_.::.:__._ _"._1. CEERNCC BIPPOScs ._._._? resrs mn u.n_—u_n
poses this substance, bencach all moton and all cessarion of moton, Tnis
a peign ol 2 Fundamental rest i the verb “re be,” which the m__n.._._._.__.___.m.ﬂ_ﬁ__._.h
lighely call ausiliary. It states an activity that effects no change, neither of
quality nor place, bur in which, precisely, is fulflled che very idenrifica-
tion of identity, the nonrestlessness of idenrity, as the ace of i rest* This
i an apparcng conteadicrion in rerms which the Grecks did not hesitate
tor think of as pure act! Benearh the agitation of the pursuin of beings and
things reigns a rest as imperturbable as the very identity of the identical.
That this rest reigns precisely beneach the vaul of fixed stars, on firm
ground, thar something such as sovereigniy without vialence—yet this is
already rational necessityl—might arise in deference o the stars, is infi-
nitely asronishing. Astonishing and Gumiliar, for i is dhe .._._.__._._.__n_u__.__m_...___.: of
the world, Through this resr, where everything has a place and is idenui-
fiedd, everything makes place. The experience of nameable beings and of
exer iesell is the result of this profound and fundamental experience, which
is also an experience of the fundamental, of the foundation, and of the
profound which is the experience of essance, an enrological experience of
the firmness of the earth under the visible but intangible fixicy of the
starry sky: here is an experience of the fundamental asserting isell sm-
platically, precisely as experience, In this way, expressions such as expers
o af idenity or experience of Bedng qua bedig are mutologous,
Identity is henceforth a eriterion of meaning, In our intellecrual truli
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o, being and nowledge of being in i identity are the very thearer of
i Spirit. According v the Timaeus, the circle of cthe Same includes or
coamprehends the cirche of the Other [Sdweee], The erernity of the world
vuil, e which the human soul is related, is thercin the cyclical recurn of
il Same when the two circles reestablish their initial positions ar the end
A the great year. Bur the geometry of the Copernican universe—and this
ap to the interstellar voyages of roday—preserves the identicy of the
{ Famaens’s cosmos, while suppressing the transcendence of devation,

The idealism of modern thoughe, which scems ro privilege the activ-
vp of a synthesizing thoughe against the resting of being, does not dis-
wiiss this stahilivy, that is, this prierity of the world, this reference o as-
ronomy. We alluded ro this carlier when we recopnized in el sppears
| Fappanaierd] —and consequently in consciousness—the emphasis of be-
g the rationality of essance depends upon the hyperbale of positiviry
rning inte “presence unto... S of positivity making itselF representation,
I T firminess of rest is asserved o the poing of cxposing isselb and appear-
i, The exse of being, itsef, is ontology: comprehension of eme. The psy-
¢l as the priewmarics of representation unfilds as o synrhenc activity of
ranscendencal apperceprion, and of the energy of presence thar gives rise
s it It does 5o cven chough it must attest 1o ins distincrion with regard
iy being by way of its crystallization ino ipseity, which is always “mine,”
by way of irs belonging to what Gabriel Marcel calls “the existential
airlsit _u+._u_u.=._m'._ 0 _._.___.v.__.n..-_._.:r.. af cssance nn._”_.i_._ﬂ inte thee role of a m_._.En_u:
nvity. The essance of the resting of being repears iself in the positivity
ar the rhetic quality—ol themarizaion and synthesis.

____i__?:.__qln_i _....._:mam LLpm A unshakable foundarion; the _uc_._._:.ﬁ.
lirmly contained and graspable in the worldliness of the world-—preserves
1 value of vire in a philosophy that is nevertheless mistruseful of posi-
vivism. ldeas and um_."....__z CORLeL .n__:_.u... for their contents; n_._._.s__ COt _..._.__“___. as
puwitive thoughts and languages. The negation thar claims o deny being
i srill, in its ppposition, 1 EOSICon O Q@ terrain wpon which ir is hased.
Migsation carries with it the dust of being that i rejects. This reference of
b negation to the positive in the contradiction is the grear discovery of
[ legel, who would be the philosopher of the positivicy thar is stronger
thuan _._r._...u.._._.m.._...__...._q. The rational _.._:..._u_._..m_.n at r.._nn.:._.___.' af the ._._..m.m_._m E__..T_...m_._u..ﬂ_
Jrowars il l s the auro-foundation of self-consciousness: the immediacy
al amnneless singularization, which can enly be pointed toward, rerums
e rest of identity across che diverse figures of mediation.

tor 1l alea
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Hegelian logic shall assert the identity of the idendcal and the nonidenti-
cal. Any overHowing of the Same by the Other passes henectorth for an
incomplete thoughe, or as romantic, The two atoribures will have the same
pejorative signification: thoughts withour a foundation, not rejoining the
essance of being. 1t is not metaphorically thar the justification of all sig-
nification shall be named “foundarion,” thae the systems will comprise
structures and an architectonic, that objoces will be grasped in their tran-
scenwlental comseftutron, One can legitimarely ask oneselF—and chis is one
of the central problems of Husserl's Forma! and Thamscendenal L™
whether formal logic, in its claim o the purity of the void, is possible,
whether any foranal sutelagy does not already sketch sur the contours of 2
nagtierind antology, and consequently, as we would put it, whether the very
iden of form does nor demand the seability of being and of the Same, and
the “asrronomical” order, and when all is said and done, che world thar
secures this ander.

For Husserl, in the encompassing and synchetic activity of transeen-
dental consciousness, rationality is equivalent o the confirmartion of in-
tentionality by the given; intentional activiey is identificarion. A midday
sun scours every horizon in which e etber would be hidden. Thar which
irreversibly goes away, or passes, is immediarely canght hold of, is re-col-
lected [ sou-wient] in memory, or returns, reconstructed by history,
Reminiscence, from Plato to Husserl, is the ulimare vigor of the identicy
of being and, ar the leass, the normarive program of ontology, And even
i she appearing that is directly sitwared, directly fere, directly a habira-
tion of a place—such as the _.___.__,"_.___.._:_._..._._c_:m“__. and rhe erymologies of Hei-
degger and his disciples suggest—man in the wedd is ontelogy. His being
i the warld—even into death, which measures its fininede—is a com-
prehension of being, Rationality remains a gathering, In onc of his last
texts, Five End of Philosopley and the Task of Thinking,” Heidegger goes
back prior to presence bur he finds in his “c
“heart ar peace,” and the ©

.s: ..-..
aring ~——"reconciliation,” a

....n...:._._u_..u—...

2. The crisis of the philosophy thar is handed down w us can enly be
expressed in it incapacity to respond to its own eriteria of meaning. It
would be due to the impossibility, which this philosophy confrones, of
rnaintaining the accord between knowledge [commaissance] and itself. The
crisis would be an internal bursting open of meaning, situared within
knowledge and expressing the identity or the resting of being, Philosophy
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runs up against the non-sense of meaning, iF reason significs the presence
of being or representarion: 3 manifestation of beings 1 a true knowing
in which beings asserr themselves “in the original,” in which their idenriry
as beings [deres] or their presence as heings [ftes] is asserrod. Philosophy
first runs inta the fact thar the relation to being which it seeks o maintain
5 @ neperiton of the relation estahlished in the sciences, enpenderad by
philasophy. The scienecs, in their universal communicability, have dis-
salved the credibilivy of the lnpnage of philosophy—sreucoured as propo-
sitions as though ir [philosophy] expressed some sublime perception or
named substantives, and losing isclf in innumenble and contradicrory
discourses, The dearh knell of the philosophy of being resounds in the fe
Llerin, ._.1_.__.=._..__.._E._.n in s Bsbion, of the irresiscible sciences.

Bue philasaphy has run up against its non-sense in its own ambitions
and parhs. It happens that beyond their immediare presence beings can
appear, in some fashion, without remaining in their being, By way of the
signs and the words that fix them, or assemble or call them, beings ap-
pear that have nothing of being but resemblance and pure semblance,
where appearance is the ever posible reverse-side of their manner of ap-
pearing.” The ground of knowlodge [ rdnme die sovwir] should heware of
cerrain games thar bewitch the spontaneous exercise of copnition—games
that bewirch cognition unheknownst to it—without stopping or even
MUANINg counter to irs rational conme. This is an insecurity of the rational
that consequently puts in check an intelligibility where the sureness, the
securiry of the foundation is reasen isedf Thar there might be in philos-
aphy a need for a vigilance distinet from good sense and from the evi-
_.._nn._..n _..u_m.r ._“_._._.. SCHENT ,mr. ?.z_..".n_.._._ .p_r._..._.__“___ concerned b Prresende, _...._..m“_”_m..
and sarisfaction—such was the novelty of eniicism, Therein lay an ap-
peal to a new rationality. Is this new rationality or critique only a modal-
ity or a specics of what was commaon to philasophy and o philosophy-
engendered science? Is it only it hyperbole, only a lucidity under a
scronger light? Post-crivical thought _._.__q___:E_.._.E.H_..:.___E._._ will certainly lave
interpreted it this way, One can alse wonder, however, whether a new
mode of signifying is not necessary to critical lucidity ivself, which, in or-
der to think according o i level in knowing, muse also ceasclessly mndben;
a vigilance thart, before serving knowledge, is a rupture of limits and a
lursting of Anitude.

B3 char as it may, heneath che critical ending of metaphysics is an-
nenm] simuleancously a philosophy distiner from science, and the end
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of a cereain rationality of the philosophy thar Feasons straight ahead of
isell. A moment chamcterized by the denunciation of the tanscendental
llusion and of 4 radical malice within the good fith of knowledge; a
malice within a reason that is nevertheless innocent of any sophism, and
which Husserl called naiveré. In his “_."__._F.:._:._._._.__._.”___..__m.“__.. to which erirical
thought leady, this amounes ro denouncing the gaze dircered upon being
in its very appearing, as & way for the object in which the innocent gaze is
absorbed in good faith e block up this gaze—as iF the plastic forms of
the ohject, which ane sherched our in this view, lowered themselves over
the eyes like lids: the cyes would thus lose the world in gazing ar dhings.
M srrange dental inflicred upon vision by its objece, and one thar Plaro
already denounced in the myth of Gorgias when he spoke of men who
have placed “before their souls a sereen made up of eyes and cars and of
the body in s entirery™ (523 c—d). The faculnics of inruition in which the
whole body participaces, the organs of the life of relatedness wich the ow-
side, would be precisely that which blocks up the view. This is 2 blind-

ness against which, in our day, a phenomenalogical rationality is in-
voked: a new rationality of the reduced and constituting consciousness
wherein appeaning and being coincide. Every being must heneetorth be
understood in it erigin from this privileged appearing within “transcen-

dental consciousness,” starting from this being-phenomenon, from this
presence or this living present given o intuition, wherein every aver-

flowing of real presence—cevery unrcality or idealicy—is signaled, mea-

sured, and describd.

Dierrida’s Speech ana Phesavmena places precisely this privilege of pres-
ence in question.” The very possibility of the tullness of presence is con-
tested, The lateer would always be postponed, always “simply indicated”
in the "meaning o osay” (in the Meier) which, for Husserl, referred en-
tirely to intuitive fullness. This is the most radical critique of the philos-
ophy of being, for which the transcendental illusion begins ar the level of
immediacy. Before the importance and ineellectual rigor of Speech and
Phenonsena one might wonder wherther this rexe does not cur acress tra-
ditional philosophy, with a demarcation line similar to that of Kanrian-
ism; one mighe wonder whether we are not, anew, ac the end of o naivers,
awakened from a dogmatism which slumbered ar the bottom of what we
ook for a critical spirit. The end of metaphysics thought through o i
end: it is not only the worlds behind our world that are wichour men-
ing, it is the world spread our before us that incessantly escapes. I i

vl
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experience that is postponcd in lived experience, The fmmediate is not
only a call to mediarion, it is a ranscendental tlusion. The signitied,
which is always to come in the signifier, never manages to ke shape; the
mediation of signs 15 never short wircuited. This is a view rhar corre-
sponds with what is perhaps the profoundest discovery of psychoanaly-
sis: the dissimularive sssence of the symbal. Lived experience would be
repressed by the linguistic signs creating the texture of its apparent pres-
ence: an interminable play of significrs postponing forever —repressing—
the signihed.

Yer this is a enrique that mevertheless remains faichul in some fashion
to the gnoscological signification of meaning, precisely o the degree o
which the deconstruction of intuition and the perpetual deterral of pres-
ence, which deconstruction shows, is thought exclusively from presence
ieself, which is rreared a5 a norm. Hercin, the Husserlian indicative refer-
ence, the “Auzeigs"—which comprises no intrinsic signifier bue racher
connects two torms without any prefiguration.” cven though this were
in the “hollowness” of whar is isdicaed in thae indicarr—cannon be ex-
pelled from any _._”_..ﬂ_.___“,.._r.":m_u._._. an there v causes o scandal Ceven iF this
..ﬂn_.__._&:._ WUTL 0 Ty b _.un:_._.__._.._._m_.._H.q___.

3. Do this indication, reduced ro a rigorously cxrrinsic relation of the
one referring to the other by a purcly formal reference, have mo other
souree than formal association? This purely formal reference would thus,
from the point of view of the knowledge of being or from the ontological
“_"__.__u.._n of view, be dhe poarest _n__"..._..._.dn_.—:_._.-r. thar of & conventional H_m_._.r an
inferior intelligibility relative ro vision and even o the inention {metnen
means “to want to say” L' which rends roward i correlate in the man-
ner that Husserl ealls “signitive.” Does this indication not bespeak a less
empirical origin, that is, the schem of knowledge: a satisfaction ol
thoughe by being—though it might have ro be abandoned? Does not the
extraneousness of the rerms—as the rdical exteriority shown in pure in
dication, the difference—go back vo a system of meaning, an intelligibil-
ity not reducible o the manitestation of a "content of being,” or to 4
thought? One does not find oneself ar the origin of exteriority when one
rgisters it as a rranscendental fact (gaa form of sensibility), or an an
theapelogical ene, or as an ontological darme. As a relation within il
vt lusiom of all relarion, there would be exteriority where one teem is al

lewteel by what does not lend iself w the apatar of 2 content, by wha
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does not bend desell ta some sort of fall “within the limits" in order to fit
their bounds precisely like an "intentional objscr,” by whar should no
b called a “this,” n_m.h_:._".“__._..._”___ _.ﬁ__.r..rw_._ﬁ. There would e CERCTICILY wrhere
one term is affecred by char which it cannor assume, by the Infinite. This
is a being-affecred [affeceton] by what does not enter into a structure, T
i5 a being-affected by what does not form a whele with thar which v af-
fecrs, as would the “incentional object” thar is assembled inoa coepresence
with the intention wherein it is seen or intended. ™ This is a being-af-
tecred _..__“___. the H_._.n_..F._”_._._......_”_.. ather. The indicagion—as a relation of e e
rraneity of the one to the other, without there being anything in com-
IO, DGE Ny __.r._..-_..:....m“—u__..___.__..ﬂ_..._._r._....r between ehem, a relation of absoluee oif-
ference—is not the diminution of an intuition of some sore. It gees ies
uunn“__”._m_.mfm_..:..___. fromn cranscendence iesell, which is thus ivreducible fain-
tentionality and oo its sruciores of o need 1o be sacisfied, Is nor the ab-
sorlure difference of rranscendence announced thies as non-in-dilfferenee,
being-affected —and atfectivity—radically distinct from the presentation
of being to the conscionusness of.. # A heinpraffecred by the invisible
by what is invisible to the point of not lerting itselt be represented, or
themarized, or named, or poinced our as a “something™ inpeoeeal like 2
this or o that and, consequently, “the absolutely non-incarmatable,” that
which does nor come to “rabee form” | presedie sorps], and which is un-
suited 1o hypostasis—a being-affecred beyond being and beings, and be-
yond their distinction or amphibology; the infiniee colipsing essance, Be-
ing-affected or passivity: here 35 2 consciousness thar would not be con-
soiousness ot , but rather a psyche holding irs inrenrionality as one
holds one'’s breath, and, by consequence, pure patienee: a waiting thar
awaits nothing, or hope where nothing hoped for comes o incarmane the
Infinite, where no pro-tention comes o thwart |déforer| paticnee; a pas-
siviny more passive than any passivicy of undergoing, which sould again
be a receprion; patience and length of time; patience or length of rime.
In the deferral or the incessane differance of this puee indicarion, we sus-
pect time isell, bur as an incessane dis-chrony: proximicy of the Infinite,
this is the foeeer and the wever of a dis-inter-estedness and of the uno-
ool _”__.u_..m._q..._...ﬁ._. This ix a _._n.:._m.q_.“._ Fecred, but withour souch “h.._.__.ﬂ.a__i” af-
fecrivity, A proximicy in the fear of the approach, a rraumarism of the
awaking, The dia-chrony of time as a fear of God.™

M proximiry of God where sociality s skerched oot in i irreducibilivy
o knoswledge [ saoaiv], Setrer e fusion and the comploion of heing in
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self-consciousness; a proximiny where, in this "beteer than,” the good be-
gins toesignily. A proximiny thar already confers 2 meaning wo duration,
o the paticnce of living; a meaning of the life purely lived, withour eea-
son for heing, A rationality more ancient than the revelation of being,

4 The philosophy that has been handed down to ns could nor fail w
namme the paradox of this mon ._"“.___F'__""_E.:...:u Lhn._.m.m._ camees even tho _.._m.q.”_.h. im-
mediately, it ruened back w being as to the ultimate foundarion of the
reasen it named, The placing ol the ldes of the Infinive within the finite,
surpassing irs capacity, as taughe by Descartes, is one of the mase re-
markable cxpressiens oof trunscendence, To be sure, ic is for Descanes che
premise of the proot of the existence of God. And. therchy, the positiv-
ity of thematized and identical being is soughr for the ranscendence of
. which atfeers the Anite in a cereain Gishion.
tiom of transcendence is shown—if only

the immeasurable [Jdmenee
Under ditferent rerms, this r
for an inscant in s purity—in the philosophies of knowledge. Tris the
_.I.M.ﬂ__.:._ _..___..:._ﬂ i Plater, Tt ois thae iy, I _.._._“..::m._._._ the doorn,” of the agrint
intellect in Aristode. 1t is the exalearion of theoretical reason inte practical
resson 10 Koo, Teois the seareh Foa FeUapninien ._.._”___ the aifer wman in :n—._.f_..._.
himself. It is the rencwal of duration in Bergson, whe has grasped there,
perhaps, racher than in bis conception of the integral conservarion of the
past, the very diachrony of tme, Teis the sobering of reason in Heidegger.

This way frr thinking e think beyomd the correlatve thar is thema-
tized, this way of thinking abour the Infinite without equaling ie, and
thence wirhout coming back po iescll, is a purting into gueston of think-
ing by the Other [£durre]. This putting into question of thinking daoes
TG prReamn ._._"_.:_.. T SOe naer oF ..”_._._"._.E. n“_._.n__._._n...._____. .._.._..r._._.u__.._. _.E.a._.n Tk _..__._n.r..
tion icself abour its nature and its quiddity, but rather that thoughe is dis-
quieted by, ar awakes from, the positiviry wherein ic stands in the world,

In the philasophy that is handed down to us, the meaning thar does
not refer toowhat is cstablished in the posiovity of the solid carth beneath
the celestial vaulr passes for something purely subjective, for the dream
af an unhappy consciousness. The Cuestioning, and the Searching, and

Diesiring are the privations of the response, of possession, of enjoyment.
Cine does not wonder whether the question, paradoxically unequal oo i-
self, does mot think beyond; whether the question, instead of carrying
within itself anly the hollowness of need, is not the very mode of the re-
Laviesesships witle il O Wher, wich the unconminable, with the Infinice.

e 2
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Wirh God. Betore being posed in the world and sarisfed wirh responses,
.__.:.. _____E_m_:.:. .._E_._"___"_. _"__.... _.__.u_. Wy .u.m..__"_._.. _._...n_._._u_:__._ Lkl __"_._.. [rrayer _"_._u_" It 5ire
rics—by way of the wonder in which it is opened—a relationship-to-God
_11.___.__5.._”1.___.__J.u..__.."_.q.._..__.”_. tle .:._.m—....m:_n.__ inesoammia of thii .rm:m.q.. The .._.:__......:.:._._ weonld
not be a modification, or a modalicy, or a modalization of apepbanss't
like: clowbr or the consciousmess of the “___H.:_,“_ ble o the _au...r..m. e, The Cques-
tion is original. The question s exactly the figure thar takes, or the knot
whoerein is vied, the _"_m.z_.__:u_____"_q:.:._"_ ol the relation—witlowt this m._:mu___._zzm.
ble figure—of the finite to the Infinite. Teis the “in™ of the “infinite in
the finire,” which is also the sseialy more exeerior than any exter :n__.“_.. o

the tanscendence, or the infinite duration thar neicher arrives nor goes
tovits endl.'™ Ts ar nor of this thought—which is other tham thar which, as
intentional consciousness, wills the correlare ar s level, the rest and the
m_".___...:___._u_.. aof the astronomical _.____"_z_:....ﬁ..ln_“__:: Blanchue :_u.__..:.r.z wham hae =
paradoxically, "W foresee thar the dis-aster is thoughe™™ An incelligibil-
iy frer which ehe unusual is o redoced 1o neysive 1l _..__u—.._._.“__. The tEan-
scendence of the Infinite is not recovered in propositions, though they
WO _._ﬁ"dﬂ_.n_.r__.. CIENLTS.

In effect, we have amempted elsewhere! 1o show how the transcen-
dence of the Inh vrelationship with another [aneend], my
neighbor; how progimicy signities, trom the tace of the other man, the
_..n»_____."_:.ﬁ-u_._:”_.. .n_“_q...n.h._._.u.. assumed for him, e have "._”__.._._._._.___...._"_. ro ahonw Dl
by this untransferable and inescapable responsibilicy—going to the point
...___. h:._.“_m_.u.._ _._._.m_.': __._":. ___.__.. _=T_.4 1R, m“__..__.._._._m.m _“__.. m__ n_._n.. Wiy (18] _“_._r. LT
dition of a hostage—the subjecrivity thar says J takes on meaning in this
Emm“__.___._..:.r.__"_._u_.. of the First-con

b 1]

Theris i

_'_u.__"_._.. 1..:.-“- mu_.u_.m_"un- Trrn _uu_u_.'_u_._ n_-:..- LT =

forcable place that he or she occupied as 1 provected individuoal in the
COMCe ol the i .n.n.._.._ﬁbu.__.:._. the _.___._m_._.....n__..___._..z of sellvonsciousnes, The
questicn of the Odhier turns back inro responsibility for another, and the
fear of Grogl—which is a5 _._.:..:.q_: Ik _.1m.q._.__. beefoare the sacred as it is to an-
guish before nothingness—rums inro fear for the neighboer and for his
death.

The “pure indication”™ of Husserlian analyses—che one evoking the
nther weithou any rr_.____._mu:__.."ﬂ__ for the other—which, in the element of the
knowledge of being (which is thar of the identificarion of the idencical
and the workl) i a deficiency and nothing more, belongs to a wholly dif-
ferent element than does onrelogy, and signifies in another sense thar, in
cthics, will have it ._.m_u_..____....;..__..?.._:.u. This erhics 15 not understood as the coral.
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lary of a vision of the world, or as founded upon being, upon knowledge,
BN CATEROTies, OF upon existentials.

In the human, there is an intelligibilicy older than whar is manifested
s comprehension ol being, embraceable, and chus constitutable Fu..
consciousness, and which reigns as world. This is a signification by way of
transcendence, older than what governs ese, even if, in its turn, the for-
mer levs itseld be shown in the language it summons and gives rise o, in
arder v enter into propositions of an onrological and onrical form.™ This
LS & meaning thiat would be _._...__.._._,“__..E..L_..,.— with respect o the _._._nw_._..—_._m that
agrecs with the doxic thesis of propositions. In rerms of knowledge, it
would signify the infinite in the finite. Bue ic is on the signification of
this " in” thar our analyses hove aoempred oo shed lighe

We have confronted, on the ane hand, the cvidence of thar knowledge
which is 2 mode of the resting of being where, in the equality of appear-
ing and of being, ies identity as heing is identified and confirmed. On rhe
ather hand, we have confronted the patience of the infinite, where rea
s i an incessint dismurbance of the Same by the Criher [ D], or the

dischrony of Times thar which comes o pass, concrerely, in my respons

bility For another [aurrns| or in echics, W have asked whether the Chhin
T_.x__.;:._ —whi refuses identifoacion, thar is, chematizacion and hy e

sis, but whom the philosophy of the rraditon arempred o recover it

paricnce of the concept through the methodology of histary as sell=ooan

sciousness—must not be understood whelly otherwise, in a purting
question of thought by the Infinite which thoughe could not contain: i
the awakening |£#eeil ] This is o putting in question and an awakening,
which are reversed inte the ethics of responsibility for the other; an in

cessant putting in question of the quietade or the identity of the Sane

It 35 a susception more passive than any passivicy, yer an incessant awak

ening, 3 waking up in the midst of awakening thar, withour this, wonld
become a “mood” [dnr o i), 2 sire of wakefulness, or wakefulnes s a
stare.'™ A thought more LEE..__:__HE_. than the thought of being, a seshering
up that philosophy attem prs 1w say; thar is, which it actempes to conimn

nicate, and this, if enly in a language chat ceaselessly unsays irslf, o lam

priage thar insinuates,




& Transcendence and Ewil

I extablish peace amd amodhe aurhar of Ewil,
1. the Ererveal, da all dhat,
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Thought and Transcendence

The atrempr to place in doubr the very signiticance of words such as
“rranscendence” and “beyond” bears witness o their semantic solidity,
since, ar least in this critical discourse concerning them, we recognize
what we are contesting. The reduction of the absolure meaning of these
terms oo a relative Toranscendence” and “beyond ™ corried—hy the force
of who knows what drive—1to the farthest and highesr degree already
causes “rranscendence” and "beyond” o intervene in this superlative, or
lends a cranscendent power to certain of our psychological forces, And
yet, in order for them ro hecome tuly thoughrs, is nor something lacking
in the inrelligibility of these notions? o is thar in our philosephical -
dition, the veritable thought is a thought that ix cruey a knowing: a
thoughe referred to being, vo being [#me] in the sense of designaring a be-
ing [, bur also to being [ frve] undessiond as 4 verb, expressing the
tulfillment by beings of the task or the destiny of being withour which
we could not recognize the being [Féranr] as a being [ ftant].

In distinguishing idea and concept, reason and understanding, Kant
was, to be sure, the first to separare thinking from knowing, and thus o
discover meanings ehae did not rejoin being or, more precisely, meanings
not subject to the canegorics of the understanding, and not subjecr o the
reality thar, in face, is correlative to these caregories. Bur this distant
thought of being, which is not reduced 1o sensclessness for all thar, is
again understood by Kant as devoid of the things in themselves towand
which it aims. Tt is still measured against the being thar i lacks, The ideas
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thus have a dialectical seatus, in the pejoraive sense thar Kane gives 1o
this adjectives the tnscendeneal illusion played our in this thoughe is the
drama of an aspiration wowand being, Everyrhing always comes o pass as
if the appearing and the cognition of being were equivalent to rational-
iy and o the “spine”; as though the signification of meaning—intelligi-
hility—mwas duc o the manifestation of being, and was ontology, it only
in the guise of intentionalitg—thar is, of a will or of 3 nostalgia for be-
ing, T b sure, through these reboundings of entelogy, Kane had the an-
dacity wr draw 2 more mudical disrinerion herween thinling ancd knowing.
He discovered in the pracrical use of pure reason an incrigue ireduc I+l
ter a reference o being, A good will, utopian in some fashion, deaf w in-
formation, indifferenr we che confirmations thar could come oot from
being fand which make a difference w the wechnique and the hypacheri-
cal imperative, but do nor concern practice or the carcgorical imperative],
progeeds From a Frocdom sitared above being and prior to knowlodpge
anal ignorance. And yer, after an instant of separation, the relation wich
onlogy s recstablished in the “postulares of purs reason,” as though i
wore awained in the midsr of all these audacities: in their way, the ideas
repoin being in the existence of God, guarantecing cither (according to
the leteer of the eritique) the agreement of vierue and happiness or, ac-
cording to Hermann Cohen's reading, the agreement of freedom with na-
rure and the etficacy of o pracrice decided withour knowledge. The ab-
solute existence of the Ideal of pure reason, the existence of the Supreme
Being, i fnally of importance in an architeciure wherein the concept of
frecdom oughe o have been the keystone,

This capacity of the idea to equal the given, it obligation to justify its
empringss, this wendency w refer o being {even if other than intuicive, bure
abways to heing)l—does this necessity for thoughe o belong te cognitien
[commatissance] remain the measure of all inrelligibiling? s the thoughn go-
ing roward God tied to this measure, ar the risk of passing Fior o chougl
in decline, thar is, for a privation of knowledge? Can we not show thar,
far frem confining ourselves ro the pure denial of norms of knowledge,
the thought going wward God {and which goes there atherwise than one
goees 1o whar is themarized ) entails ..“m“_:m___..:_._ ______.m_.._".__..u__“n_:.___..._ and ﬂimm nal mesdes
beyond these that a world of laws without play demands with its relations
of reciprocity and compensation, and its identifications of ditferences?
€ n we not show, in this theughe, modalities of the disturbance of the
S T the Ovther, proper and original modalities of the unmo-God [d-
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], where che .___._.__..___#._.mn. advenrure of the soul is m:._:nq_.__.__.._._. amd
where, before Glory, the idea of being is ecfpsed [perhaps fallen, precisely,
in Caod, o the rank of a simple areibure), and where in dis-inter-eied-
ness, the aleernation berween the real and che illusory is dimmed?

1—.._.a.._._”-mn..n.1:._.._n..“_._....rn.. .._._n:.uu_ H”_ —_...u.“_._._.-:._..._”-ﬁ_”_...__m.”__.

How and where is there produced, within the psyche of experience, the
major break capable of accrediting an eefer as irreducibly other [ewese]
and, in this sense, as bepend, even though in the tissue of the thematized
thinkable every rending proserves or renews the e of the Same?
How can a thought go fepand the world thar is precisely the way by
which the being thar ic chinks is assembled, whatever the heterogeneiry
of is elements and the variety of their modes of being? How can the tran-
scendent signify “the whally ocher,” easy o sy, cerminly, bur which the
comman fund of the thinkable and of discourse restores o the world and
as o world? Ir is noc cnough char, inowhar is thinkable, o difference s re-
vealed or a contradiction opened such that there gapes an interval corre-
sponding ro transcendence or even to a nothing, before which the dialec-
tical and logical resources of thought would be used up in impaotence,
How does & wenfingies [ww sdear] take on meaming thar s oot merely
the negation of the negation, which “preserves™ {anfiseda) the being thas it
denies? How does the difference of an alrenicy thar docs sor vesn apon
same common fund take on meaning?

[ think that, on these pao poines, Hussedian phenomenalogy has
opened new possibilities, It affirms che rgorous solidarity of everything
inrelligible with the psychic modalivies &y which and & which in is thoughe

not that simply any meaning is accessible o simply any thought. These
modalities of the psyche comprise, wo be sure, intenional implications—
repressed or forgorten intentions—hut they are irreducible essences, ari-
s {whatever be the reducrive ambitions of the phenomenalogy called
“genetic”). Husserlian phenomenology is, all things considered, an eidler
iy wf pave consefowseeis 1o is, on the one hamd, confidence in the idea of
the irreducible structure of the pache—irmeducible w some sort of marh-
ernarical or logical order, and this by an irmeducibilicey more original than
any mathemarics and any logic, which thus lends itself only to deserip-
rion. Phenomenology is the idea of the essences of the peyche, nor con-
stituting a “definite multiplicity” (defiwite Manaigfilispbeit). Tt is, on e
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ather hand, the reference of meaning o the donadon of meaning—ro the
Sinngebung—which animares these irredusible thoughes. Phenomenal-
ogy teaches us cherefore not w clarify 4 meaning, thought uniquely
ar principally feom its relations with other objedive meanings, ar the nsk
of relativizing all meaning and confining all significarion within the s

sewi withour egress. Phenomenalogy has taught us w0 make explicic or o
elucidate a meaning starting from the fveducible psyche wherein it is
riven. [t has raught us thus o seek out meaning in ies origin, o seck ou
the _.._.lmnm_._mm meaning. This method, borm of a philosaphy of arithmeric
and of logical investgarions, affirms the primacy—the principalicy—of
the nonformal!

T this perspective we understand the novelry of the Heideggerian ap-
proach, which goes, for example, w nothingness from out of lived anguish,
a modalicy of the psyche leading farther than did negation. However, for
the notions of the aefer [anere| and the difference-without-commuon-
eround, contempaorary theught seems equally indebred o a Heideggerian
concept developed From anguish: o dhac of the antalogical differenee, In-
deed, the difference berween being and betngs prosupgposes, in effecr, noth-
ing more in commaon hetween them than che paper upan which the words
designating them are inscribed, or the air in which the sounds serving ro
pronounce them vibrate, The difference berween being and beings is o
difference. Consequently, iv s nor austeenishing that this difference cxerts a
fascination upon thase philosophers who, atter the Nictzschean remark
abour the dearh of God—and ouside of all snto-theology—dare w ke
inzerest in the meaning of transcendence, guided doubtless by the convie-
tion thar the domain of the serningfudis limited neither wo the serionmes
of the sciences and the works atached o thematized being, nor o the pliy
of the pleasurcs and arts, which escapes from being bug preserves ies mem-
oy, and draws pleasure from i images and enails certain stakes,

Oine may certainly wonder whether being, in Heidegger's sense of the
word as that which transcends a being bur gives itself to all beings, re-
mains beyond the world that it makes possible, and whether i permits
us to think of a transeendent God from beyond being. One may wonder
whether the meurralivy, which offers itself ro the thinking of the bedmg an-
..F._.._:,::m _..#._q.aﬁq, can be suitable for, and sufficient o, divine transcen-
denee, The Fact remains thar the sniolegical difference serves philosophers
s thee mwedel oof eranscendence and thar, even when repodiated in research
p b, i is frogquently inveked. Inis sofficient oo ne-

I .___...n_ LA
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call the profound and subde essay of Jean-Loc Marion' on the divinity of
Coonl: 2 courageous artempt ar a breakchrough; an arempe suill isolared,
among philosophers, o undersrand God no longer primondially from be-
ing. While recognizing his debt voward Heidegger, and while serring his
owm irinerary in exploring the Heideggerian paths, the author finally ses
himsclf “ar a distanee fram the ..._u.._ﬂ”__.n_.mmn#_ difference” _“H“_."_.”_.

Another young chinker, Philippe Memuo, recently wrote a book on the
suffering of Joh, This work was written wich the same arention paid ro
transcendence and starting from a cercain modaliny of the paehe—Ffrom a
certain remarkable experience—which interrupts the world {even if psy-
chology, which as science, thar is, as thematizarion, recovers itself from
this interruprion and always hos vime for chis recovery of self, and rakes
this interruprive phenomenon as one pspchological stare’ among others
accessible w theory and o rrearment), This book is an exegesis of a bibli-
citl vext! The snselagical difference seems, here again, to have been the
chief encouragement for the work, Yot this is a descriprion of lived expe-
rience justifying isclf by the phenomenon, even if i is suggesced by the
verses of the book thar is commented upon, The ruprure of the same is
approached in Nemo's work from a psychic content endowed with an ex-
ceprional signification; what it contains thar i cxtreme is not sought in
some sort of superlative, but in the simple datne of an experience, We
woutld very msch like o ...u._..___..__._.:xm..._.._.. this mu_.__.n_._ﬂ_:._..._“____..___#._w_u__. and .m_.._"_.._.._..q__.r it for
itsell, forgetting the exegetical intentions from which it proceeds, despire
the grear finesse and scrupulowsnes of that hermencuric, Bur we do no
intend to take a position, here, on the trurh of the ultimare meaning this
worl lends o the book of Job. The philisophical language used by the
author w whom we are responding seems perfectly justified by the philo-
sophical perspecrive opened by this work, which is nor an exercise in piery

The Excess of Evil

[m order 1o describe evil such as it would be experienced in the suffer-
ing of Job, Philippe Nema first insists upon the anguish thar would be
its underlying event. In agreement with Heidegger, anguish is interprered
as an unveiling of nothingness, as being-unro-death [dre-d-da-mori], as
the fact ot a world char slips away and isolates man, and that of man who
closes himself to words of consolation which snll belong o the resources
of the world that is coming undone.
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Thus understomd, “__._m.q__._m..._._ conaled mon priLss for ..n_..._"._.mu_._.. Hwesnd " _n_._i.n
Adwe], "tor a form of maral affecrivin,” for o simple consciousness of
finitude or a moral spmprom preceding, accompanying, or following a
pain thar, unthinkingly no doubt, one would call physical. Anguish is the
u__."_._u_.._ PN at the heart of evil. A ___E_...:..u:__. a disease ﬂ.m.:.....m._"._.n Hesh, .._m:._m_
cormuptible; a declining and a rotting, These would be the modalities of
anguish iscll, By these amd in these—rhe dying thar is lived in some way
and the rruth of this death, untorgeitable, unexceptionable, irremissible,
in the impossibiling of hiding ic from oneself—lies non-dissimulation -
self and, perhaps, disclosure and truth par ccellerece; what is, of jself,
apen; the original insomnia of heing: a gnawing away of human identicy
that is not an invielable spiric weighed down with a perishable body bue
srcsernatione, in all the graviey of an idenony char is alvered iniself Here
we are inside and already beyond the Cartesian dualism of thoughr and
extenson i man. The ste and the edor _..___.u.mnr."._u__. would here not be
added 1o the spintualiey of a tragic knowledge, nor to some sort of pre-
sentiment or expectation, albeir desperane, of death. Diespair despairs like
a discase of the Hesh, Physical pain or evil [mad plasigue] is the very depth
of anpuish and consequentdy—Philippe Memo shows this through che
verses of Job—anguish, in its carnal acuteness, is the root of all social
misery, of all human dereliction: of humiliarion, solitude, persecution.

Bur in che analysis offercd us here, this conjunction of evil and anguish
does mot receive the meaning o which we have become accustomed by
the philosaphers of existence, and of which Heidegger—ar least the Hei-
deggrer of Sevdw wnied Seit—has teaced the model mose clearly, Whar is es-
sential to anguish consisted, then, in opening the horimon of nothingness,
more radically negative than thar of negarion, incapable of causing the
forgerting of the being that it denies, The death which anguish under-
stood s announced as pure nothingness. Mow, whar appeared o us
strongest and most novel in Memo's book is the discovery of another Ji-
metsion of meaning in the conjuncrion of anguish and evil. To be sure,
evil will signify an “end” of the world, but an end that, in a very signifi-
cant fashion, leads heyond; elsewhere than o being, cerminly, bur also
clsewhere than to nothingness, to a bepond that neither negation nor the
anguish af the philosophers of existence conceived. Evil is neither a world,
ner i species, nor some sort of perfection of negation. Why then this insis-
ey s :._._M_._mu_; at the _"mr“n__._wrn af evil? "W will rerurn o this QUESTInN,

I wewil's mal _m_._.m._._hu_..u It 15 exress, .—.r__:_._.q._._ the notion of caees evolies
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from che Arst the quantitative idea of intensity—hy it degree surpassing
all measure——evil is excess in its very quiddity. Here is a very importane
remark: cvil is not excess because suffering can be scrong amd thus go he-
yomad what s bearable, The ruprure with the normal and the normarive,
with onder, with synthesis, with the world, already constivaes vs quali-
tative essence, Suffering, as suffering, is but a concrete and quasi-sensible
manifestation of the nonintegrarable, or the unjustifiable. The “qualing”
of evil is this new-fmtegrasableness itself, if we may use such a term. The
concrere qualicy is defined by this abstrace noton of evil. Evil is nor only
the non-integratable, it is also the non-integratablencss of the non-inte-
grarable. Iv is as if, opposed o synthesis—rhough i be the punely formal
z“__.“_._._._ gxis of the Kantian “1 think,” and ciprable of Je n_.m“_..m _”_u_...__.._.._._r.__. the
g, however heterogeneous thar might be—were found the non-syn-
thesizabsle, in the form of evil, as still more hererogencons than any het-
erogencity subject to the embrace of the formal, cxposing heterogeneiny
in its very malignancy. As though Bergson’s reaching, in Creatioe Evolu-
eiw, o disorder as an order thar is other, were conmmadicred by evil, like
an ircedducible derangement, Quite remarkably, thar which is purely
quanticative in the notion of civeess 15 shown in the form of 2 qualitarive
content characrenstic of the _._.:..:“_.q__.:__:....u__. af evil, as the ﬁ__.__._,._&m:_. of a +.___._..-.|
nomenon. [n the appearing of evil, in e original phenomenality, in s
apnecedary, there i announced a ..a__..._.__f_____"._u_ or a manner: it is the ._.__..,_T_“.E_.._.:._.mn
a-place, the refusal of any eccommodation withe.. | 2 counrer-natre, a
manstrosity, the disturbing and boreign in ieself. Avd fn this sense tran-
seewderece! Within the pure quality of the phenomenon of evil, the in-
it thae comnsists in _n:_n__m_._“_.q_ xmﬂ_.:“ of the S of the TUpriTe of imma-
nence is a view that appears o us as fich imeellecoually as the rediscovery,
at the ._.._r.m.m__:._m:._.ﬂ af ._..___.__"._"_._":_._._..._._.n____._.q_.“__.r of intention; ity, or the brlliant
pages on Sbandenledr and Stowermgg in Sein ond e Bur these are,
perhaps, privae impressions that belong only to the lesser, and ancedo-
tal, history of phenomenalogy

The nu.__nn___._nm_”._. or trscerdenee it evil does nor receive is _H_._.-m__..mn.m L
opposition to psychic “interiering” I does nor borrow its meaning from
some sort of m__l._._ﬂ correlation of _...”._._..__,.._.mﬂl_...___. and m.__.._“nqm_..“_n_._u._. rhatr would
make possible the illusion of multiple worlds behind the world, accumu-
lating nevertheless in the same space, Tt is in the owes of eril thar the pre-
ti ex- signfies in its orginal sense, as exceeding [exceion]| itsell, as the
- ol all exterioritg. Mo categorial farm could invest ir, mone could hald
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within irs framework. The “wholly other,” beyond the communiry of the
common. is ni longer a simple wem! Ie s the atber, an "other scene” as
Mema calls ir, because it is more foreign o the consciousness of being-
in-the-wodd than the scene of the uneonscious, which is simply ather, a
told of provisional alterity and one chat psychoanalysis knows how o un-
fald within the world.

Thar reamscemdence be che unpuscifiable, whose concrere evenr would
be the malignancy of evil, is perhaps the entire meaning of the derisory
theodicy of the fiiends of Job, Their idea of justice would proceed from a
morality of reward and punishment, from a cerain already echnological
order of the world. Morcover, is nor every ateempe at a theodicy simply
a way of thinking of God as the reality of the world?

Daes not the evil in which Philippe Nema distinguishes anguish per
its sense of excess and transcendence independenty of anguish? Does it
not oheain thar signification by way of the unjustifiable, which is the ma-
lignancy of cvil, or by the resistance thar i apposes 1o theadicy, rather
than by way of its being-unto-death which anguish anticipares? We have
alreadly pondered chis. Bur is it so certain, after all, thar the esence of
dearth, which is fulfilled in anguish, must be thoughe, sccording ro the
description of Sein wnd Zeir, as nothingness? Is the secrer abour death noe
phenomenalogically inherent in deadh and the anguish of dying? 1s it nor
a miomlality, or the anticipaced sharpiess [aenamen], of suffering—and nor
the salution o the dilemma; to be or nor o he?®

The You

Evil's content would net be exhavsted by the notion of excess.” Guided
by exegesis—buc laying claim to an incrinsic significance—she analysis,
in a second moment, discovers an “intention” there: evil reaches me as if
it sought me, evil strikes me as it there were an aim underlying the bad
destiny thar pursues me, “as iF someone were dead ser against me,” as if
there were malice, as iF there were someone, Exwil, of iself, would be an
“aiming at me.” It would reach me in a wound from which a meaning
arises and a saying is arviculared, recognizing this someone who s thus re.
vealed. "Why do you [ pesrguai toi] make me suffer and not reserve for
me, rather, an erernal happiness?™ A first saying, a first question or first
lamentation o firse prayer. In any case, this is the summons of a You

| dwei| 2ol the glimpse of the Good behind Evil, A fiest i

incentionality™ af
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transcendence: someone is searching for me. A God who causes pain, but
God as o You | Tas], And, by the evil in me, my awakening ro myself. A
waking of the soul in the excess of evil,” says Nemo. From his state of
subjectivity in the world, from his heing-in-the-world, the | is awakened
o the condirion of the seul thar summons God, This idea of suffering as
persecution and clection in persecution, and of the serring apart and the
distinction in pain, is certainly not as communicable from a phenome-
:D___.._mu.. nor as wiaversal, as the idea of the excess im evil. We have reason
to think that it is inspired by more than the peculiarities of the book of
Joh.

Thar the original “intentionality” of the reladonship between beings
might be a relationship with God, that ic might come from God; thar this
relarion could nor ke described in a neurral and formal Gashion; thar i
might from the outser be qualified as a "o cause me pain,” like a mali-
ciousness in the somber paradox of the wickedness of God; thar the orig-
inal-—that the principal—be neither the general, nor che formal, bur the
costerete and the determinate (not w be taken in an empirical sense), is
striking enough here, and remaing consistent with the spiric of the analy-
sis rhat was able ro discover ranscendence and excess in the concreteness
of evil, Yet, at the same time, the "element™ in which “fese philosophy™
moves is no longer the impersonal, the anonymous, the indifferent, the
neutral unfalding of being approached—even in che humanicy thae ic en-
compasses—as 2 world of things and laws, or as a world of stenes, a
waorld bearing every intervention and as if liable to seei-fy whatever de-
sire by way of the intervention of technology. The licter supposes only
the legality of things, their cquality o our desires, and the ruse of
thought. The first metaphysical question is no longer Leibnizs ques-
tinn—"%Why is there something rather than noching?"—bur "Why is
there evil rather than good?” (Memo, 153). This is the deneutralization of
"_.__...m_._m.q_ ar the ._"__.n.-._u_"_.._._ ._."_F.___m.q.. The .n_E_u_._._w.“_n“.__ difference 1s ?_.nhn_n_._nnm _Uuq the
difference of good and evil. The difference is the latter; it is thar which is
the origin of the meaningful [sense]: “thar which concerns the alternarive
of the good and of extreme evil has meaning for a soul in waiting”
(Mema, 2ie).” Mening beging, therefore, in the relation of the soul 1o
God, starting from its being awakened by evil, God hurets me 1o wear me
from the world as unigue and cx-ceprional: as a soul. Meaning implics

this ranscendent relation as “the alterity of the other seene,” which is ne

longer a megative concepr. “The meaning of the aleenny of the orher
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seene,” wrires Nemo (zrz), T8 good and evil insofar as they exceed the
wirrdd and orient it The 'difference’ that exists berween one scene and the
ather is the difference of good from evil. Any other ‘difference’ is inger-
nal te the world.”

We would pur this as the prioricy of the ethical relative to the ontolog-
ical, alchough Philippe Memo need nor care for this formula in order 1o
qualify his pach. In effecr, despite a notion of difference that is not onto-
logical, the discovery of the You, summaoned in evil, is interpreted by way
ol recourse o _x.mnm "G who appears in the Yoo has, as His re.:.m. o
be a You.” The You in God s not an “otherwise than being,” bur a “being
otherwise,” The reflection on the You docs nor venture to the point of
thinking in him a beyond of being, This reflection subordinares imself o
sitelogy, recoiling before is supreme infidelity to the philosophy thae
was handed to us, tor which a being, and the being of beings, are the ul-
rimate sourees of the meaningful. To keep onesell in relagion with the
You, who in God eclipses being, would be pejoratively interpreted as a
manner of aking pleasure in llusion. One will nor dare think® char che
human psyche, in i velation 1o God, ventures all the way 1w significa-
tions of the beyond of being and nothingnes, beyond reality and illu-
sion: all the way o dis-inree-eetediees.

Theophany

Evil as excess, evil as intention: there is a chird momene in this phe-
nomenology: evil as hatred of evil, A last reversal of the analysis: evil
strikes me in my horror of evil and thas reveals—aor s already—my as-
sociation with the Good. The excess of evil by which it is in surplus
the world is also the impossibiliny of our aceepting it. The experience of
evil would thus alse be our waiting For the pood—rthe love of God.

This reverting of evil and of the horror of evil inte an awaiting of the
Good, of God, and of a beatitude on the measure, or the beyond-mea-
sure, of the excess of evil presenned in the last pages of this beauriful and
suggestive book, poses a number of questions. Is this horror of evil—in
which, paradoxically, evil is given—the Good? Here it cannot be o ques-
tion of & passage from Evil to the Good by an aneaction of contraries.
Thar waould be an addirional theodicy. Does not the philosophical con-
erilwation of this entire biblical exegesis consise in being able 10 go as if
beyesed the reciprocal call of terms chat negare each other, beyond the di-



alectic? Evil, precisely, is not any species of negation. [t significs the ex-
cess, refusing every synthesis where the wholly-otherness [sout-aleéried| of
God shall come o be shown, Also present o Memao is the Mierzsschean
warning against the spiric of resenement. He would nor want, at the end
of his hermeneutic, a good chat would enly signily a redemprion of evil
or a vengeance that would also be equivalent o a return of the technicl
.n_..__m rit i che m_.__.._.“...__.m_._“_..._ of evil. From this comes, in the .r._nr..__.m.m.u_m_;__._. iif the
anticipation of the Good, the fermuladion, o our mind quire profound,
ot & chought thas would think more than whar ic can chink: “rhe soul,”
writes Memo (231}, “knows hencetorth char the end thar it intends, the
bearitic encounter with nm.x_f.u.._.__u._":_.ﬁr.... i _u:.:n_.u_.. thar which ir intends.”
The soul thar, awakened by cvil, inds iself in relation te the beyond of
the world, does not reram o the manne _”.___.L__:__..__.J,.._ al 2 _...n._._._w_.n_._._.un“_.__.f..____ﬁﬂ_n_._
of an empirical or transcendental consciousness equaling its abjects, ade-
e T _..v_..m“_._m“. making :._i.._.m.r.n..__._.:._ por the world in i desines _..._.ﬂ__..n.__hﬂn_. o
saris-faction. The soul beyond saristaction and reward awaits an awaited
which infinitely surpasses the awaiting, There lies, no doubr, che "psychic
maodality” of transcendence and the very definition of the religious soul,
which would nor be a simple speciiication of consciousness, The notion
of the “game” thar by apposition o rechnique designates for our auther
the relationship of the soul -t God s nevertheles nor deduced from chis
disproportion berween the awaiting and the avaired, "Only the excess of
beaotude,” he writes, “wall ._._..m_“__:.__"_ o the exos of ewil.” Mow, in s not
cereain thar the excess s said in cthe same sense in the two parts of this
proposition. The exess of evil dos non signify an cocessive evil, wheneas
the excess of heatirude remains a superlative notion, IF it were necessary,
m___.. .n...-..._.m....n_”' [0k 500 A EXC0SS _._._H_...&._u. in _.r_:.:_ ._._.... HES n:n_._. _”_._r._.._. n.....: .__..,ﬁ_...__._n_. Mt
be able 1o have the privileged meaning around which all of Nemo's book
15 _..2__._..“_.-_._._.._“_....."__ A.ﬂahm..._.r__._._.._...._u_..n.. ._._".___1 ehen follaw _._p._”“—._m less tormuous.
Does not the movement leading from the “horror of evil” to the dis-
covery of the Good—which thus compleres in a theophany the transcen-
dence opened in the orality of the world by the concrete “content” of
evil—lead only to thi Opposite of evil and 1o a .—.._.._...__u__.._.n._._u_.ﬂm of m__._..__.u.“_n _u_.r.p_.u
sure, however grear this might be! Does not the Good, anticipated in this
“awaiting thar intends infinitely maore than this awaired,” maintain a re-
larionship less distant wich che evil thar suggeses it, while differing from i
with a difference more different chan opposition? In reading this com.
mentary of the book of Job, which is so concerned about the texts and
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their implications, so concerned about the said and the unsaid, so deli-
cate in s _“_..ﬁ_”_.._.___._m._. and s ineedli-gence, vne s wsonished that there never
appears i the feregrand the problem of the relation berween the suffer-
img ot the Land the suffering thar an ean fed bebore che saiffering of the
other man, Even it we suppaose thar in this hiblical rexe irself ie is never 2
question of this problem, would chere nor be inothis very silence sorme e
cret indication? Is it really never a question of this problem? Whae abour
rhe ...__._n.zl__.__._. W ere wast thou when 1 Liid the foundations of thy
carth?™ in Chapter 38, verse 4, at the T_..n.._,::::m oof the discourse arrib-
pred ro Crod, whicl recalls o Jobs his absence ar the hour of Creagion?
[roes this question address anly the impudence of a creature who allows
wmselt fo __._n._m”_r. the Cresror? Deses thiis _..x_.__.u_.__.__._ .__"_.__.._.. a ___._F.._.__"_._.r..__.. whircin
the econcny of & harmonious and knowingly arranged ocalicy only har-
beors evil for che liared gaee of a parof this whaole? Can one not hear in
this “Whene were you?™ a sttement of deficiency that cannor have mcan
ing unless the humanity of man is fearernally boond apowith crearion,
thas &5, responsible for chat which has been neicher his | noe his works
...._._.“mw_._“ this ..._.u:...._.._._.._.._..._. and chis _".n”._._.r_:y.m_u__:“__. For any and all—which an
wot b witlwue pain—he spiric el F?

W are e godng oo propose “ameliosarions” o Philippe Memo, sl
thought 3 w0 personal, so new. and so marure, I is racher in the coe
of his thoughe thar chere bs illumined singulady an idea Bimiliar
ter s, and often restaed. and to which we willingly associae the I
work brings wo the paths of rranscendence amd oo the manner by sl |

___. H

this lighr is borne. 1 is horme by recourse s “material damom™ ol o
scipusness, o i concrere conrent,” rather than by reflecrion apon s
“Formal strucrure,” Thos is signified a “beyond”™ to the dosed dimensions
skerched by che judgments of the ineellecr and eefleced by the Gorge ol
leagic. '™ In effeet, it is in the same way that transcendence appeared 1o 0,
ror shine from the face of the other man: an aleerity of the non-inepea
able, of that which docs not let iself be assembled into a ondivy, o ol
thar which, in the assembly—unless 0 undeipoe violence aml poses
remaing in society and enters there as a face, This is a transeendeis gl
s mo longer absorbed by my knowledge. The face purs into gquostion e
sufhciency of my identity as an 1, ir compels me tooan infinite roguns
liliny roward another. An orginal rranscendence signifying in thee
vewtvtiess, wliicd s eshical from the autser, of the face. Is there non o Lol
thengh of the Good, there, where the evil suffeved by the salier g
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could reach me in the evil that pursues me? s it noc thar chis evil might
touch me, as if, from the frse, the other man appealed 1o me, placing in
question my resting wpon myself and my somatss escenels; 15 it not as if, be-
fore _ﬂ:unnﬁmﬂm my vroruble o earth, | had oo _.E._..__u._.__.._ for the orher? Dloer
wot the Coad break through there, in evil, in the “tatension” af wiich, sv ex-
elusively i my pain, §am the addvessee? Theophany. Revelation. This is
the horror of the evil that addresses me becoming the hormor of suffering
in the other man, A breakthrough of the Good which is nota simple in-
version of Evil, bur an elevation. A Good thar is not pleasane, which com-
mands and +._._._.dn..1_l.z. The obedience o prescription—and already that
of listening and underscanding, which are the first obediences—implies
no other reward than this very clevation of the dignity of soul; and dis-
ethedience implics no —..__._._._mar-_._.:..“:__ il not that of the rupoure itsclf with the
Good. A service indifferent o remuneration! Mo failuee could release me
frem this responsibility for the suffering of the other man. This responsi-
bility remains meaningful despire failure, 1t is wholly contrary 1o the cal-
culative thoughts [ pensées seebarigees] our of which, if we beliove Memo,
evil calls us back ro our lives as human souls,

Ambiguity

The knowledge of the world—rthematization—cerainly does not
abandon the game. It attemps o reduce, and succeeds ar reducing, the
disturbance of the Same by the Other, Thematization reescablishes the
order troubled by Evil and by the Ocher throogh the history into which it
agrees o enter. Yot fissures reappear in the established order. Our moder-
mity wouhd nor depend solely upon the ecrtitudes of Histary and Marure,
but upon an alernarion: Recovery and Ruprure; Knowledge and Social-
ity. This is an alternation where the moment ol recovery is not more true
than that of rupture; wherein laws have no mere sense than the face-to-
Face with the neighbor, This does not atest o a simple Haw in synthesis,
but would define rime itself, time in its enigmatic diachrony: a endency
without an sutcome, an intending withourt coincidence, It would signify
the ambiguity of an incessant adjournment or the progression of holding
angl possession. Bur it also signifies the approach of an infinite God, an
approach thar is His proximicg
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§ Dialogue

Self-Conscionsness and Proximity

af the Neighbor

The walue thar an cative series ___._.”_.____m._._ﬁ_.._.L.__.._...: _”_.__".:_n__q._.:_:... angd el
s, politicians, and even public opinion, amach w che nenoen, or o the
pracrice—and, in any case, o the word—aof dialogue, o the discourse
rhat men facing each other hold beoween them, summaoning one another
:_.__.._ ._..H_...”_._.._._._..—.._m.__._.h shlermeels .E___.— .:_"__T..n_.m_"__:..: _._.:_...k_.._.___._.._. :_._..m IS WETS, ikiteses
v 1 mew orieneation toveand the idea chae Western sociery has had of the
vasence of the _._._._.n._._.___._m.q__u_.__ andd the ...“_._m.n___._.".__.

i% 1 ._.__.._._._“_._z.. a resule of the
erials of the rwentieth cenrnry since the Firse World War Ieis chus mo
veiar @l chie _"m_._....m_”m_.v_._. i T [RAE, [Es ...“_..__.n..._.n ol m."__ ___u.._._u;.-__u_. ol o L
vppose it oo the philesophical eeaditien of che uniry of the 1 or the sys-
vern, aned self-sufficien ¥a and immaneney, The weorls eof Martin Baber anad
Frane Rosenewelg in Germany, thar of Gabriel Marcel in France, and
cheir infloence in the world—bur alse the many rermairkable worls s ﬁ...:._.__._

by less illnserions names—justily this manner of speaking.

Spirit as Knowledge, and lmmanence

[t is in the psyche, conceived as knowledge
woionsness—thar the received _"_____m_;,___uﬂ_._.___. sibvanes the ._._._.mm.__._ ar the nat-
wral place of whart is meaningful, and recopnizes spivic. Does nor all chac
vacnrs in the human n._.._..__ﬂ___... andd all thar takes _..__..__"..F. there, end up Tu.. [rgz-
ey, knewn? Thar which is secret and unconscious, repressed or aliered, is
sl measured or healed through the very consciousness thar these things
Fuve Ter, wr which has lost them, Al dhar is lived is expressed legiimanely
e .__._..._.._.....__._._... It is comverted into “reccived lessons” thae converge ke

o the poine of self-ven-
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unity of knowledge, whatever their dimensions and modaliries: congem-
plation, will, affectivity; or sensibility and understanding: or external per-
ceprion, self-conscivusness and reflection on self; o objecrivizing thema-
tization and Familiarity with thar which is not pro-pesed; or primary and
secondary qualities, kinesthetic and cenesthetic sensations. The relations
with the neighbor, the social group, and God would again be collective
and religious experienees. Even reduced to the indetermination ot fving
and to the Familiarity of pure edsting, of pure being, the psyche Grer this
or thar, i this or thar, on the mode of sevig or of fecling, as i ro five and
t e were transitive verbs and s and shar their direct abjects. I is chis
implicit knowledge, doubiless, which justihies the wide use char Descartes
makes of the term cogite in the Meditations. And this brst person verl ex-
presses well the serity of the 1, where all knowledge 35 adequate o itself,

As knowledge, choughr relates to whar is thinkable, thar is, the think-
able called being, Relating ro being, thought i ouside isell, bur renains
marvelously in iselt, or retums w aself. The exteniority or alterity of one-
self is taken up again inte immanence, Thar which thought knows, or
what it learns in its “experience,” is at once the ather and the property
[ pragere] of thought. One learns only that which ene already knows, and
that which artaches to the interiority of thought in the manner of 4 mem-
oy thar can be evoked or re-prosented. Reminiscence and imaginings as-
sure something like the synchrony and the unity of thar which, in expe-
rience subject to time, 15 lost or 15 only oo conme.

As learning, thought entails a grsping [sesic], a kel om whar is learned,
and a possession. The “grasping” of learning is not purcly metaphorical.
Even hefore rechnical intercstedness, this learning is already an outline
of an incarnate practice, already “hands on” " manmise”]. Presence he-
comes main-renance. Can even the most abseract lesson dispense with
any manual hold an the things of the “life world,” the famous Lebens-
welt? The being that appears to the 1 of cognition not only instructs it,
burt gives itself ipsw facto 1o it. Already perception grasps; and the Begriffl
_nc_._n_.._.__._ preserves this MCaning of ascendancy, The 9._.m.h.u._.q.=ﬁ. itself"—
whatever the efforts thar the distance “from the cup to the lip” requires—
is on the scale of thoughe thinking; through its “transcendence,” it
promises to thought a possession and an enjoyment, a satisfaction, as
though thinking thought to its measure through the fact of being able—
as incarnate thought—ro rejoin whar it thoughe. The thinking and the
psyche of immanence: self-sufficiency. This is precisely the phenomenan
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of the world: viz., the Eer thar an socord s esured in the “_..._.__.d__.,ﬁ:.:..._. he-
tween whate is thinkable and the thinking; the face thar ins appearing is
also a givdug dtsedfl and char knowledge of the woild is o saisfaction: as
thaugh this knowledpe flled a need, Perhaps it is this thar Husserl is ex-
pressing when he affiems a correlation—which is the correlation—he-
rween thought and the world, Husserl describes chearerical knowdedge in
its most perfecred Forms—objecrividang and chematizing knowledge—as
r the measure of the intention, or as empry intentionalicy flling

The works of Hegel, into which all the currents of the Western spiric
have come o How, and inowhich all ics bevels are manifested, s ar once a
philosophy of absolute knowledge and of the satistied man. The psyche
of thearetical knowlodge constirures a thoughr thar chinks o is measun:
and, in ies adequarion to what is thinkable, equals itself and shall be con-
sepos b jeselt, Teas e Same char finds iscf ancw in the Oither.

The activity of theught fas reaswn over cvery alterity and ic is therein,
ultimately, thar ies very roenalicg resides. Conceproal syachesis and syn.
opsis tre stronger than the dispersion and the incompatibilicy of whar is
given as arher, as fefore, and as affer Dispersion and incompaibilivy refer
back ror the unity of the subject and of the transcendencal appercepeion
af the £ think, Hegel writes, in the Wissewsehaft dee Lagik, "It is to che
deepest and most accurare views of the it __._.__..____"_.____.1 Hesesear that the
view belongs, which consists in rocognizing the unity thar constitures the

RS __“_.1._____.__5. ERELfE BS AN _':.m... __..__. a“__.._._n_.__.r.iﬁ _._:._S._. _;_".u._..___.._r.-_......ﬂ_._”m_.u_._' asa
unity of the 1 think, or the consciousness of self.™ The unity of the [
iinde is che uliimare Forom of spivie as .r_._._._..-__..__...._ﬂr.. though it mighr he con-
tounded with the being char it knows, and idencified with the system of
knowledpe.

The unity of the § think is the ultimare Form of spirit as knowledge.
And to this unity of the Febink all things are referred, constining a sys-
tem, The system of what is intelligible is, uliimarely, a consciousnes of
selt,

The _u_:n_:m:n af Immanence

Tl § shiissd in which being-in-act is constituted can be inrerpreted as
conviding with whar it censtitures: the full self~<consciousnes of che 7
thnlwonld be the very spees of knowledge in its unity of ineelligibility.
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The chinking theughe thar tends roward this arder of reason will express
.m._..k.._.m. .n_.:._...r._._._._n_"_._._“__.. m_......._"_m__.... __._._.. _H_....:q _:__u i 1....“.._.|.=..__.._"_ H_"_...._ __”_.__.. Ernis _u_m.m.._n
imvention, as a detour which the system of being rakes to pue ieself in or-
der, This is o deteur thae s terms and struetuies Tollow o AFEANEe and
secure themselves [rarrimer]. Such is spiris, not only acconding ro Hegel,
whete the proces of knowing s “the movement of being, isel™ { Lopik);
nor merely accerding w our contemporary scructuralist ohjecrivism. In

Hissserliam _._“____..__.:.___.__.H._:“_D_w._.“__.-.la_nn_._._.__.. the crearive spUHITCILY comferred

upon the rranscendental mwz':;. mcdies of kenowledge wre commmandad,
Iy Ly the being [Fdee] o which

E L .__._F. _”.H_F._.u_nu“,.“_. n'm| _..Hun_....nu.m_'_uzn._._.umﬂ. [RLETRN |
consciousiness accedes, The spinic is the order of things—or the things in
order—aof which thinking thought would only be cthe recollection and
the erdering, The possibility or hope thar the T gk would have, no
lesnger o posin itself For el §over againse the thinkable, oo elfce iself
before the ineelligible, would be its awn intelligence, s radonality, and
ultimane internalizacion.

An accord and a unity of knowledge in the truth, The thought ever
thinking secks these by diverse pathe, I ceriinly resons o words, Bur
these are signs that thaught gives to il Ewithour speaking o anyone, In
its work of assembly, thoughn may have o search for 2 presence of the
thimkable beyond char which presents itsell immediarely, “in fHesh and
blood™ (leifficds dad® or in images, ov for the presence of a signified
through o sign. It may have o search for what is not yer present to
thought, bur which is already no longer closed wp in ieself Thar there be
no thought without language does not signify, consequently, the neces-
siry of an inrernal discourse. Thought divides irself in order o gueston
itself and to respond, but the thread is again tied up. Thoughe reflecs:
upon iself by interrupring is spontancons progression, bu ic stll pro-
ceeds from the same £ dfink, Tt remains che same. It passes from one term
tera contrary one thar calls ro i, bur che dialecric inowhich ic finds ioself is
not a dialogue or, at least, i is the dialogue of the soul with iself, pro-
cecding by questions and answers, Plano defines thoughre in precisely rhis
way. According o the traditional interpretation of the internal discourse,
which goes back to this definition, the spirit thinking remains no less one
and unique, despite its movements and its going and coming, wherehy it
can oppose itself to iself

[t is through the empirical mulaplicity of thinking men thar the
puage thar is effectively spoken would circolire. Yoo cven thenes diis Lin
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guage is comprehended in ios subordinarion to knowing, For each of the
interlocutors, this _."._._._m.._._..._w_.. COmELELS 11 _..._.:..__...qmu._ﬂ. it che ._._:_.._t._.: af the
other, in coinciding in reasor, and in inernaliving ivelf there, In oppo-
sition o the "inerioniny” of sly passions and the secrer perfidy of subjec-
rive opiriens, Reason would be the rrue inner life, Reason s one, Tt bhas
no one left with whom o communicate; _.__“._n_._:.__..ﬂ i5 ourside of ir. And
consequently, Reason is like the silence of inner discourse. The questions
and the answers of such an “exchange of ideas” reproduce or stage ancw
thuse of a dialogue thar the soul holds with iself Thinking subjects
would amount w muloiple obscure poines around which a clariry is cre-
ated when they speak o and rediscover onc another, in the same way
that, in inner discourse, the dead of thaorgght that had o question iself
is retied. In this clarity, the obscure poines of the various 1's pale, fade,
bur are also sublimared. This exchange of ideas will hold ultimarcly
within a single soul, in a single consciousness, in the cegire dhae Reason
remmains, One can call this conversaion _n__.".,_._._.._ wherein the inredoc-
maks Cnrer, fl ongs ing ._._._._.. .__._.__._.__...—.____.. of the ._.._q_._._...q..ﬁ.1 whercin ._:,. _p_.m:._n.__.m....._...
_....l:__”.__a SOHTICERITL T4 TSSO _.___...._..q.:.. eattenedie weiven]. One can call pa_.“__.._...—.:n____“...
the unity of the multiple consciousmesses thae have entered into the same
_“_dn.__.__.m.“_._u. in which cheir reciprocal alterity is suppressed. This is the fa-
mans dinlogue that is called o stop violence by bringing the interlocu-
LOOTS b FCisn, s ..._._.._._..n_.___._m.. Pty in pnanimity, amd a_.__..__“_.___.nr,ah.ﬂm _..___._”Fm:um.n___.
in coincidence, The pach of prodilection of Westeen humanism. A nobil-
ity of idealist renunciarion! Ti be sare. Bt it would only be possible inoa
spinozsstic universe of pure love of trach and incelligibiling. An efface-
ment before truth, bur also a power of dominarion and a possibilicy of
cunning: 4 knowledge of the vther as of an objecr prior o any socal ex-
istence [sseralitd] with thar arher. Yer consequently also & power acquired

over him as over a thing and, through Lainguage, 3 power that oughe ro
lead to the unique reason all the wmprations of a deceitful rheroric, of
publicity and of propaganda, Yet we must above all wonder whether the
elevation of this peace by the Reason relished by noble souls owes noth-
ing te the prior non-indifference to the other man; whether it owes noth-
ng to the social life with him which would be a relation o the neighbor,
i relarion ather than the reprosencation onc can form of his _.._.....h.dm_ nther
than the pure knowledge of his existence, his nature and his spiritualicy.
W it ank onesclves wherther the dynamism and exaliadion of peace by
ik alerives w

_._ livein ____. L8 HLKA T A _. :._ﬂ.n..l._u__. .,.uu-.__“" NOT JusD s
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much from the very possibility of the Encounter with the other as other
(perhaps thanks to a dialogue preceding reason), for which a common
truth is the preext.

Be that as it may, the grear problem placed in the path of those who
expect the end of violence starting from a dialogue that would only need
1o perfect knowledge is the difficulty, by Placo’s own admission, of bring-
ing o this dialogue opposd beings inclined ro do violence o each other.
It would be necessary to find a dialogue o make these beings enter into
dialogue. That is, unless we suppose the prior unity of a sovercign and
divine knowledge, or of o substance thar thinks itself and thar would have
burst ingo a multplicity of consciousnesses, sufficiently masters of them-
sedves, limited in their horizons, opposed by their differences, and hostile
1o cach other—yer which find themsclves, from conflicr to conflicr, com-
pelled or led to the dialogues thar ought vo permir, by degrees, the con-
vergence of gares starting from multiple poings of view, all of which being
[HACERSATY nonertheless o the _.a..__p._:_m_” uce of 4 _””_“__u_._.”_..q__.__“ n_.imr_..ﬂ_r,__..q._ﬂw irs lost
sovercignty and suiey, its  ohink, or s geten.

The very birth of language could, consequendy, be sought starting
from knowledge, This birch would be logically and perhaps chronologi-
cally pusterion to it. In the empirical multiplicity of heings existing as in-
tentional and incarnate consciousnesses, euch one would have knowledge
and consciousness of “something” and of its own consciousness, How-
ever, it would arrive, by appresentative expericnces and by Efufiihlung
lempathy], at an awareness of other conscivusnesses; thae is, ar a koo -
edge that cach consciousness other than itsdlf had, of the same “some-
thing." of it itself, and of all the other consciousnesses, [n this way com-
munication would be established: che signs of language would be born
from all the expressive manifestations of bodies signifying in appresenta-
tion. The Husserlian theory of the constiturion of inte rsubjectiviy can
be considered a rigorous formulation of the subordination of language o
knowledge, reducing to the lived g experience every modality indepen-
dent of meaning o which dialogue could lay claim. In a characreristic
and remarkable texe of his Krisis, Husserl goes o the point af claiming
“tor nake lodging in the internal discourse, the discourse which goes to-
ward all the others.” “Thar which 1 am there stating scientifically,” he
writes, “is said from me to me, bur ar che same time, in a paradosical
fashion, 1 say it to all the others inasmuch as they are implicared wan
scendentally in me and the ones in the athers.™
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Thel _”_.._.w..-n_._...:__ Wy ._”__.m_..ﬁu__._.n:.___.... e _._._._._____“_”__.m.._..m.."__. ol Conmscinusieses, -
opnizing each other mutually and thus communicating amoeng them-
selves, from o march roward absoluce knowledpge in the cclehrared pages
of the Phenomenslngy of Spirii, again proceeds from this priority of knowl-
n_.._.h_.. DT ._.:..._“__:_m..._"_r.. B it is—in 2 .:_._..___.n_wmn“.__ COnext quite differene
trom thar of Husserlian phenomenaslogy—a speculative effort to found,
in thoughr, the opposition of this multiplicity, while even the necessiry
to resort o this grounded moment signifies the impossibility of lainguage's
sraping within the dimensions of the cegin.

Dialogue and Transcendence

Conrempaorary philosophy of dialogue insists upon o wholly other di-
mension of meaning that opens in language: upoen the interhuman rela-
ton or the eriginal sociality produced in dialogue. This would have a sig-
nitication by irself and would constmee o spirtual authenticiey of ics
owi The mulriplicicy of thinking beings, the pluralitg of conscious-
nesses, is not a simple fact—some sort of contingency, or a purely empir-
ical “msformune™—like the effect of some fall or ontological carasorophe
of the One, The social existence that language establishes between souls is
nar _..:u__—u__..._"._.m“.__m_u__.. fov a1 —__._m._”.w_. ___..___.__..__ﬂ__.; that would bave been lost or
missed, Chuite the contrary, beyond the sufhciency of the being-for-iself
another posaibility of ceccllence is shown in the human dimension tha
is mot measured by the perfoetion of the consciousness-obself. In effect,
carly in his work, Gabriel Marcel denounced in his Jeseed Mdaplpige
what he called “the eminent value of argerhy,” or the sufficiency unro
aneself, in order to affirm thar “only @ eelacion of a being o a being can
b called spiritual,™

In the new reflecrion, the sociality of languape is no longer reducible
to the transmission of types of knowledge among the multiple s and o
their confrontation, in which this knowledge is rised w the universal in-
telligibility into which these thinking I's would be absorbed, or subli-
mated, or united in order o “Gnally suffice umoe themselves" by way of
this unity of Reason. For Marcel, the relationship among thinking beings
would have a meaning: socialicy. It would have this meaning in the sum-
mwns of a You by an [, in whar Buber calls by the primary word “I-
s, which would be the _U_nm:nm._..___._.. and the basis—uttered or im-

phicii—at all dialogue. This word would be radically distinguished from
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the other primary word, “1-Ie.” The latrer would express the knowledge
of an | investing an “object” in its neurrality submissive to the ace of
knewledge thar assimilaces it and by which, according ro Husserlian rer-
minology, the assimilated object fills imtentions. The “I-Ic" woold desig-
nate the swbjecs of idealist philosophy in relacion with the world, reter-
ring o things and o humans treated as things. [r would designate within
discourse itself the reference of the Saping [ Dire] to these realinies and to
the conjunctures thar the Saying narrates or exhibics.

What is significant in this disrinction is the original and irreducible
character of the fandamental word, 1-Thou: the 1-1t, as knowledge, does
not found the 1-Thou. The new philosophy of dialegue reaches thar o
invoke or to summaon the other man as 2 ywou [, and 1o speak co him,
dies naot ._.._nﬂ__.._.__m Lo Prior experienoe of the other; it does nor derive,
in any case, the meaning of the “you” from this experience. The socialicy
of dialogue is not a knowledge of sociality, dialogue is not the experience
of the conjunction between men wha speak to one another. Dialogue
would be an evenr of spirit, at lease as irreducible and as old as the cog-
itm, In effect, for Buber, the Thou par excellense is invoked in the invisible
Eternal Thou—nonobjectifiable, unthemartizable—of God. For Gabriel
Marcel, 1o name God in the third person would be o miss Him. There
would be in dialogue, in the 1-You, beyond the spirituality of knowledge
thar is fillee by the world and in the world, the opening of ranscendence.

mm_._._.:”_._."._._._._.._s__._.n_u__._ n _"_m.._._.:m___n iz hollowed sut an absolure distance be-
rween the 1and the You, absolurely separated by the inexpressible secret
of their intimacy, each being unique in its kind as fand as yon, each one
absolutely other in relation to the other, withour common measure o do-
main available for some sor of coincidence (an inexpressible secret that is
the other for me: a secrer o which, for all time, 1 accede only by appre-
sentation; a mode of existing of the other as other). On the other hand, it
is alsos there thar unfolds—or intervenes, disposing the Tas T and the yon
as you—rthe extraprdinary and immediate relacion of dia-logue, which
transcends this distance without suppressing it or recuperating it, as docs
the gaze that crosses the distance separating it from an objece in the
world, while comprehending and encompassing char distance. Here s o
way of acceding to the other different from that of knowing him: 1w ap
proach the neighbor.

._"__.4”=_.._.E i .—_”_..:_._.n__._.ﬂ of the remarkable discinetion Frane Bosemeweiy,
makes in the human, berween the fvafsialad boelomzing o the wi Ik o
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always comparable vo another individual, and §pseiey (alfe Sedfatfben)y in
._._._m_._rm_._m of the solioude of the Seffesbeie in which e | stnds _“"_._._m. s o
mind, bor which the secrer of it psyche 15 the “how”—perhaps chis is
honw wee shall be bl o measure, despite the relations among individuals,
the ontological separation beoween human beings and appreciane the rean-
..ﬂ_":...:._._..:_.“_.“ ___._...__ Leel ._:.._..__......_.._._ _._“__..:._. e rr...____ _..”__.. ...r__.... T AN, Jonpicet -
quenty, the extra-ordinary ransicivity of dislogue or proximicy, and che
u_._._..___ur_..._:_.__"ﬂ_._...—.u....—._....._._ or !.._m_.q_r"__._... .....;._..._._mm.._..._._m_.: :_.a:.nr.__m._“__. or huiman [rrorE-
imity. The solitude of Sefbstherr, according to Rosenzweig, must not be
winderstood as _._n:__.mu..Fq e, whoor maankes i a wseddive nhn_.___"_._"...m____h oo Afirsein ¥
In Rosenezweig, it would concern an faletion coming in no way from one-
self and having no memory of communicy, yer an solation foreign also m
the separation of things that, as individuals, already belong “withous
krwwing vach other™ wooa commmen gemis, I0owould concern a “nothing in
comman with anyone or anything” isolation, which has no need, we add
incidentally, for a “rranscendental reducrion”™ of some kind o signity an
“out of the world,”

Absalure distance: one would be wiong 1o think of this as a logician
would do, in the purely formal notion of 2 gap berween rerms of some
sort, already distine inasmuch as the one is nor the other. The distance
or absolute alterity of transcendence signifies by freelf the difference and
the relationship berwoeen the [and the You as interlocucors, in eelation o
which the notion of a “term of some sort” of the “something in general”
[eras dberfange) is a formal absoraction. The concnere i the absolure dis-
tance and the relation of dialogue, elder than any distinction of terms in
any sort of conjuncrion. This absolure distance is refracrory o dhe syn-
thesis that the synopiic gaze of a third would like to establish between
ewo human heings in dialogue. The T ama the You are not embraceable
objectively, there is no awd possible berween them, they torm no totality.
There is no unity thar mighe be produced in the mind of a chird parry
“over their heads” or “behind their backs,” and which might here form
an assemblage—just as there is nor, from 1o You, a themarizarion of che
You or an experience of the You. The “You™ is not an “objectitication”
whicre one would have merely stecred clear of the reificarion of the other
man. The Encounter, or proximiry, or sociality, is not of the same order as
CRpericee,

P inn the saying [ & dive] of the dialogue, in the summeons of a You by
the 1 exmra-ordinary and immediare passage is cleared, srronger than
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any ideal tie and any synthesis char che § ahink would accomplish in as-

piring ro equal and comprehend. This is a passage where there is no fur-
ther passage. Lo is precisely because the Fow is absolurely other than the |

thar there is, between the one and the other, dialogue. There perhaps lies
the paradocical message of all philosophy of dialogue, or o way of defin-
ing spiric by transcendence, thar is, by sociality, hy the immediare rela-
tion o the other. A relation different From all the ties that are established
within a world where thought, as knowledge, thinks to its measure,
where perceprion and conception grasp and appropriate the given and
rake sarisfaction from it This is a relarion chat, for Buber, is sl Relation
and which was “in the beginning,” Language would not be there to e
press stares of consciousness, it would be the incomparable spiricoal event
af transcendence and sociality to which any cfforr of expression——any
wanting to communicate a thought content—already refers. Franz Rosen-
sweig understands it ar the level of Revelarion in the eminent and reli-
gious sense of the term, which significs for him the serting in relation of
the elements of the absoluce, which are solared and refracorny te synthe-
sis and vo assembly in a vorality: refractory to some sort of conjuncrion
in which they lose—as in idealism—rcheir very life.

One may legitimarely ask oneself whether the internal discousse of the
sagrtn is not already a derivarive mode of the conversation with the other;
whether the linguistic symbaolism thar the soul uses in “conversing with
isel (™ does not suppose a dialogme with an interlocuror other than iwself;
whether the very interruprion of the spontancous impulse of thoughe re-
Hecting upon iself, all the way to the dialecrical aliernations of reason-
ing where my chought separares from and rejoins ieself as if it were other
than itself—whether this interruption does nor bear witness w an arggr-
sl and foregeing dialogue. We may wonder, consequemtly, whether
knowledge isself and all consciousness does not begin in language, Even if
dialopue itself ends by Enowing itself—as is atvested at least by the pages
the philosophers devore to this—it is reflection thar discovers it. But re-
Hection, which supposes the suspension of the spontaneity of life, already
supposes its being placed in question by the Orther [Ldntre], which would
not have been possible withour a prior dialogue, without the encounier
with another [daurrui].

Posited before the unity of the selfFronscionmess, which is equal sl
and makes itself equal to the world, is thus the encounrer in dialopne
which would be a thaughe thinking beyond the world. There i i ibie
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racical difference between the Tand the Yoo, placed in the relationship
of dialogue wherein the encounter is formed, not a simple Rilure of
recognition of the ame by the other, or of the synchesis of their coinci-
dence and their idencification. These is, rather, the surplus or the Sereer
of a heyond wieself, the surplus and the berrer of the proevisasy of the
neighbor; “hetter™ than the coincidence with sell, despite or becanse of
the differcnce separating them, “More™ or “herrer,” signified in dialogue,
not by some supernatural voice interfering in the conversation, nor by
some prejudgment. “More” or “herter than” would be the graruirous gift
ar the grace of the other’s coming ro meet me, of which Bubser speales,
Yer the surplus of frarermity can go beyond the satisfacrions char one sl
expeers from gifts received, cven if gratuitons! This the philosephers of
dizlopue do nor always say, although this would cereainly be the essenrial
idea they have made possible. Dialogue is the nan-indifference of the yo
to the £, a dis-inter-cod sentiment cerrainly capaldle of degenerating int
hatred, but a chance for what we must—perhaps with prodence—all
lowe and resemblance in love, Tnosaying this, one i= not duped by moralicg
or naively subjecr v dhe ideas and values of an environment, It is in the
dialogue of tianscendence thar the ides of the good tiscs, mercly by che
fact irself that, in the encounter, the s s above all olse. The Rela

tionship where the T encouneers the Yoo is che original plce and crcum-
stance of the ethical coming [artwenen]. The ethical Bact owes nothing
o walues: ir is values chat owe everything o the cohical facr. The con-
creteness of the Good is the worth [fe pafoir] of the other man, 1t is only
o some formalization that the ambivalence of worth appears, as unde-
cidable, at equal disrance berween Goad ar
ather man, the Good s more ancient than Evil.

| Fwil, In the weorth af the

Dialogue is thus nor merely a way of speaking. Trs significance has a
general reach. It is transcendence, The saping invalved in dialogue would
not be one of the possible forms of ranscendence but i original mede.
[terrer again, rranscendence has no meming excepr by way of an 1 saying
Your, It is the dlia of the dialegue. In the concrete contexe of the human,
vranscendence is thus a concepr ar least as valuable as thar of Immanence
in the world, the ultimacy of which rranscendence places in question.
Uioneraey to the celebrated Heideggerian analyses, the facr of humaniry
approsched from dialogue would reintroduce into philosophic reflection
il __“._____._.__...q...___ the _._.._....._“q__n_.u withouwr this mm._..ﬂ_._.m_.n.___mﬁm. a h__._.__.___n recoirse o what
Fivteschie calls “the worlds behind the world™ in the sense of craditonal
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metaphysics. There lie new structures and conceprualization, having the
resonance of a general philosophy beyond the anthropological amd theo-
logical thematic. Buber shall insist upon the novel and primordial” pat-
rern of the relation that ene cannot close up within the psyche of the 1
or the You. It is the ferween (Zuitcben), an ongin thae disposes the 1as 1
and the You as You, and which evidently could not be understood anew
as a third instance, a subject, or a substance that would here play a me-
diating role. This significs a break not only with psychology but also with
the ontological notions of both substance and subject, in order to assert
new modality of the berween-the-two, itself signifying the ontology and
the psyche of co-presence and of socialitg. Above... rather than between-
the-rwo.

Although the sysremaric significance ol thiz new analysis of dialogue
may he essential, its anthropological signification and its theological as-
pect must be underscored. One can not evoke here all the concrete de-
scriptions to which the philosophical liverarure relative to dialogue gives
rise, To the phenomenology of intentionality is juxtaposed something like
a phenomenalogy of the Relation, pften taking on a negarive appeainee.
Thus, to the irreversible “palariy™ of the inentional act—cgo-regioe-
cogitatim, where the ggw pole can not be converred into the shjecr pole—
ong opposes the reversibility or the reciprocity of the 1-You: the T says
“you" to a You wha, as an I, says “you” wo the L The activiey of the say-
ing in the dialogue is i fiaco the passiviey of the listening, the word in
its very sponmaneity is exposed to the response; the you is summoned as
“pxclusivity” and as not helonging to the workd, even if the encounter ir-
self is in the world; whereas inrentionality approaches the object always
against the horizon of the world. Thar a human spiricuality might be pos-
sible which dees not begin in knowledge, or in the psyche as cxperience,
andl thar the relation o the you in its purity be the relation to the invisi-
ble God, is no doubr a new view on the human psyche, which was al-
reacly emphasized above, Yer this is also very important for the orienra-
tion of theology: the God of prayer, of invocation, would be more an-
cient than the God deduced from the world or from some sore of @ priori
radiance and stared in an indicative proposition. The old biblical theme
of man made in the image of God takes en a new meaning, but it i in
the "you” and net in the "I7 that this resemblance s announced. The very
movement that leads to another leads o God.

Tt is in the exrension of the I-Thou relationship and thar of the sl
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existence with man thar, for Buber, the relation 1o God is produced.
Theee also is the probable recovery of the biblical theme in which divine
n_m__:u__._mju__. ix always awaited starting fromm the encounter with the other
man, who is approached as a you beginning from ethics, Need one recall
texts such as Chaprer 58 of Isaiah? Meed one recall the perhaps less cele-
brated pages of the Pentateuch? In a significant way. the formula “fear of
God ™ appears there in a series of verses that especially enjoin respect for
man and concern for the neighbor; as if the order to fear God was not
only added 1o enforce the orders “not to insult a deaf man™ “not to place
an obstacle on the path of o Blind man™ (Leviticus 19:14): “naot e wrong
one another” (Leviticus 2570 and “not to aceept interest, nor profic from
a fallen brocher, theugh he be a srranger or o neweomers” (Levitious 25016,
etc.). Yet it is as though the “fear of God” were defined by these ethical
injunctions; as though the “fear of God™ were chis fear for another.

From _Hu_nm:__.. v Frhics

The descriptions of dislogue, and all this “phenomenology” of the 1-
Then, have been reproached with procecding negarively in relation to in-
rentionality and to the serucrures of rranscendental consciousness. They
have been upbraided for pracricing a negative psychology or negative on-
_.n__aﬁ___.l.."r_.r. way others .—_._..-._..__u_... i .._.ﬁ._.n.....u_..m.{n. .__.:.._u__._.d_._,.q.u__. which would puc
into question the philosophical autonomy of the new thoughe, Yer dia-
logue, understood here as proximiry throughout this conceprion, signi-
fies the proper place and concrere circumstance of tanscendence or the
Relation, according te its double meaning of absolute distance and the
crossing of this by language in the immediacy of the Lyou. Would this
dialogue not harbor an ethical dimension in which the ruprure of dia-
logue with rranscendental models of consciousness would appear more
radically?

Let us note, first, that the philosophy of dialogue is oniented roward a
concept of the ethical { Begeiff des Erlisclen) that is separated from the rra-
dition thar derives the echical {der Febisede) from knowledge and from
Heason as the faculey of the universal, and sees in the ethical a layer su-
perposed upon being, Ethics would thus be subordinared cither to pru-
denwe, or o the universalizanion of the maxim of action (where 10 was, w
I s, 1 question of the respect for the human person, bur only as 2 sec-
veiialary Fosrmmlation, and dedeced from the _.l..m._._..ﬂ.:lnp_. muu“_un__.u..:_.__.n..__ ar
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again 1o the comtemplation of a hierarchy of values construcred like a Pla-
ronic world of ideas. Erhics begins in the 1-You of dialogue insofar as the
1-You signifies the worth of the other man or, sll more precisely, insofar
as within the immediacy of the relation o the other man alone {and
withour recourse to some general principle) a meaning such as worth
[doir]'® is skerched our. This is a worth attached to man coming out of
the value of the You, or of the man who is other; a value attached o the
other man. The descriprions of the “encounter” in Buber never avoid a
certain axiological tonality. Bur docs not even the immediacy ivself of the
Relarion and its exclusivity, as opposed to the negaron of the mediating
ot diverting terms, amm_::_. @ certain srgencp in the atrituede o take with
regard to the ather man, a certain urgency abour the intervention? ls mot
the very _.._._u_...ﬂm_._“_..q_ af the n._:___:h:.... n._.._q..l.._mu__ HIRUH Y for che I oo uncover imself,
to deliver isell, 2 way For the £ oo place imself ar the disposition of the Foe?
Why should there be saying? Would it be because the thinking bring has
someething to say? Bur why should he have & sey ie? Why wewld it war mf-
fice him o think about this thing which he chinks? Do b mot sy wehar
he thinks precisely because it goes heyond thar which sufffees e and be-
cause daguage carries this deep movement? Beyond sufficiency, in the in-
discretion of suying “wou” | fsoiement| andd of the vocarive case, a demand
for tesponsibility and an allegiance arc signified simultancously,

To be sure, in Buber, che I-Thon relationship is frequendy also de-
scribed as the pure Face-to-Face of the encounter, a5 2 harmonioons co-pres-
ence, as an eve to eye. Yer are the face-to-face, the encounter, and the Teye
1o eve” really reduced to a play of reflections in a micror and to simple
optical relations? In this extreme formalization, the Relation cmpries ioself
al its “heteronomy” and of its transeendence of as-sociation, From the
ouese, the _.“___n__._ COMPIISEs an _..._._.:m..._._.nmn.”_:_ in s im _._..:....n_.mbnu_..' thar 15, as ur-
gency and without recourse to any universal law. By its own meaning, it
is inseparable from the valorization of the other as other in the You, and
from a compalsion to service in the | The worth of the You, the deacon-
ship of the l—such are the semantic depths of the “primary word,” the
ethical deprhs.

There would be an inequality, a dissymmetry, in the Relation, contrary
te the “reciprocity” upon which Buber insists, no doubt in cror With-
out a possible evasion, as though i were elected for this, as though it wen:
thus irreplaceable and unique, the ©as Lis the servane of the You in THa-
logue. An inequalicy char may appear arhitrary: undess i be— i he wienld
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addressed w the other man, in the ethics of the welcome—<the st reli-
w....__u_._... serwice, thae First prayer, the first _h.._”_._._.u_u.__. thie __..p._."__.ﬂ__.._.._ ot of which
Cod could firsr have come oo mind and the wond “Cod” have made i
entry i _:_._m.q._._.:m._.... amil inro w..._u_......_ _..___.___._H.n_.._._._“_._“___.. It is nor, of course, thar
the other man must be taken for God or char God, dhe Erermal Thouw, be
found ..:_._.__4_“-. i some extension of the You, Whar counes here s thar,
from our of the relacion to the other, from the depthes of Dialoguee, this
immeasuralble word sienibes fo _”_._.:_.._....._.p__. il nor the reverse,

The way in which God takes on meaning in the I-You sclation. te be-

come s waord of bguage, invires us oo new reflecrion. This refleorion s
not the subjoct of the present study, What was important here was o
ke in b Felr that dialogue—conrrary o Snssdedpe and conerary te cer-
tain descriptions of the philosophers of dialogue—is a thinking of the
seangepnial, o thoughn thinking Sepessa’ the given. I was to show the maodal-
ity according 1w which, in dialegue or moere prociscly in the ethics of dia-
lopme, in my desconship with respecr o the other, 1 cthink more than |
can grasp. This is the modality accarding to which the ungraspable mkes
its meaning, or as one might alse pue i the modaliog acoording o which
I think mere than 1 think. This is not a pure dersion, nor a simple Fuilure
of knowledge. It is perhaps whar is signified by the Carresian paradox of
the idea of the Infinire in me.



§ Notes on Meaning

Ihe Dominant Theme

Does thoughe have meaning only through the knowledge of the
worhd? That is, dees it have meaning through the prosence of the world
and by its presence o the world: did this peesesice have o appear within
the herizons of the past and the future, which are also dimensions of re-
presemtasion in which presence s recovered? Or does the meaning in a
meaningful thought exist, perhaps, in a way that is older than presence
or re-presentable presences that is, in o way maore ancient E_:_. bevrer q_._u.-_
these? s the meaning of meaningful thought a ceare meaning, a signi-
fication already derermined, under which the very notion of meaning
comes o mind, before being defined by the formal scructure of reference
w2 world unveiled, to a system, or to a finalig? [s meaning par excel-
Leree the wisdom thar should be able w justify being iself, or thar which
at least hecomes anxious abour this justification and this justice—the
search for which stll excires the ralk, become quoridian, of men and
women daiming o be preoccupicd with the “meaning of life”? Is being
its own reason for heing: the alpha and omega of imelligibilicy, first phi-
losophy and eschatology? Would not the "coming to pass” of being,
which comes ta pass, carry on, to the contrary. all the while demanding
a justification, or posing a question preceding cvery question? In regard
tor the fir-the-ather—which, as humanicy, manages to rear the “goed con-
science” From the comatmy, from the being’s animal perseverance in being,
which is solely concerned with its space and its vital time—as devation
o the other and as dis-interestedness, doesn't it break the inherence n
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being of the beings given over to themselves? Doesn't the for-the-orber al.
ready arcest to the question of wisdom pae excefemee? These problems
constitute the dominant theme of the notes assembled here,

W will srarr from some of che positions of Husserlian phenomenal-
oy insofar as it is to this phenomenology char one of the madivions leads;
a crndivion characrensic of the philosophy in which the knowdedge of be-
ings—that of their presence—is the “narural sie” of what i meaningful
and amuounrs o e spirimalivg, or even the payche, of thoughr iself,

Yor Husserlian philosophy is ahove all unimpeachable becaose it sooms
tor prowide an idea independent of this gnoseolopgy. In effect, according mo
Husserl, it would be nocessary, in erder to rediscover the rationalicy of
whiar is thoughe, o investigae the way in which whar is showgbt—in-
n..—_._._._m._.__.u.. _...._..m._.._w... _._._.“_:_.u_u_ APpLTE imn _,___w_..__.._“..ﬂu_.._._q sl This recurrenee of what
is thought o che chowghe which is chinking would constimie, from a
_.“_“__u_._._.ﬂ_"_.n e .__"_:_._._.q_rn. a new concreteness, the rdical ene relagive e che
concrereness of thought—and of being, notably—in s exhibicon and in
the: camabogrical feondation of s guiddities or i esences, the ones by the
athers. This radical rise [rermeneded of all thar is theasgle, wois significance
in the n_.__:_.__.q__.__. thunt s .__::rm:_.u... anil, _..._._."_z_..n..__._._.._._._.___.. the reduction of all
that is thoeught w io alimare concrerenes—would be unavoidable for
the H.____:._._z_._.__.__...n i wesnled oo _“_"___:_m.q.._i Frovmm 1w adhberenee to the assem-
blage of heings and things and disengage ic from the role dhare thooghe,
._Lu._rl...-_._u._.. ,.._._._._u_r.a_.._ [dn .m._._._“_._.u_-..._._n.._.um.. —u_._wﬂ LS _“._.__... _-__.__._._..du._ Hnw_.__ _.u._u._:_._u-q_ n._._n.. _.I.._._._mm
and things amd forces of the world. A reduction woan absoluee thonghe.
—_._ __..a n“-.__.ﬂ-._“_r"nn-_.u__._ ﬂ-._n_._ h_n.n__.nu—.. or mu_'__.“__._ m:_. n_._nu-_.—.u..—._n..r H-.-....EH.R ._u._._n_._.._ e
stood by Huosserl as knowledge w some degree—the absoluee thowght, or
absalute corscimesmes, s, aceonling o the philosopher’s exprossion, dan-
rigr or fenaing af meaning The Bedferian would be ong way o rejoin this
__._ﬂr_._.u.m__. iR pure _..__?u__n.._.__r._ unciverid _“____a._.q.....ﬁ.__.__.m.___.__..__”_. fgrd e clement
whicre, acoording o its awn mode and in is frac incentions, an originary
sermantics i ingended and unbolded,

In the Reduction, the meaning of the meaningtul would ler iselt be
___._._._....qx_....uﬂn_. _“_.__ _.._.___.. way Tk _.._._n.. _._._n..w_._._m:w... _".___. n_._u__. pPrure ._..._r._._._ Nt .._.._._:.._._n n_._._..
originary semantics is deployed, where i soages iself inosome Behion, un-
:._.__m:mun_ in this z:_ﬂ:._m.q. which the _.._r.m._:z:_.__.__,.ﬂ v._n.:.x.m.._._..n W OIS 1=
rrige, according o connections already Forgooen, deformed, or con-
Lomaded wichin the _:_.._._nn_“m.._.m.“.._“ rhetosic,

Yoo i this wloimare concreteness—which no doubr shows iself to the
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philasepher, thar is, is &newr to him—is significance exhausted in peesi-
fesing isell, in offering isell s knowledge? Even if everything ends by
being known, we do not think that knowledge would be the meaning
and the end of everything,

The Thought of Adequarion

For Husserl——and the entire, venerahle philosophic rradicion he con-
cludes or whose presuppositions he makes explicit—the “lending of
meaning” is produced in a thought understood as a thoughr of... , as a
thought of this ar of that; a this or a that present to thoughts (cogite-
tianes) qua thought (cegitaren), to the point that one could not deter-
mine or recognize any of them in reflection without naming shis or thar
of which they are the thoughts, Thinking as “lender of meaning” is con-
structed like a themarization—aexplicit or implicie—of shis or that; pre-
cisely as knowledge, The very breach of spicit in thoughs would be knowl-
edge. This 15 what one cxpresses in saying that censcfowsnen, as lender of
meaning, is inrentional, and areiculased as a weesis of 2 soema, where the
nocma is concrete within the intention of the noesis, Through the shis or
the that, which can not be erased in che description of the feeding _m____".
meaning, 1 notion such as the presence of something is sketched oue from
the moment of the birth of meaning. The presence of something;
Seinsinn, the meaning of being according to Husserl, which will become
in Heidegger——across all the harmonics of the hiswry of philosophy—
the being of the being [ {éore de Héean].

This “lending of meaning,” construcred as knowledge, is understood
in Husserl as "willing-to-come-in-this-way-or-another-to-this-or-to-that,”
and the reflection on this thought s understood as having 1o show
swhereta thought wants to come and bow it wants to arrive there! Inten-
ticnality is thus an intention of the soul, a spontancity, a willing [vendsir],
and the meaning lent [préed], is itself, in some Fashion, 2 willed |voudi].
The manner by which beings or their being are manifested to the think-
ing of knowledge corresponds to the manner by which consciousness
“wills” this manifestation by the will or intention thar animares this
knowledge. The cognitive intention is thus a free act. The soul is "af-
fected,” bur without passivity. [t regains possession of irself in aking the
given upon itsclf according to its intention. The soul awakes. Hisserl will
speak of a teleology of reanscendenral consciousness. In rhis way, the
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thought thinking the being from which ie distinguishes itself is an inter-
nal process, a remaining-in-onesel b immanence, Therein lies a profound
cotrespondence between the being and the thought, Nothing overflows
the intention: the willed does nos trifle with knowledge and doss not sur-
prise it. Nothing enters inte thought “witheut declaring itself”; nothing
enters “smugpled in." Everything is contained in the opening of the soul:
presence is candor itself. The intentional distance—from being o
thoughi—is also an extreme accessibility of being. The astonishment, as 2
disproportion between cogrtatio and cogitanem whercin truch seeks jtself,
ig reabsorbed in the rrach char is rediscovered.

Presence, as the production of being, as manifestation, is EfveR or a
manner of being given {(Gegebendiedr). Husserl describes ir as a Alling of a
void, as a satisfaction, He who insists upon the ole of human incarna-
ton in the perceprion of the given, upon the “body proper”™ {Leib) of
consciousness—since i is necessary o cirde around things in onder 1o
grasp them and o i one’s head and adapr one’s eye and lend one's
car—will authorize us cortinly w insisc upon the primordial role of the
hand: being is in dosaties and donation s o be understood in che liveral
sense of this word, Iv is concluded in the Band thar sakes. 1t is then in the
taking hold of [meimmice], that presence is, “in its own way” {eigenilich),
presence “in Hesh and Blood™ and nor anly “in i image™: presence is pro-
duced now.® s in the mking in hand that “the thing itsell™ becomes
equal to what the thought's intention “willed”™ and intenled. The hand
verifies the eye; it is in the hand thar there comes abour—imeducible o
the tactile sensation—the taking hold of and the assuming. The taking
hold of [murfemese] is not simply feeling, irisa “putting o the wear” Be-
fore hecoming a handling and use of implements, as Heidegger meant
this, ﬂ..i_._m hold of is an apprapriation., It is mone _”._.__;_:”_:_w_..__.u.. proescince,
one would be rempred o say, than presence in thematizaion, It is pre-
asely through this manmer of lending itself to the grasp, or of kaong iself
he appropriated—as a way by which preseace makes itself given
(Cregebenbeir)—rthar presence is the presence of o content. And presence
is the presence of a content of sensible qualities, arranging themselves, o
he sure, under generic identivies and, in any case, under the formal iden-
niey of the semeshing (rtwas Gbenhoupi) which is a something thar a fore-
hnger can designate as 2 point within the presence of this assemblage and
wleneity: a quiddicy and identity of a thing, of a solid, a term, a being,
e hwing is inseparable, cerrainly, from a world out of which designa-
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tisn and grasping rear it, but which every relation to the world presup-
poses. We would even dare wonder whether the distinction berween e
fng andl the being is not an essential amphibology of presence, or of the
Gegebenbeie which is outlined in manifestation. Hand and fingers! The
incarnation of consciousness would not be a rroublesome accident that
happened to the thought drown down from the height of the Empyrean
inen a body, but rather the essential circumstance of the truth.

To the rruth itself, before s utilization and abuse in a technological
world, belongs a mi_._._c::u_ technical success, thar of the forefinger des-
ignaring the seprething and of the hand that seizes hold of ir. Perceprion is
a holding [emprise] and the concepr, the Hegriff, a com-prehending, The
adequation of theught and being, at every level of reality, implies con-
ererelyall the infrastructure of sensible ruth, as the inevieable foundation
of all ideal truth. The reference of the categorial and the gencral w what
is piven straightforwardly (sddiche gegeben) is one of the fundamenial in-
tuitions of the Logical Ivectigatians of Husserl, who, carly on, indicared
the thesis he upheld in the Formal and Transcendew! Logic, according to
which formal entology refers to 2 marerial onwlogy and, consequently.
ro sense perceprion. It also refers 1w the thesis of his entire work, which
points every notion, while respecting the differences of its level, back 1w
the restiturion of the elementary conditions of its transcendental genesis.*
It is necessary thar the idea of truch as a beld upon things have, some-
where, a nonmeraphorical sense. In the things thar support and prefigure
CVETY SUPETSITUCTES, "o be” umm:w_wnﬁ fia m____.q.n.....h_n__.q and to be recoverable, 1o
be some thing and, thereby, a being.

In each of the themes always polarized around the “something,” this
“something,” in its _ﬂm_.mnr_ winid a5 s u._“__.nz..3_".__“_:_______qd does noe fail oo be re-
ferred, in its concrerencss, to the thing, or to thar which the hand grasps
and holds—a content and 2 quiddity—and which the finger designares:
this or that, A position and a positivity that are confirmed in the theses—
ar positional acis—of conceprual thought.

Presence—and being, which is thought starting from knowledge—is
thus the opening and the given {Gegebenbedr). Nothing comes to contra-
dict the intention of thought and place it in check from our of some clan-
destiniry, or our of an ambush plorted and carried out in the darkness or
the mystery of 2 past or a furure refraceory 1o presence. The past is il a
present that was, [t remains commensurate with the prescnee of the pre
sent, of the manifestation char is perhaps anly s cmphame perscoveramee.
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It re-presenrs iwacl L Thar a past might have o signification wichoue _._r___._m
the modification of a present in which it would have begun; thar a past
might signity an-archically, would doubtles indicare the roprone of im-
mangnoe. [mmancnee connores this assembling of the varieries of time
[t efivens el vennps] in the praence of the representacion, For che van-
etics ol time, this way of not withholding chemselves from synchrony,
and thus—for the ....__..R.__.z_:_. itsell of these varieties, made up of qualita-
tive and spatial differences—rtheir apitude ro enter inte the uniry of a
genus or form are rhe _._._m._.m_n"._._ conditions ._'_......___._.__.u._._.l__._.r....._._“m_.:._. or ,ru_._._n_._ ra-
nization’s results, In the present—in the tulbilled presene, in the present
of r.“__..."__m_”__.ru_.._........_.u___q_.___._.ﬁ can be _...a_:_._.._.._._r.__ __uw._._.._”____..ﬂ. .n_.._._._._:u_nmm aleration it-
sell, examined in sense experience, which fills time and lasis in or through
it, is interprered starcing wich the metaphor of By s ivs poine of depar-
ture 2 Hux composed of drops thar are distinet from each other yer, par
exreffenre, like vwo deops of warer”™ thar resemble cach other). Tempaoral
alterity is thought, consequently, as something inseparable from the qual-
itarive difference of ios conrens, or as spatial intervals distinet bur egqual,
discernible, and traversed in a uniform movement. This movement is a
homogenciry thar predisposes o synthesis, The past is presentahble, re
tained ar remembered, or reconstructed na historic nareative; the fu-
ture—prorended, antcipared, and presupposed by bypo-thesis,

The remporalization of dme—thought of as a Howing or temporal
Huwx—would still be intentional. Iris named from the “remporal ohjecy,”
synthesizahle in the representation of the qualitaove contents, “changing”
and enduring in dme. One ought o ask onesdf, nevertheless, to what de-
gree properly dia-chronic difference is not ignored or misjudged [ méoon-
aree] i what appears indissociable from is contents, and which causes
one o imagine time as i it wene composed of beings, of instanss—aroms
of presence or beings, designarable as rerms thar pass; a differentiation of
the Siwe, yet lending itself to synthesis, that is, to the synchrony that
would justify or give rise wo the psyche as re-presentation: memaory and
anticipation. This is the prierity of presence and re-presentation where
diz-chrony passes as a privation of synchmony: the futurition of time is
understond in Husserl in the form of pro-wention, tha is, in e of anc-
ciparion, as though the wmpoalizadoen of the futuee were 2 way of com-
i 1o presence, The retention of the impressional, impossible in the form
el the puncrual presenc—rfor in is already, for Husserl, almost ecstatically
digiadid into an immediate past—constiouees the Seing present.
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In the cognitive psyche of presence, the subject or the T would be pre-
cisely the agent or the commen site of representation, the possibilivy of
the assemblage of the dispersed. Thus Brenrano was able o maingain that
the psyche is re-presentation, or based upon representacion in all its
forms— theoretical, affecrive, axiological, or active. And until the end
Husserd affirmed a logical stratum of the objectifying ace in all inrention-
ality, even nontheoretical intentionalicy. Sperds would be presence and re-
Jation to being. Wothing of that which concerns it would be forcign o the
nn_.._._”r; (8] ._“T_n AL ...___..__.u_nm._._ﬁ.

In truth, thoughe thus goes out of itsell towared being, withour ceasing
to remain, for all chat, ar bowee wich ieelf [chez olfe] and equal o el
withour losing its measure, without surpassing its measure. It seeshes it-
self in the being that, ar fiest glance, ir distinguishes from igself; thoughe
satishies irself in adequation, Adequation does nor signity a mad, geome:-
rical congruence between two incomparable orders, bur rather suitabil-
ity, accomplishment, segifaction. The knowledge in which thought shows
itself is a thought thinking “ro satiery,” always acconding o its scale. Lan-
guage, to be sure, suggests a relation ameng thinkers beyond the repre
sented content, equal to issell and thus immanent, Yet the rvienalism of
knowledge interprets this aleerity as the reunions of the ingerlocutors in
the Same, of which they would be the unfortunare dispersion. ln lan-
guage, diverse subjects each enter into the thought of the other and co-
incide in reason. Resson would be the true inner life. The questions and
answers of an “exchange of ideas” can hold just as well in & swngle con-
sciousness. The relarion berween thinking beings would not have signih-
cance by itself and would count only as transmission of signs, thanks w
which a multiplicity is unired around a thought, the same. The mulri-
plicity of consciousnesses in interaction would only have been the defi-
ciency of a preliminary or final unity. Would the proximity of the one ro
the other not take on the meaning of 4 missed coincidence? Language
would thus be subordinared oo Hr_..:_m_._r even if in its immanent process,
thought had to have recourse to verbal signs o comprehend—ro encom-
pass—and o combine ideas and preserve whar was acquired.

The rigorous correlation berween whar manifests itselt and che smodes
of consciousness allowed Husser] to assert both thar conscionsness lends
meaning, and thar being commands the modalivies of the conscionsnes
Ennnn___._w rer it or thar T_u.nm commards the phenomenon. The eoml eal thais

sentence receives from him an idealist inrerpretarion: being is
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o thoughe and thoughe, in keowledge, does not transcend iself, Whether
._.n_.._“._.__._u.u.._.m_.. be zn:um_d__..... __..n.“_.r_.un._.un_._..._”_. LT ] _".___.__.n_.u_.. z”__."_:_"__::r. 4_.:n tran-
scendent or the absolure, in i would-be manner of being affected by no
relation, cannot have a tanscendent sense within knowledge withour los-
i it at onee. The very presence of rranscendence ro knowledge signifies a
loss of transcendence and absoluteness, Presence excludes, ultimartely, all
eranscendence. Consciousness as intentionality is precisely the fact thar
the meaning of the meaninghul comes down to appearing [Lapparaire],
thar the very persistence of the being in its being is manifestation and
thar, in this way, being gua appearing 1s cocompassed, equaled, amd, in
somw manner, cerried by thoughe. Ie is not because of some intensity or
some firmness that would remain unequalable or unequal o the affinma.
tiety ar work within the noctic identification—nor becauss of axiological
maodalitics which the posited being would assume—thar transcendence
or absoluteness would be able w preserve 2 meaning upon which even its
presence in manifeseation could nor inflice contradiction. There would be
in the energy of manitestation—ithat is, in the noetic identification re-
quired for the appearing—all the intensity or all the Armness required by
the perristree in ‘_____..q..__w._ whose manifestation would only be it emphasis.
The notion of intengionality, when well understood, signifies ar one and
the same rime that heing commands the modes of access 1o being and
that being fs according to the intention of consciousness: intentienality
signifies an exteriority in immanence and the immanence of all exteriority.

Yer docs inteivnality exhause the medes according 1o which thought
i maningful?

Beyond Intentionaliry

Does thoughe only have meaning by way of the cognition of the
world? Or is the evenrual surplus in significance of the world itself over
presence w be sought wichin an immemarial past, thar is, in a past irre-
ducible to a present gone by, in the trace of this past, which would be in
the world its mark of a crearure? We must not reduce this mark oo
quickly to the effect of a canse. The mark supposes, in any case, an alter-
iy thar could figure neither in the correlations of knowledge nor in the
synchrony of representation. This is an alterity whose approach beyond
represcntation our inquiry arrempts precisely to describe, underscoring,
i the being and the presence that re-presentation confers on it beyond
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its ontological contingency, its moral challenge [niise i guestion morale],
irs call vo justificarion: thar is, irs belonging e the intrigoe of alvericy
which is ethical from the firse,

‘ould not thought be merely the thought of that which is equal o i
anl of thar which places itself in comespondence with it—would thought
be essentially acheism? :

I+ the meaningfulness of thoughe only thematization and, thus, re-pre-
sentarion and, thus again, an assembling of temporal diversity and dis-
prersiond Does thoughe reach roward the adeguation of wuch from the
outset, toward the grasping of the given in s ideal identity as “some-
thing™ Would thoughr only have meaning hufore purne presence, a ful-
filled presence thar, consequently, in the eternal qualicy of the idealicy,
“or longer passes™ Is every alrerity only qualisive, a diversity lering it-
self be collected into genera and forms, and susceptible vo appear in the
miclst of the Same, as s u.__..:._._m.:_..._._ _._..._. a virme thar Lends irself oo w”__.._._n_._._.n_.
nization chrough the re-prescntations of knowledge?

The human suggests such questioning, Man idennitics himself inde-
pendently of some soit of characrerisnic quality which wouhl distinguish
ane | from another and in which he would recognize himselt. As “pure
I's,” the diverse s are, from the point of view of logic, precisely indis-
cernible from cach other. Yer the alterity of the indiseernible is not re-
duced ro o simple difference in “coneent.”

Thus the bringing _.._"”__...__..._._qu_._._.. one | with another, of 1 wich the other
[amerns—is nor o synthesis among beings consticuring a world, such as
e shows irsell cicher n _.r._.u_....,.xn__._.._“m:: ar in the ..“.“_._._n._.u__.__n:“__..u_.:_u_._ chai
knowledge imposes. Aleerivy, among the "indiscernible ones,” does oo
appeal o a common genus, nor w a time spnchronizable in re-presenta-
tion by memory or histery. This is a gathering wholly other than that ol
synthesis: it is proximiny, face 1o face, and society. Face to face: the notion
of the Fice imposes itsel € here, I is nor a qualitacive darom added empir
ically 1o a forcgoing plurality of T's or of psyches, or interiorities, like con-
tents which can be, and are, added rogether into a otalicy, The face thai
here commands assembly founds a proximity different from thar which

regulates the synthesis uniting whar is given "inte” a world, or the pare,
“inta” a whole. It commands a thinking that is elder and more awakenel
chan ._.n_._.._”_.__._._n..n_w_.n.. or _..n_uvﬁqm.._hd_.r.n... T b sure, | ocan have an _..”.r_.?._.m...:_x vl 1l

ather man, bur precisely withour discerning in him his dilferonee asan

”_bn:mn_...:.._.:.u__c ...w“._._._n.._._...._,, ._T_. .___.:.:__..,__.__“ ._._...._._.._.._.__..__ e ____. (BT hiv elis e '
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is the thought commanded by an irreducible difference: a thoughe thar is
nor a thoughe of. , bur from the ouser a thoughe for, | which is noe
a themarization, which @ mther o non-indifference for the other, dis-
rupting the equilibrium of the equal and impassive soul of knowing [cow-
wferel. This awakening must not be inrerprered immediacely as inten-
rionality, or as a wecss cqualing—

a full o an empry intention—irs
e and simultancous with it The irreducible alverity of the ocher
man, in his face, is strong enough o “resist” the synchronization of the
noerico-moematic correlarion and o ..L—u._._m_w. the rovmemarial and the .n.u__...__m_.n
wite, which do nor “hold™ in o presence or in re-presentation. An im-
mremarial amd an infnite that do not become immanence where alveriy
wounld again give itseb up ro representation, even when the latter is lim-
tred ro 2 _._:..,.__:_m...m-_ al absenee or a ,.“.u..:__......_“:m_”_.._. wirlhonr _.E._._..._. A ocan, o
B sure, have the experience of another and “obaerve” his Boe and the ex-
m“__..nu_u_._:._ of his ZesLUTes s 3 sl ul ....._m..._._... that inform me of the stares of
sourl of the other man, analogous o these thar 1 experience. This is a
kenewdedge by “appresentarion” and by “incropathy™ (areh .___..._..._wm_.,h_.__..____.___.u_ﬁ.”_.
ro pemain with the ceominelogy of Husserl, whe is faidhful in his philos-
_.;._”_._u__. of the arher o che iden thar o8 ._.q_ﬁ......_..n__..._.._. ._.:.”_.,..H...__.._. n ._""_u___.uq__..___n._.u_._“...._:. But
agaimse this concepoion of the relation w ancther we make the reproach
char it peEsians _..___w UrE IR this relation o the other a8 an in-
direce knowledge—incomparable, cerainly, o the pereeprion wherein

the known surrenders iesell in the “oeiginal"=<bur also o sull ander
standing it precisely as knowledge. In this knowledge, obained from che
analogy berween the bohavior of @ Foreign hoaly olyjecrively given and my
own hehavior, there is formed only a general idea of inreriority and of the
|. The indizcernible alre ity ol the other is precisely missed. As an alierity
irreducible to the one thar we artain by grafting a chasacreriseic or w_u_n..
cific difference onto the idea of o commuon genus, this alterity s irre
ducible to a diversity assured of synrhesis in a nme—uwhich is supposed
and u....._._..__..._”_.qn___.__“_.ET_nlt..r_..__..___ it i ___mz_“...._....,._"._._ as ireeducible o the ulimg
hamogeneity necessary to all represencation. In Hussed the orher shall
lave chos lost his radical and indiscernible “___._..1.3.. enly to returm et
order of the world.

We'har we ke as the sec

:t of the other man in appresentation is pn
viscly the Hig side of a significance other than knowledge. Iris the awal
ening tothe other man in his identiey, indiscernible for krvwluadye,

aanglin in which the prozimicy of the neighbor and the consmnee winls
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the other signifies, irreducible ro experience. the approach of the Firse
SO

This proximity of the other is the meaningfulness of the Face—a mean-
ingfulness to be specificd—signifying directly from heyond the plastic
formes that mask the face by their presence in perceprion. Prior to any
particular cxpression, and beneath any particular expression thar—al-
ready as a pose and a countenance given o oneself—covers over and pro-
tects, the face is nudity and destitution of expression as such, thar is, ex-
reme exposition, the defense-less isell Exmreme exposition—prior to any
human intention—Ilike a shot fired at point-blank range. An exuradition
of one _..“__...._n.u.u.q__.___..q_..._._ and rracked down, of one racked deamn before any
tracking and any round-up. This is a face in its uprightness of the fecing
wp to... | faire Face A |, a lagent binh of the “shorrest distance berween
two points”: an uprightness of exposition to invisible death. An cxpres-
sion that rempts and guides the violence of the first crime; s murderos
rectitude is already singularly adjusted in its sight w0 the exposition or the
expression of the face. The first murderer is perhaps unaware of the re-
suile of the Blow he will serike, bur his intention of vislence causes him w
find the line .._.._..n.n:.n_:._m to which dearh affects the face of the _._n._._m.-._._run__ﬂ
with an unstoppable vprightness, traced as the ajectory of the blow thar
is scruck and the arrow chae kills, A mucderous violence whose comerete
significarion is not reduced o negation—uwhich is already a pure qualicy
_;_....,.T._n.“_m_._._._..__.__.. _._._._n.m a.._._"_._.._ur. imbembion one exha LsTS, doubrless mu_.._...uﬂm._.._.._nn_“__..
through the idea of annihilation: pust as one wo apidly reduces w visi-
bility, o phenomenalitp—and to the apparitien of a form within the
contents of a totality, beneath the sun and the shadows of the horizon—
the nudity or the defenseless cxposition of the face, its dereliction as a
solitary victim and the supture of forms in its mortaliny,

Vet this facing me [en foce] of the face in is expression—in its mmicrtal -
ity—summons me, sks for me, liys claim o me |me relaniel; as though
the invisible death thar the face of the other is facing—as a pure alterity,
separated in some fashion from every whole—were my affaie As it g
nored by the other, whom it concerns aleeady in the nudity of his faoe,
death “regarded me” before its confrontation with me, before being the
death chart stares at me, myself,” The dearh of the other man implicaies
me and purs me in question as if, by this death that is invisible wohe
other who is thereby exposed, 1 became the accomplice by way ol my n
difference; and as if, even before being dudicated wr lrio mrese I 1 b s
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answer for this death of the other and not o leave the other in solitude, e
is precisely in this calling ta order of my responsibiliy by the fice which
summons me, questions me, and lays claim o me—it s in this putting
inco question—that the other is a neighbor,

And starting from this uprighmess, held forth to the poine of destiru-
tion, to the point of the nudity and che defenselessness of the face, we
wire able o say elsewhere thar the Face of the other man is, ot once, my
rempracion o kill and the “thou shalt not kill” which already accuses me
or suspects me and torbids me, bur also questions me and lays claim o
me." As though thene were something 1 oould do and as thougly, aleeady, 1
were indebted, It is out of the mormality of the other man—rather than

ot of soe sort of natune or desting, common from the Brse o “us other
"that my non-inditference w the other has the irneducible sig-
nificarion of socialicy, Non-indifference is not subordinared o the prior-
ity of my being-unto-death, which should mcasure all authenticity ac-
cording to Seiw wnel Zeit, wherein Efgrutlicibeii—and nothing would be
maie peculiar to me, more eigesr [my ownl, than death—discovers the
zmﬁ_._:"mn:._.u_.u_._. of the hum and of huwman En._._._.mn.v...

This way of faying claim o me, of implicating me and appealing
me, this _._..mm._.....__._i._._m_:“___ for the death of the other, 15 2 mmm_._mmn"_._._n_... Tire-
ducilsle w such a degree thar it would be from chis significance thar the
meaning of death muse be understond. Te must be understood boyond the
abstract dialeeric of being and its negation which, starting from vislence
reduced o _._r.__...u_._.m._.': and annihilation, one calls deach, Deach Lhnm”: 5
within the conereteness of che impaossible abandonment of the other oo
his solitude, or in the interdiciion of this adbandonment. Dearb’s mean-
ing beging in the interhuman. Death significs primardially in the very
proximity of the other man or in sociality.

It is starting from there that speculation, in the alternatives it raises
withour being able to decide among them, has a presentment of deadvs
Hapstery.

Responsibility tor the other man, the impossibility of leaving him
alone with the mystery of death, is concrerdy—aceoss all the modalivies
of girmg—rthe taking wpon onescll [sescepeion] of the ultimate gift of dy-
ing, forr another, Responsibility is not here a cold juridical exigency, It is
all the graviey of the love of the neighbor-—of love withour lus—aon
which rests the congenital meaning of this used word and which all the
leriry hirms o its sublimarion oe it profanation presuppose.
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The Cuestnon

The point-hlank exposition of the face of the other man and ies de-
mand that lays claim 1o me, breaking up the plastic forms of the appear-
ing, measure concrerely the passiviry of his ..u__..x__._...___.__.__.:__.._.: tor thi imwisibil-
iy of death. Also, in its very quality of Facing-me, the face measures con-
cretely the violence thar is perpetrated within this marealicy. The invisibile
aspect of deach or i mystery: here is an aleernarive forever ::n..”.,:___.._.nn_
berween being and not being, B it is much maore: an aleernative be-
oween this aleernative and another “term,” an excluded and wethinkable
third parry: thar by which precisely the unknown ol alearhy is unawan of
itself otherwise than as the unknown of experience, excluding irsddf from
the order in which knowing and not knowing play, excluding itself from
ontology, Here is the larent bicth of the problemaric quality .:.:_..:. of the
question arising from the demand thar comes from the fce E.H:_... E_:...___
as neither a simple failure of knowledge nor some modality of n_:,. CeTti-
tude of the proposition of beliet. This problemaric H_:.,_:.n___ signitics :Hn.
shaling of the natural, of the maive ontolagical posiing of the idendcy of
a heings the inversion of the comatis, of the penistence and the problemm-
free perseverance of the being in being, This is a shaking and an inver-
sion by which, as smpself | pierce beneath the identity of the being ﬁ.&
may henceforth speak of meyshaking, of sy conatus, of my persistence in
heing, of my being pur in question, juse as [ speak of my being put inte
the wodd: an eniry inen the concern-for-the-dearh-of-the-other-man—
an awakening of a “first person” within the being, This is problematicity
ar its origin in the guise of my awaking to responsibilicy tor the orher, in
the guise of o sohering up from my own cristing,

A putting in guestion, in effect, in the demand of the face thar lays
claim o me. However, | cannot enter this by questioning myself, in the
theoretical mode of a proposition within a starement. Racher chis is a
question where | enter serictly ohliged w responsibilicy for the martality
of the oeher man and, ._.._u.:ru_..q_..”_u__. as losing efore the death of the other
the innocence of my being. This is a purting in question before the death
of the ather which is like a remomse or, at least, like a hesitation o exist. Is
not my cxisting. in its quictude and the good conscience of irs emtiLL,
equivalent 1o lerting the other man die? The [asan 1 breaking, within !
being thar knows “what 1o beli e,” or the individual of 2 kind—owen i
this were the human-kind—its calm participation in the universalivy o
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_..F._._.._.ﬁ. this I .,nmn_"._._.:._..m as the VEFY _._q_.._.____.n_._._:._m_. iy af gl question, T | um.ﬂ.
nifies this question across the ambiguity of the idencical thar calls ieself
ar the apoger of s unconditional and autenomeous sdentitg, ot where it
may acknowledge ieself alse as “a detesable 1.7 The ©is che very crisis of
thie _.I....__w... _n_m.__.___..__._ﬁ.... _.._".__.m. Ftre oo m_..m..m.qz._._. mest because the men m_._m.q. of this
verb would have to be understood inits semantic renor and would ap-
_"._a..“__ eh) ...._H__”_"___..”_m....__... bt bsecanse, as 1, | .".___n....."._..._“__. ask _.__.“_.u_.._._....._.____..___._.n..ﬂ m _F.m_._m.q_
is justified. This is a kad conscience thar does nor ver refer oo a law. Con-
n:...._._.r“_u_.l rhear is, _.._.__"___._.ﬁ_.__ froam irs wiavoidable :z:_.._.q.m:._.q.: in the “_.__.u_.._._...:_._._r..
non for in the breaking of the phenomena)—this bad conscience, this
_.._._.._._._:.:m_. in r”_.__._...____....__._. cornes toome Teoom the Fee of the other whao, in his
maortality, tears me from the solid ground on which, as a simple individ-
ual, [ posic myself and persevere nagecly, and nameeally, in my posicion.

[his is a question thar docs ot awair a cheoretical response in the puise
of “informarion.” [ris a question maore ancieng than thae which ends e
ward the response, amd thence perhaps wowand new questions, chemselves
alder than che Buvous AN thuir, g _...__2_:_“... o WS, birve n
mesning except where responses are possibile Gas iF che deach of the ocher
man poscd mo question). This is, cacher, a question thar appeals e
sponsibilicy, Tris nor o practical makeshafe thar would console a knowl-
edge running agroand in it adegquation o being, Respons

by 0% mst
the privation of knowledge, of comprehension, of grasping and holding,
b ethical proximity in s irreducibilioy oo knowledge, in i socialing.

A-Dieuy

The Same desnined mqu__..::.n:._.___.u.. tee the Chber:™ this s an ethival
thought, a sociality that is proximity or fracernicy, and not synrhesis. This
i%a nﬁn_u_u_._h:u:_nu__. for the other, Tor the Grsr-come in the _._._"_l.m._”_.. al his
face, It is & responsibility beyond what [ may or may not have commit-
ted in regard to an other Jasowd], and For all thar shall o shall ot have
heen my act. It is as though | were destined o the other [Paere] before
[ ng destined o 3._.“__mn_.m.. A chis, i oan .._._"_._r_.._._.:._,.:.“__. that, | _.r._..mu.r._.._... s
not measured by what is proper to me, by Egenlichbesr, or by whar has
al :....__nu___._ rouched me, bur sarher r_u__. [riare m.q.?.._.____.m._..q. tovward 5”_.__.._.:.”._.. A e
spuensihility without culpabilitgy where [ am nevertheless exposed o an
wonpaarion that the alibi and AR Lo CIT PO rANCaS s could nor efface,

aw tlmagh they established it instead. A responsibilicy coming from be-
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fore my Freedom, from before all beginnings in me, and from before
every present. Hefore, but in what past? Mot in the tme preceding the
present, wherein | might have coneracred some engagement. In cthar case,
my responsibility for the first-come would refer to a contact, a conrem-
poraneousness. The other would no longer be now, where 1 respond for
him, the first-come-—he would be an old acquaintance, The responsibil-
ity for the neighbor is before my freedom in an immemorial pase that is
unrepresentable and was never present, more “ancient” than any con-
sciousness aof.,, | am comumirted, in _._...__m..__._._._zm_.___r._.“__. fowr the orher, :..un__..—._.n_.m__._m.
tor the singular figure that a ereature presenes, responding to the far in
Geenesis, heaning the word betore ._d.._.i_._._...q_ been a woild and in che world,

The radical diachrony of time, resistant to the synchronization of rem-
iniscence amd anticipation, and o the modes of re-presencarion, is a surge
of a theught which is not the embodiment of a content, bur which is
thoughe for... It is not reduced w thematization. o the knowledge ade-
quate to the being of the consciousness ot

Yet the commitment of this “deep yore” of the immemaorial comes back
to me as an order and a demand. Ir comes back as a commandment, in
the face of the other man, of 1 God who “loves the strangen,” of an invis-
ible, unthematizable God, whao cxpresses himself in this Face and for
whom my responsibility for the other bears witness withour referring to a
previous perceprion. An invisible God that no relationship could rejoin,
because He is a term in no relation, even inrentionality, becanse He is
precisely nor a term but the Infinice. This is an Infinite w which [ am
destined by a non-intentional thought which no preposition in our lan-
guage—not even the @ [umo] o which we resort here—could translare
the devotion. A-Diew, for which diachronic time is its unique cipher, i
at once devotion and transcendence. It is not certain that Hegel's notion
of the “bad infinite” would admit ne revision.

The ?._n.u.nm:m of the Human

The proximity of the other man, in responsibility for him, chus signi-
fies otherwise than that which “appresentation,” gua knowledge, couldl
ever detive from it However, it also significs otherwise than each oncs
internal re-presentation signified to cach one, It is not cereain that the ul
timate and proper meaning of the human lies in its showing irself oo e
other or to itself, It is not cercain thar this meaning lies in whar i mani
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fested, or in manifestation, in the truth unveiled, or in the nocsis of
_n_.__ui__._._ﬂ. Is it cereain that man u._mﬂ-u__ ot hawe 2 _._._._....m.._mq._ﬂ ._..__:.u_...mzr..._w_. |1
yond thar which man can fe, beyond rhar which he can sfon Simiedf
[hoes this meaning not reside precisely in lis Gee as the frse-come, and in
his forcignness (or, might we say, his alienness) as an ocher [awoed]? Does
this meaning not reside inhis face o the degree char e s precisely o dhis
foreignness thar his call to me, or his imposition on my responsibiliry, i
attached? Is nar chis T pIsItOn an me, this _..m_....._._.._.__.m._.._.".f._._.__.:..__._nz._n. of the
stranger, the way by which chere "arrives on the scence,” or comes
mingd, 2 god who loves the stranger who pots me in gquestion by his de-
mand, and to which my “here T am™ bears wiomess?

The zmﬁ._m._,_._..:_"_.._._._ ol this diachmonic —m:.nm._.._.-.."_"__,......_,_ of the orher my re-
sponsibiliy for him, or of this "difference among indiscernibles” withour
Comien penns, as | and the ather [fvwnel, conncides with 2 nien-in-
difference in me for the other. 1= this not che very significance of the face
and of the ariginal speaking that asks for me, holds me in guestion and
awakes me or gives rise momy response or my responsibiling? Before any
r:_u_.._____....._mu...... that |1 mighe have of _._._.u__...k.__.... before any reHective presence af
me tiy myself, and heyond my perseverance in being and my rering in
mysell, dowe not fimd bere the L__“.___...__._._._..._._.._.u_.._._...._..._._. the great sobering of the
peyche into humanicy and the $-Der breaking wich the Heidepggerian
..__.1__.3_:.q..:..q“__ﬂ.h.._.....m #

[t is nor a question of taking up the grear thesis of psychoanalysis
through these queries and conditionals, According ra thar thesis the ana-
byst sees more righdy inte the other man than the ather man sees ino his
own spontancous and reflected consciousness, In this case, it is not a
question of seeing or knowing. We are asking whether the humanicy of
mian is defined only by that which man i or whether in the face thar asks
for pee 3 meaning other, and older, than the onrological one is in the
process of becoming meaningful and wwaking us to another thought than
thar of knowledge, which is probably cnly the very pulsanion of the 1 of
pond conscience, The meaning of the human s not measared by pres-
cnce, not even by mans presence o himself. The signification of proxim-
iy overflows ontological boundaries, human serenee, and the woald. It sig-
wifies by way of manscendence and by way of the unoo-Cod-in-me [ -
P iese-eai-mui], which is the putting in question of me. The Face signifies
i desriturion, inall the precariousness of questioning, and in the entive
law _.__T.U__. aof _._.__n_n____._.m._"u__..
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That Revelation be love of the other man, that the tanscendence of
the unto-Gad Li-Dier] which is separated by a separation behind which
o genus common to what is separared 15 recovered, nor even any empry
form that would embrace them together; thar the relationship to the Ab-
solure or to the Infinite signifies ethically, thar is. £ the proximiry of the
other man who is a stranger and possibly naked, destivuee, and vedesir-
able, bur that it signifies alse i his face that asks for me, unexception-
ably a face urned toward me and putting me in question—all this must
not be taken as a “new proof of the existence of Ged.” Thar is a problem
that probably has no meaning saee within the world. All this describes
anly the cireumstanee in which the meaning itsell of the word "Gaod”
comes 1o mind. And it docs so moere imperiously than a presence could
do. This is a circumstance in which this word significs neither being, nor
PETSVETLIGE in ._.__...m_._m_ TIT ANy weorled beehiinad che waorld-—it .ﬂ_m_.__mrd mth-
ing less than a world™—without, in these preciscly precise clrcumstances,
these negations turning inea negative theology,

The Right To Be

The fage, beyond manifestation and inicive disclosure. The Face, as
a-Diew, is the latent birth of meaning. The apparemly negative utterance
of the d-Dien'® or of its signification is determined or concretized as re-
sponsibility for the neighbor, for the other man, for the stranger. Nothing
obliges us to chis responsibility in the rgorously ontological order of the
thing, of something, of quality, number, and cansality. This is che regime
of the orherwise than being, The compassion and sympathy to which one

might wish ro reduce responsibility for the neighbor, as if w clements in
the narural order of being, arc already under the regime of the d-Ddes.
Signification, the i-Dew, and the for-the-other—concrere in the prox-
imiry of the neighbor—are not some sort of privarion of vision, an empry
intentionality, a pure aiming. They are the transcendence thar perhaps
makes passible all intuition, all intentienaliry, and all aiming,

What one continues 1o call the “identity of the 17 is not originally a
confirmartion of the identity of the being in i "something,” It is not
some sort of exalration of or higher bid by this identity of the “some-
thing" raising itselt to the rank of a “someone” It is the "non-inter-
changeability,” the uniqueness, the ethos of the irreplaceable thac, indis:
cernible, is not individuated by some sore of attribure or by some “priva
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tion” playing the role of a specific difference. This is an ethos of the irre-
placeable going back to this responsibiliny. This identity of the Tor of the
“onesel i signifies the character of the inalicnable, artached 1o responsi-

bility: it is tied o is ethic and thus o i election. It is an awaking 10 2
cruly human psyche and to an interrogation that, behind responsibilie
and a5 its ultimate motivarion, is a question about the righe o be. o is
not disclosed in the brighiness of its perseverance in being, however pre-

caricus of assured this perseverance might be through the morrality and
the finitude of that being, Racher, it is assumed in hesitation and mod:

esty, and perhaps in the shame of the unjustificd one which no aueality
could cover, or invest, or fix firmly as a character discernible in i partic-
ularity. Maked in quest of an identificavion that can only come o it Fecem
an inalienable responsibiliy. A condition or noncondirion 1o he distin-
euished From the structures thar signify the entelogical precariousness of
presence, mortality, and anguish, Wi must remain arentive toan intrigue
of muaning that is orher than dhar of onwology, in which the very right o
be is put into gquestion. The “good conscience” going, in it reflection on
the prescflective 1, all the way to the famous self-consciousness, is already
the reurn of the 1 awakened in responsibiling. It is the retwrn of che T as
far-ghe-other or the [ with a “bad conscienee,” 1o its ontological “integ-
rity,” tor it perseverance in heing, and o irs health.

Subjection and Primogeniture

Yer, properly speaking, already in stating, here, the prereflective T, the 1
withour a concepr, the 1 anxious abour irs right 1o be betore the face of
the orher, this 1 is elevared into a wetion of ehe £ the T of the “bad con-
seience.” Tt has shiclded iself even in che thematizarion of these present
remarks under the wotion of the £ 1t has shiclded itself, but has also for-
gotten, under the generality of the concept, the first person who is subject
o others and incomparable to others, and wha is precisely nor an indi-
vidual of a genus, In the first person it is an Ego [arer M| and, in the eg-
uiry of thie concept, ir s a purne individual of the genus in perfect symme-
ery and reciprocity with the other Egos. Tris the equal, bur icis no longes
the brother of all the athers, Tt is necessary 1o unsay the said on this poin
anid 1o come back ro our remarks and awaken anew ro God. This is an
swakening to the preseflective T whao is the brother of the other and, in
latvrnity, who is responsible from the first for the other and not indif-
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ferene 1o his mortaling. This [ is accused of everything, bur withour a guile
that it mighe recall, and this before having taken any decision or having
accomplished any free act, and consequently before having commirted
any offense from which this responsibilicy might have Howed., This is the
responsibility of the hoseage to the point of substitution for the other
marn. In Book 1o of his Cesfessians, Saint Augustine opposes to the veria
Jueens [veuth thar shines] the veritas redergaens, or the ruch thar accuses
or puts in question, These are remarkable expressions for the cruth gua
awabiening to the spirit or w che lwrman peyche. The prerefecrive | in the
passivity of the sffs it is only by the sclf, or by the Iin-question, that this
passivity is conceived. This is the passivity more passive than any passiv-
ity, more passive than that which, in the world, remains the counterpart
of an action of some sort and which, cven as marerialicy, already offers a
resistance: the famous passive resistance.

The responsibility of a hostage 1o the point of substitution for the
other man—an infinite subjection. It is an infinite subjection unless chis
responsibility—always previous or anarchic, thar is ro say, wichout an
origin in a present—unight be the measure or the mode or the regime of
an immemorial freedom, older than being, older than the decision and
the acts. By way of this freedom the humanity in me, that is te say hu-
manity as the |in is 4-Dien, signifies, despite is onrological contingency
of finitude and the enigma of it morality, @ primogenitorne and, in the
inalienahle -_...h_u__..u__._.m__..______u__._ the e e of the lecred, There hes the
uniqueness of the 1. 1 is primogeniture’ and election, the identity and
priority of an identification and an excellence iereducible to chose chat
can mark or constiture the beings within the order of the world, and the
persons in cheir role, played as characters upon the social suage of his-
tory—rthat ig, in the mirror of reflection or in selb-consciousness. [ have
to respond for the death of the others before beving-to-be. This 1s not an
adventure happening to a consciousness that would be, firstly and from
the ourser, r.._.__n_.._.__._n.iﬂn and representation, This | does nor conssrve i
assurance in the heroism of the being-tor-death in which consciousness
asscres irself as lucidity and thoughe thinking s the very end. It is non-
autachthany in being, which s not an adventure happening to a con-
sciousness that is, even in its Anitude, again or already, a good conscience
without questions abour irs right 1o be and, consequently, anguished o

heroic in the precariousness of its Anitude. The bad conscience is an “in
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stability” different feom thar chreatened by the death and the suffering
that pass for the source of all perils.

A question about my righe o be, which is already my responsibilicy for
the death of the other, interrupes the sponancicy, without circumspec-
tion, of my naive perseverance. The right w be and the legitimacy of this
sight do nor refer, whien all is said and done, to the ahstraction of the uni-
versal rules of the lawe However, in the last resort they refer—like this law
isclf and like justice—to the fir-the-other of my non-indifference ro
death, 1o which is exposed the very uprightness of the others face,”
Whether he looks at me or not, he “concerns me, " The question of my
right to he is inseparable from the for-the-other inome; i is as obd as this
forr-the-orher, This i a question againse-nanre, sgminst the marurality of
nature, But i is a question of meaning par exeellenee, prior w or beyond
all che meaning games thar we happen upon in the reference of words,
the ones e the ochers, in owr writing pastimes. [ois o ....__._._.,.w__m_:_. of the
meaning of being: not the ontological meaning of the comprehension of
this extraordinary verb, but the echical meaning of the justice of being,
A pure questicn that asks for sre, and in which thought awakens, against
mature, o irs uncransterable responsibilicy, w i identicy of the indis-
cernible, to itself, The question par exeellence, or the hrst question, is not
“why is there being rather than nothing?” bur “have [ the right ro be?”
This is a question of meaning thar does not turn tevward any narural i-
naliey, yet it is perpetuated in our strange human discourses on the men-
ing of life, wherein life awakens 1o humanity, A guestion that is repressed
most of the time, it goes back to the exireme point of what one some-
times calls, woo lightly, maledy."
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1. Sarteng from setcsiimnding, conscionsness’ anderstamls iself as a
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ty of the voluniary. The word “intention” suggests i, and in this
way is justified the appellation of "aces,”™ conferred upon the unities of
intentional consciousness, On the other hand, the intentional serucrure
of consciousness is characrerioed by representarion. This structane would
be ar the base of all consciousness, theoretical and nontheorerical. This
thesis of Brentano remains ooe for Husserl degie all the specificarions
the lateer brought tw it and all the precasrions wich which he surrounded
it in his nodon of ohjecrifying aces. Consciouaness implies prscnce or
pesition-heforc-oneself, that is ro say, worldliness, the fact of being-given.
Presence is exposition oo prehension | de saisde], to grsping, w compre-
hension, and to appropriation. Is intentional consciousness not, there-
tore, the detour according ro which perseverance in being is practiced
concretely; is it nor the detour according to which is practiced an acrive
hald upon che scene where the being of beings unfolds, is ascmbled and
imanifeste]? Consciousness is thus understood as the very scenario of the
unceasing effort of eue in view of this ese isell. 1eis an almaost tautolog-
cal exercise of the comatur, to which the farmal meaning of this privileged
verh amounts—a verh we have called, too lightly, auxiliary.

Yer a consciousness directed upon the world and upon objects, soruc-
wured as incentionalivy, is also fsafirecedy, and as iF by addition, conscious:
ness of itself: consciousness of the active-1 that represents to iselfa workl
and objects, as well as the consciousness of it own aces of representation,
the consciousness of mental activity, This is nevertheless an indirecr, im
mediate consciousness, yver one withour intentional aim, implicis, aml of

FPad Consciruee 173

pure acoompaniment. We say here non-intentional ro distinguish it from
internal perception to which it would be apr to convert itself, Internal
perceprion, as reflected consciousness, saber for it wbjerts the 1, is staes,
and s mental acts, This is a reflecred consciousness wherein the coen-
scisness that is directed upon the world seelss assistance against the in-
evirahle maiverd of its inentional recrirude, forgectul of the indirect expe-
rience [ séen inalivect] of the non-intentional and of is horizons, for-
petful of whar accompanies it. Consequentdy one is led—perhaps wo
rapidly—io consider, in philosophy, this non-intentional experience as a
kenowled g thar is still non-cxplicit, or as a sl comfused representation
that reflecrion shall bring o full lighe, It is considered o be an obscure
conrext of the thematioed world thar reflection, er ineatonal conscious-
ness, will converr ineo chear and distinet alvea like those thar present the
perccived world ieselF.

It is nor torbidden, neverthaless, o womder whether—benearh the e
of reflected consciomsnes tken for seli-consciousness—rthe non-<inten-
tional, expericnced in counterpoine o the intentional, prescrves and de-
ly pracriced with regard

livers its rrue meaning. The eritigue oadio
introspection has always suspected here a modificiion dhar the so-called
SPOnTANCaLE LIRS MLETILRS wonlil ___._.._._r.__.._.m..._.u_ uisder the ___.._._.__"m_._mu_.._“_._ﬂr ..__.__._. ._._._.-.-
matizing and objectivizing and indiscreer cpe of noflection. This cnnique
has here suspected something like a vielation and a misreading of some
secrer, This is a critigue always refuted, a critique always reappearing,
What happens, then, in this unreflecrive conscipusness thar one takes
anly for a prereflective one, and which, implicit, accompanies the inten-
tional consciousness in focusing in reflection, inrentienally, upon oneself,
as il the thinking-I [seei-pensand] appeared o the world and belonged
therer What mighe this alleged confusion, this implication, signity: whar

might it signify, in some sense, positively? Is there not eason o distin-
suish berween the enpelepaent of the particular in a concepr, the inpd-
cation [sons-entendement] of what is presupposed in a nodion, the pores-

riality of the possible in a horizon on the one hand, and the ity of

the non-intentional in prereflective consciousness on the other hand?

1. Does the :Hn:.ﬂ._..._._._.iﬂn: af the HR.-._...:F._...:.....__.. selt-consciousness o,
properly speaking? As a din consciousness, an implicit consciousies pre-
vceding all inrentions—or coming back from all intentions—it is not an
a1, bt eather pure passivicy. I is passivity noc only by way of its being-
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without-having-chosen-to-be, or by its Gl into o pell-mell of possibles
already realized before any assumption, as in the Heideggerian G-
Sewbeis® It is a “consciousness” thar, sather than signifying o self-knowl-
edge, is effacement or discretion of presence. A bad conscience: withour
intentions, withour aims, under the protective mask of the personage
contemplating himsell in the mirror of the world, assured and positing
himself, This consciousness is withour a name, without situation, wich-
out trles. & presence thar dreads presence, naked of all areribures, Trs o=
diry is not that of disclosure or exposure 10 view of the truth, In s non-
inrentionality, prios o all willing and hefore all faul, in ies non-inen-
vional identification, identity recoils before ies affiemation. It recoils
betore thar which identification’s return to selt may conrain of insistence.
A bad conscience or a midiry: it is withour acknowledped culpabilicy
and responsible for it own presence, Like the reserve of whar s not in-
vested, of the unjustified, or of the __v_”q“_._._._u..u._. on the earth,” :n..r.__..._.:._m_._m L
the expression of the psalmise. This bad conscience is a reserve of the one
without a fatherland, or of the one withour a home wha dares not enter,
The inrerionity of menal life is, perhaps, originally chis. It is noc in the
waorld, but in question, By reference 1o which, and in “memory” of
which, the | thar alecady posits and affirms ieself—or firms iself up—in
the world and in being, remains racher ambiguous, or rather enigmatic,
_.___.__“_.1 T _._..._....._m.____mr.h_ icselt as detestable, :...._......._._.n_.m.n_.m o Paseal's _p._..._.u_.nﬁru__._; in
the very manifstation of its emphatic identicy of ipseity, in language and
in the _nnﬁ._u__.m_._m.. The “_._H_._.—..____"_.__.“.. [rricricy of the A i A, this —u__.:._h_.__..__._.r of in-
relligibility and signihcance, this severcignry, this freedom in the human 1
is also, if we might say, the coming of humility. In the putcing in ques-
tien of affirmation and of the firming up of being, which is found even in
the famous—and easily thetorical—quese For the “meaning of life,” it is
as though the | in-the-world, which has already raken meaning from its
vital psychic or social Analities, went back o its bad conscience.

The prereflective and non-intentional conscience could net be de-
scribed as a becoming conscious | prive de conscience] of this passivity, as
theugh within it were already distinguished the reflection of a subject
pesiting ivself as in the “imleclinable nominative,” assured of its legiti-
mate right 1o being and “dominating” the tmidity of the non-intentional
like some childhood of the spint which it had to surpass, or like a bour of
weakness which happened o an impassive psyche, The non-intentional
15 passivity from the firse, The accusarive is its first “case,” in some man
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ner. 1F the truth be wold, this passivicy which is the correlate of no action,
does not describe the *bad conscience”™ of the non-intentional se much
as it lets itsell be described by it A bad conscience that is not the fnioude
of existing, signified in anguish, My death, always premarure, places in
check the being that, gua being, perseveres in being, but this scandal does
not shake the good conscience of being, nor the morality founded upon
the inalienable right of the comatus, In the passiviey of the non-inten-
tional—in the very mode of s spontaneity and hetore any formulation
of “metaphysical” ideas in this regard—is placed into question even the
justice of the position in being thar affirms ieself wich incentional
._._._ﬂ__._.._...__._._r T_._._.._.._.._._...._.._.—.u.._... and the sway of the mew [ meaie-reman]: to ber [ Fre]
gaest bxaed comscience. This is 1o be in question but also uno the question;
it is to have to respond—ihe birth of language. 1r is w have w speak, o
lave 1o say 17 to be in the first peeson or, precisely, to be me, but con-
sequently, in the affiemation of its being as 1 ir has w respond for it

1.p_.q.__._ ten e

3. Tor have 1o respond For one's right to be, not by reference o the ab-
straction of some anonymaous low, of some juridical entity, bue in the fear
for another. Was not my “in the world™ or my “place in the sun,” and my
heme a usarpation of places that belong o the other man, already op-
pressed by me or hungry? This is a fear for all thar my cxisting—despite
its intentional and conscious innecence—can accomplish of violence and
murder. This is alse a fear thar goos back behind my “seli-consciousness,”
whatever be—roward the good conscicnce—its reversions to pure persc-
verance in being. A fear thar comes o me from the face of the other. It
comes From the exrreme aprighmess afl the Fee of che _._._..mm_._._._n.? EeLEing,
the plastic forms of the phenomenon. This is the uprightness of expasi-
tion to death, withour defenses; and, before any linguage and any mim-
icry, a demand addressed 1o me from the depths of an absolure E___._._..mr... a
demand addresacd or an order signified, iois a pucing in question of my
presence and my responsibilitg. A bear and a responsibiliny for the ﬁ_n..p.F__._
of the ather man, even it the ultimate meaning of this responsibilitg for
the death of the other were responsibility before the fnexorable and in the
ultimate extreme, the obligation not to leave the other man alone in the
face of deach. Even though, facing dearh, where the very rectinude of the
Face that ealls for me finally reveals fully both in its defenseless cxposure
aml s very facing-up: even though in the ultimare extreme the not-to-
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leave-the-nther-man-alone only consisted, in this q.._.___.:__:.._::: and this
powerless af-fronting [affrentement, in responding “hen: [ am”™ o the de-
miand chat summaons me. This is, doubeless, the secrer of socialiry and, in
its ultimare grariry and vanity, love of the neighbor, a love withour lusc.
The fear for another, as a fear for the death of the neighbeor, is my fear,
but ir is in no wise fear for me. It thus contrasts with the admirable phe-
nemenalogical analysis of affectivity thar Sedw wnd Zeit proposes: a re-
flecred structure where cmotion is always an emotion about [dneerion de]

something moving, but alse emotion for [ émotion penr] oneself, in which
emetion consists i being moved, i heing _.1m.q_r?_u_.i. in heing delighred,
it becoming sad, ere.* Here we find 2 double “intentionaling” of the adwue
and the for, parricipating, in the emotion par exeellence—in anguish; be-
ing-for-death, where the Rnite being is moved by [ém de] its inirude for
this same finioude. The fear for the other man does not tuen back inco
angruish for sy death. Tr overflowes the ontology of the Heideggerian -
sedn An erhical croubling of being, bevand s good conscience of _..x..____..m
“in view of this being iself,” for which being-for-dearh marks the end
and the scandal, bur where ir awakens s scruples,

I the “natural stare” of the being-in-view-of-this-heing-izsel { | fve-en-
rre-de-cet-five-méme], telative to which all things, as Zrdwnedenes’ in-
cluding the other man, seem to ke on meaning, ssential natre is put
inte gquesticn. This is @ wrning around thar sares from che Bice of che
other where, ar the very heart of the phenomenon in ies light, there sig-
nifies a srrpdue of meaning thar one could disignan: as glory, Dwes whar
we call the word of God not come 1o me in the demand char summaons
and calls for me? s i mor dhis chae, before amy invicatien o dialogue, wears
the form under which the individual who resembles me appears 1o me,
and only there shows himsclt o becoime the Biee of the other man? Rela-
tive 0o all the affectivity of the being-in-the-world, this is the novelty of a
non-indifference, for me, of the absolurely different, the other, the un-
representable, the ungraspable. That is to say, it is the Infinite thar ap-
points me—rtearing the representation beneath which the beings of the
humsan race are manifested—in order to designare me the unique and the
elecred, in the face of the orther, as il withour possible cvasion, fs a call
of God, this does not found a relatfon berween me and Him wha spoke
w me. [t does not found thar which, by some sort of nghe, would be
conjunction=—a co-existence or a synchrony, albeir ideal—herween rerme,
The Infinite could not signify for a thoughe thar poes oo erm amd e
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unro-Lyod [{v-0%en] 15 noc a fnaling. This is perhaps whar the word
“glary” significs heyond being: the irreducibility of the 4-1ew, or of the
fear of Giod, to the eschatology by which, in che human, the conscious-
ness is interrupred which wene coward being in it antelogical persever-
ance, or toward death which it takes for an ulimare thoughe, The alrer-
native of being and nothingness is not ultimate, The d-Dic is noc a
process in ._.__..:.._“.._,. In the call g0 me, 1 oam referred o the ocher man
through whoan this call significs, ro the neighbor for whom 1 have o fear,

The [ thus called lies behind the affirmarion of the being persisting an
alytically, or animally, in its being, and in which the ideal vigor of the
identity, which identifics and affirons and firms el op in dhe lite of hu-
man individuals and in dheir seruggle for existence, Vieal, conscious, anl
cacional, the marvel of the | [wed] caimed ._._”___. G in the face of the
neighbor, or disencumbered of isself and fearing Gaod, 35 thus like the sus-
pension of the crernal and irneversible reruen of the idencical to itself, and
thar of the inangibilicy of its Togical and ontological privilege. A suspen-
sbom ol s wdeal 1..:.1:... which MRS all ..._”_._..ﬂ_n.u__.. and vxcludes the chind

party. A suspension of war amnd politics, which passes tor the relationship
af the Same to the Ocher, o the deposition by the Dot i sovereignny as
an 1, and in ies madality as derestable, signifies the ethical, bur probably
also the very spirirualing o the soul, The human, or hooman inrerierity, is
the remurn o the ingeriority of the non-inrentional consciousiess; ic s the
reruen to the had conscience, oo s possibiliny of dreading injustioe maore
than death, of preferring the injustice undergone o the injustice com-
mirred and which justifies being by that which assures i, To be or nor w
ber the question e exeelfence probably does not lie cherein,
“Evervthing is in the hands of God, sve the fear of God.™ stares Rav
Hanina, cited in an anigque page of the Talmud (Tracrare Berakho 338).
The fear of God would be mans affair. The fisae thar, in his omnipotence,
the all-powerful God of theology cannot fail to inspire in the crearure, s
thus nor the fear of God who, according o whar follews of dhe remark
of Rav Hanina, is “the unique treasure of the treasury of the Heavens.”
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We would like, in a few pages, to grapple with the contradiction of
principle that woeuld exisr in asserting the independence of ethical ineelli-
gibility relative to theoretical thought and 10 being: and this, in a dis-
course thar is iself theoreical, and for which the aspiration o fidf con-
seivsmess would persise nevertheless in affieming the a jiere priority of the
"bad conscience” in the order of the meaningful.

Philosephy, like scicnce, like perceprion, lays claim o 2 knowledge
[svair]: philosophy says “how ir is”; its theoretical essence would be un-
deniable. That is true for all our discourse, from s first 1o irs last propo-
sition. The meaning of whar is said in philosophy s a #n_..:_.._._._.._...__..u._.._ true or
erromeous, and is referred 1o the fereg [{8re] correlarive with this knowl-
edge: it 15 onology. The privilege of these correlative reberents, knowl-
edge and heing—that is to say, the privilege of theorerical intelligibilivy
or of ontology among the modes or regimes of intelligibility or meanings
other than what one could imagine or find—shall be artested by the in-
evitable recourse o knowledge and being that comes to pass even in 2
philosophical utterance which, eventually, dares o contest this privilege,
The e of the firse hypothesis of Plare’s fermenider, which should "nei-
ther be named, nor designated, nor opined, nor known” {142 a), does nos
separate iself from being, since it @5 named, _"_._..ﬂ.m_._mﬁﬂnr and known in
the remark that utters, and aims at demonstrating, this separation of the
Oine and of heing,

The model of such a demonstration is evidently the same as thar ol
the classical refurarion of skepricism, which furthermare has never pro-
vertted the return and the renewal of skeptical discourse, nor its preten
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sion o a philosophical dignity, The intellectual vigor of this medel
comes from the fact thae the negation of the trurh is not able to prevens
the reflexive return of qrcdﬂ_un upon this negarion. This reflexive rerurn
then grasps in the negation the urrerance of a truth char sees ieselbin the
place of the negarion of the truth: an alfirmation promised and permir-
ted 1o every reflexive remuen that recognizes being oven in the signihcance
of nothingness.

One ought o ask oncself, nevertheloss, whether all negation admies re-
fiecrion such as chis, whether poctic thinking, for cxample, operating di-
rectly with the marter of words, and finding them, as Picasso would say,
withour searching tor them. has the tdme te listen w the reflection. One
aught to ask oneself whether poctic thinking and speaking, notably, are
ML _.._._._..n.._._.ﬂ._“_.. x_“_._“:._m n__._..“__.._..._._.r 0oar nmr.:n._.r..._ _..__.n__._m.q._._ LW __“T__.._q r..n_...u_..u—"_._._..u__ p_.__!.._. ..._.._-.n
ficiently unimpeachable to preven chis mrning back of reflection or ro
refuse to listen o it contradiction; whether pocory is noc defined pre-
cisely by this perfecr uprighness and by this urgency. One ought 1o ask
onesclb especially wherher in another manner—whether in s manner—
despire ies theoretical essence, philesaphy, in a sort of alrernation or am-
biguiry which is the enigma of 1 vocarion, is nor Free sometimes o ke
as uleimare the onrological suggestiens and style of the reHlection o which
philosophy listens, and sometimes amd immuediacely—rio ke these for
simple forms, necessary v the pisibiliey of the meaning that is thoughe.
.___.__”F_m:_w? for _..H...n_._._..____..., as an indirec (UCSTIO, the imdicative m..._.n_.._u_..“_mm.:n._._
under irs carcgorical form might carry and embady the garestron as a de-
rived modality of the assertion, of apapdvensss, of the position of belief un-
derstond as an original modality, the philosapher, while themarizing the
problematic quality of the guestion as iF it were being, can search tor s
proper, original meaning, even if it had o go back. as we have suggested,
ra the bad conscience of being. The refuracion of skepticiam, which we
have evoked as a model, also operates at the heart of a rationality proper
o the rn_._.n_.__..___.nﬂﬂn.. of heing, proper w ontology whose regime is already
wstablished. Bur the philosopher can also ask himself whether the eseab-
lishment of ontolegical intelligibility dos nor aleeady proceed From an
ancological thought, and this even when this establishment exposes it-
wlf—lets irself be seen—in submitting already, in the propositons in
which it exposes irself, o the regime whose legitimacy it is only in the
comprse of establishing.

v et will doubr thar this submission to the forms of the exposition

e
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might not be accidental.' No one in etfect could fil o recognize that the
theoretical mtionality of ontology is in ne way some sort of advenoure of
the signiheance of meaning. even iF there is reason o contest thar i sig-
nifies by an ulrimare or an ornginal significance. Oneology is precisely
rruth of heing, a dis-covering, an un-veiling, a causing v see, Yot is it the
seefng and the censing o see thar justify the seetie? 15 v cermain char the
truth justifies. Anally, the search for the teath, or thar the search for the
vruth is jusrificd by ieself, as though the reuch coincided wirh the Tdea of
the Good? “It is —..L._n._.._.._._....mﬂn.. R T :1._.“::_._. _._._._..:.:.m._._ﬂ.m.ﬂm..q?_r_.. -
seiotsness in all irs Forms which is the ultimane source s fre for cvery
rational assertion.” This Husserlian proposition has value, doubtless, for
the science already ser up betore being. Docs it apply unequivocally to
the philosophical knowledge thar claims o think belind science? T s no
a simple play of metaphors char ratonalicy mighe call deself frsSraefon
and nor always demonstragion, or char intelligibiliey refer w justice. Do
the reasons thar a certain reason ignores cease for all that to signify in a
_.n_._.."..n._.nm.__.._._._ way? Wirhout avtributing these “repsons which Beason doees
aot know™ 1o the heart, or in questioning onesell abour che sense that

waould be fitving to confer upon this vocable, philosophy can heir these
reasons behind the oncological forms thar reflection reveals wo i The
mcaning that philosophy lets us see with the aid of these forms Trees -
sclf from the theorctical Forms which help i to see and exprosses itself as
if these forms wene not precisely encrasted 10 thar which they allow 1o be
seen and said. Dnan inevitable alrernacion, thinking comes and goes be-
tween these two —._n_..p...m_"_m._: s,

Ir is in this alernation thar the enigma of philosophy resides, relative
o _..“__._..___“__.._..._mmn.._._ n._._.._.m._._._“._“mz_.._._ amd 1o i unilageral _._._.__.m_._.m_.“__.. Bur it 15 there also
that the permanence of philosophy's crisis resides. This signifies, con-
n_......_......_.u__._ thas for ﬂ__._._m_._!:_.._”_._“__. the _:__".__:__:..—.._._m.....u_ PROPSITION FEmaing apen w i
certain reducrion, disposed 1o unsaying iself and o wanting itself wholly
otherwise said.,

Motes
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The fallewing alshreviatons ane used bor froquently cited edirions:

AEAE Emmanuel Levinas, Asvsaent aqu@oe o an-deli de esence (The
Hague: Marinus MNijhedl, 1974). Pocker ecivon af the French s

was published by Tivee de Foche, Paris, togo.

OERE Emmanuwel Levinas, Otbermine dhen Beirg o Hepond' Eence, trans,

Alphonso Lings {Derdreche: Eluwser, g1},

PH Ernst Bloch, e Provege Faffene (Frankfurr am Main: Subdamp
Worlag, 1osal: trans. Neville Pliice, Stephen Plavce, and Paul Knight
as The Priseeqpele of Hape (Cambridge, Mass.: The MLLT. Press, 1g86).

Tal Emmianuel Lovinas, Tality o Sofnite Aw Frop oy Evierieving,
trans. Alphansa Lingis (Pieshurgh, P Duguesne University Press,
1969,

T Emmanuel Levinas, Torfied er infind. Foad sor Dectdvioritd (The

Hague: Martinus MijhedT, s061). Packet edition of the French e

was published by Livee de Poche, Paris, 1994.

Il citarions of AFAE page numbers for the firs edidion will be give turst, fol-
kwwed by those for the pocker French edition i brackeis. In citarions of 75,
|rige numbers for the German edivion will be given firsn, followed by those o

the English edition in brackes,

Hosenmrnd

1. [lavinas is playing here with the transitive and intransitive sense of the verb
_..:._.__...__.__._.. e _F._-_u_m_m_.._.. .._._..__- il frnciiys dan nmm....-_.__... [{R} _._...“_.._uHuq_"... o CuT ﬂ_-_ﬂ.:” or mu._u
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verrupt, amony, other senses. In the present contesr, howeves, the verls &5 inman-
sitive and wsed with the prepasition “sur” which means o be dissinguished with
clarity, to form o contrast or an oppositien, o wsgnd out friom someching,
Maorwithstanding the intransitive here, that which contrmsts with plienomenalicy
does alse interrape i and pue i vo an end. emperarily ar lease—Trans ]

2. The ideas of cur argument were _..__.._..ﬁ._._—._..L i a sy Circle of Jowish So-
dents in Paris, aind have also served as the condusion e a series of leotares on
“The Ol and the Mew,” given ina semimar dinccted by Father Joseph Dand ar
the Tnstitur Carthaligue de Paris, in May aflo,

4. [Lewinas writes “le penser & Dien,” using o nominalized infinitive racher
than the nown *la pensée.” thereby proserving the sceriey of thinking, Mon: im-
porrnt, however, the preposition i heee can be read cither as 3 thinking whose
object is God. or as the thinking of God. The expresson parallels his designa-
rionn of the non-onlogical relationship of responsibiliy for the other as an
A-d e, —Trams. |

4. The paradosical, formal feanire of this idea, conmining more than s ca-
paciy anad the _._?...._rm__._w wf the novtico-neomatic correlacion in i, is. w b sure,
subordinae in the Carmesian syscem oo the search for o knowledge. Tt becomes a
._m_._rn_.m.r. nx _._Exi..:_m the existence of God which thus fids :___..:._..u._.__.__ﬁ._.._. lilse
every knowledge thar is cormelarive 1o being, o the trinl of dhe crivigue than sus-
pects, in the surpaising of the given, a tanscendental illusion, Husserl re-
_u_.._ﬁ:..__._nw [rescartes for having precipieasly recognized he soul i dhe segdes,
that is, 2 part of the world, whereas the segies conditions the warkl. Likewise
wie conbd conreat this reduction of the problem of Gaod o enwlogy, as i onvel-
oy aned knowledpe wene the ulimare region of meaning, In the exoraondinary
srruerure of the iden of the Infinire, docs noe the woro-Gosd [ £d-00%e0] u._m_._m_”..___.
through a spiritual incrigue which coincides neicher with movement marked by
_..:.;:._..“_. nor warth the self-identibcanion of idenniey sl as i is defermalized in
the consciousiess of sclt?

5. The wots-God [Fi-Dhen] or the iden of the Iafinite is not a species for
which incentionality er aspiration woull designare the genus, The dynamism of
desire, on the COMIERLrY, refers back oo the wnoo-Ged, which is a _“_._.._..__._m._._._” nr...nn_nq
and mowe archaic than the cegies, [ The vapression & Oew is rendensd as "unto
oo™ because dhe prgumsition “unto” combins mwe senses of the original d the
sense of movement toward snmething or somewhere, and the connotaion of a
relacionship with :_..__"_._r.__._m._._u.,vl Trans.|

Tefealogy ara ldealisn

e The ideas presented in this study were given in g sicciner Formean the
s e Philesophic de Frils

June a7 meeting of the Soc

Moter to Puger g—ro iHs

he rirle “Erhics as Transcendence and Canremprary Thoughe,” they were pre-
sented i leeacl, in July oz, ar the Summer Instieute on Judaism and Comnten-
porary Thoughr, in Hebrese They were also given ara public lecoure under the
acgis of the Katholicke Theologische Hogeschool in Amsrerdam on Movember
i, 1972, Uhina muamber of _“..“_m._.__nz these wleas intersect some of the themes pre-
seited by Jean LaCroex forcefilly and concisely in his Lo Prosomafisnne comone
awidi-flewlugie (Pariss BLLE, mgp2).

The present essay firse appeared in Enrico Caselli, od., Démpfisarion et
saéwlngie, Proceedings of the Colloguivm arganized by the International Cen-
ter for Humanist Soedies and by the Tnstitune _._ﬂ._.._.m.__._...__..__...__.m_..u._ Studies of Rome
(Paris: Editions Aubier, ta71).

i The fellowing lines arcempe o respond o the selid eripigpue o the ides of
supicion meade by Claode Brouaine

r Just as Plare’s denunciation of rhemaric supposes the moml scandal of the
condemmation of Socres.

3o We owe thus compansen of Huserls procedune of the tmrscendenal re-
duction, evoleed by o erm _."__E.__.___..__... tor s remiarde madde by Filiasi Carcano, The
cu-copricn o being chat we call “dismrensoedness” shall have—as we will see
further on—an erhical sense. Echics would thus be the pussibilicy of a4 mowve.

ment as rdical as e eranscendental reduerion.

4. Hegel, Ewcpelapialie, edition of 1827 and 830, ed. Lason, trans. B, Bour.
poois, 93—, pe 357 [See William Wallace, rrans., Flemeds Loyt Bedng Pare (hae
of the "Encypelupredia of the Plrilacopivical Seiences’ (ool {Oxford: Clarendon Press,
a7l — Trans.

§. This revole exprosses this sparic o, peihaps, alweady olrers ic ino a curica-
ture. Cereginly, Amd this strangee destany of o revelation within a caricature mer-
its separate relectzon, Buor the caricanune is 2 revelagion from which one must
sift oo ar n__x.r.:ﬂ..._“____.r ._3.?..__.__.____..." i __"F....:.._m_:_.—.q_ that demands correction, bue which
one mray neither gmone nor neglecn wich impuniy.

6. [This rerm is tormed with arwention w the Latin coymaology, emphasizing
the sense of the preposition et Gvmoarg ) and infinitive eoe [heing). Soe CERE,
chapter 1, "Essence and Disineicarediess,” PP G-z

In vhar work,, Levimas explaing, “Eee is fpereese; essence is interese. This _.._in._m_
imteresred does nor appear only o the mind surprised by che relativity of its
negation, and w the man respggved to the _...."._=____..'___...aw=_..v.... ol s dleach; it is nor
reducible to just this refurarion of negariviee T is confinmed positively o be che
canasis of beings. And whar else can posinviry mean bur this comen? _“_._..__._m.a
interest takes dramate ferm in cgoisms struggling with ane another, cach
agaman sl in the multiplicity of allergic egnisms which ane ar war with one an-
vither amel e thaes togecher, War is che deed or the drama of the essenvce's inter-
RO TR _.w___.___.__... e i AdANE PP a5 __.m“”_-
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O the other hand, dis-inrerestedness, the ego's siepping our of the order of
being, or transcendence without return, is the “proximity of the one 1o the
wther, the commitent of an approach, the one for the ather, ... Here, the per-
petual conflict amengs competing beings is interrupred and inverted ™ Dis-
inttercsredness “sers forth an order mose grave than being and anrecedenr o he-
ing - - . without compensation, without eternal life, withour the plasingness of
lappines” (see (REE, pp. =6, 16, 55 AEAE, pp. 6 Dzl 2o [33]; 7o [ez]) Also
called the “Saying,” dis-interestedness refers to Levinass “pre-original language”
or substiturion of the onc for the other.—Trans,|

2 [The indefinite pronoun sere means “another” o “the others,” according
rer Conrexn. As the ohjeot case ol wabre, ariesd s used H__ﬂ__._...;.a_._u__. as an indirest
abject of the complement of the direct object. When it is the subjecr of g soe-
ment, it is marked by a cermin absrraciness, and frequendy replaces “the oth-
ere.” English cognares are thus “another” o “pthers” | theretore use these, and
“rhe wther,” for gatear acconding o context, The French rerm Seanne witl be
rranalaced principally as “the other” Capitalization follows Levinass et
Trans.|

g, [Alchough the French eerm for a1 Liveral ____..m_..ﬂ____..__.._.? one who lives close by,
is modsire, | translate prochai as "neighbor™ in the sense of one whe is or comes
near; not, howewer, inoa speciheally spat ial sense.— Trans, |

a. In Talmudic literature, the burial of a human corpse which has no one
who wants ro or who can take care of i, is called the "mercifulness of ruth.”
Should the high pricst encounter it, while on his way fo the Temple to celebrare
Yom Kippur, he must not besitare o “make himself impure” by contact with
the corpse. The “mercifulness of tnorh™ rakes priorivy over the liourgy en the
[y of the Mardon. & symbol of an absalurely gramivous mercy. [t is che mency
that one renders 1o the other “as iF he were dead”™ and nor a law For the dead,
for which the A.h_"!_..__..“_ Taed a severne CEPressionm.

10, [Enrico Castelli Garrinam (University of Rome) was the dinecor of the
Istituin di stwdi flosobici di Boma and the Cenre inrermazionale di studi wenan-
istici. The Institune and the Cenger sponsored yearly an international coflo
quinm devoted to the question of demythification {afmpebirason), hermencii-
tics, and rheobogy. The collogquinm met yearly for almost veo decades, begin
ning in 196 It brought rogerher philosophers and theologians including
Lewinas, Hans-Georg Gadamer, Paul Rieocur, Alphonse de Waelhens, Gershom
Scholem, Karl Rabner, Rudslf Bultmann, and Henri de Lubac, among others
The Artes of the colloquium were published simultaneously in Tralian aml
French { Editions Aubicr-Monsaigne), under the general title Erudes ser s 1%
mipehisation, Castelli Gattinara was also the aurhor of a number of works in il
ology, including Les Prévupperées d'wne théalogie de Uhisteire (Paris: Libwaivh
). Wrin, g4l
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Here Levinas may be referring to Caseelli, "Ineroducrion i Fanalyse do lan-
gage thiéologique: “Le Nom de Diew,” in Castelli, od., Edwalpre o liagage
m__.._._._.t?h__._”____.i.. Lo Bdwm oy Diew [Paris: Edinions Aubier, i), Pp- 1512 ~—Trans. |

i Ieis thues thar we resd ohe Talmudic remark, accentuaring iv vigorously:;
"ludge nos vour Fellow man [feeer] uneil you have come to stod i s _.,_H_._..._.
Treawise af Peekee Aver 225, [ The sense of the Flebrew daver runs from char of “fel-

leswr mman” #o thar ef “friend” or “companicn.”—Trans. |

1z See, for example, AEAE chaprer 3. "Sensibilind et proximing,” %6, “I'rox-
imitd,” pp. 12654 [100-155]. [OBRE chapter 3, “Sensibilitg and Proximing,” %6,
Proximig” pp. S—a7.—Trans.]

15, [Levinas is playing on the nution of place and giving place with am un-
rranslaable idiom. Denuer Sew means w furnish the space mowhich an event
oecurs o @ gpuality is perccivable. The English cguivalent "o give rise ™ an
ewent does nast preserve this moation ...__".._nm_,.u_.._".. o site—— Trane ]

14, Tractate Seeboed 5B, Tracrare Beda Merzin soli. The twa renes muse be
rexd rogerher

Fram Consciousmess to Witkefulnes
st Faese published m French in the Dhurch _._..:.:._._.._._ b_._m_._._.____f_.._.n._.__h 3% _“Eu._n”_.

i Is not speaking of an dveceity of redien o accept implicirly a reason in the
..m,_._r.ﬁ. ol __._..._._..___"”_... exercised 10 the _mw.._.._._ asf _.__l_.._m.... it threagened f.u_. the ____._mm_—u__n
inconsisency of manifested being, threarened by illusiens? And yer in the pre-
sent essay we contest precisely this entelogical interprotacion of rsson in order
ro maake aur way towand a reasan understood as aerclfiednes o mgid, whens ob-
jectiviny and objectification are only Bifted at 2 cevain depth. thene wheee sleep is
non yer r___u_.“mur._“_....._. The la NEuAR: of contestarion wied here remains, iscll, oonio-
lengiezl i s structure. But that signifies thar the level of lucidicg dhar awakening
araing is net indererminate or arbierary, and thar chis level s indispensable w
awakening. [ shall be necessary 1w show this further on

2. [The L_.__!w_n.m...___u__._._u.: refers to the birse velduwme of Husserls ._.L._.m_“_....;. Terrisi-
atimis, subtitled *Prologomena o Pure Logic™ and frst published in gon, See
Fdmuond Husser, __...____m.._.a._..__ .__._E__..:._.”.w.:._____u._.ﬁ. vol. 1, erans. ol M. Findlay (Mew
York: Humanities Press, toro), See Husserl, Legiicle Untersschangen, vol. 1, in
Cerrammelte Werke (Hauserdiang), vol. 8, ed. Elmar Holenstein (The Hague:
Marminus Mijhoff, 1o75).—Trans ]

i Piieomenologiiche Prchefogie, S27, ppo g7 I, in Susserfians, vol, 9, od
Woilrer Biemel (The Hague: Marinus Mijhefl, wsgd. [For the English transla-

i, s Edlmnnd Husserl, Possenafgion’ Poelolag: Levruine Sumwee Semester
sary, erans, labin Scanloo 1T | _.._m____..” Martinus Mijholl, el —Tans. |
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4. This is so, to the point of being extended into che research instiniions,
the liboratorics and amphitheaters of the universitics thar orient these “ernen-
rarions.” These “condinons” of the appearing of “being in s turh™ ferm, evi-
dently, a part of being and the world and justify the recovery of the psyche by
objectivity and the exiension of scence o paychology.

5. [Edrmumd Husserl, Phenmnenologived Prpchafagp—-Trans. ]

&, In wirtue of a 1_.__._.n_._p_.__" “inoma wise Tortaitous,” we cite the Sechercber
fegigues following Huberr Elics rranslation, in collaboration with Aron L
Kelkel and René Scherer, vol. 2, pare 1 {Paris: PULE Colleciion Epimdihde, 16
and 1969), p. 10. 1n the appendix of this volume ane hinds the variams thar dis-
ringuish the first edition, in the German texe of 1901, frem the second.

7. |For the firs edition, see Husserl, Lo _.q.__..._._._...h..._.n__”i..._h.n.:.. Lisisevssiobesiss-
gen zur Phinanenologie areed Theavie dev Evbennenie, wvol, 2 (Halle: Max Mie-
meyer, 19or]. The English mranslarion by 1. B Findlay was made from the sec-
ond edivion, w3 and ez Legivad deeestiganions (New York: Humanites Press,
1970}, —ITrans.|

H. Rechercbes logigues (French ed, of ibid ), trans. Hubert Elie, with Aron
Kelkel and René Scherer, 2d vol. rev. (Paris: PLLE, Collecrion Epiméthée, 1961,
igaal, vel. = “Motes Anneses,” p. 264,

a9, Ihid., pp. =K. The beginning of this citation & given acoonding o the first
edition of the ha_h._:.am Inpestigerains, See also the remarks i the u_j,r..___.:u. of the
French rranslation of Elie e al., . 2 H_”.g._.m.“_w__._. Trans., 2§l

o FHusserl, .__.._ﬁ.._"._._".._F. ﬁ.._...._..__..._,__.h_.n_..___.._._..ahn.._.n. [ 1 _....:ﬂ_mv._.. s, P 255

i Thid., pp. 11, pé4: English rrans.. p. 254

1z A __.mmn_.__.:..__.._. act may b uimderseooed 2 any act in which u_..__.n._ﬂn_._m__._.m per-
forms or serves (o create 2 sign or meaning, See DASE, p. g6 AEAE p.o1z2
[153].—Trans.]

15 Edmund Husserl, Medistions Corséeienmes, trans. Emmanuel Levinas and
Gabrielle Peiffer (Parns: Armand Caolin, 1931), p. 1. [ The ._nu._.m_”__.m__._ rranslation by
Dorion Cairns (Dordreche: Martinus Mijhoff, io6c), p. 23, states, “only an in-
dererminately peneral presumpive horizon extends, comprising what is strictly
nen-expericnced bur necessarily also-meant. To it belongs not only the ego's
past, mast of which is completely obscure .. S —Trans.]

14. Husserl, Médinasions Cartévennes, p. 13. [In the m_.._m_._w_.._ translation, see p.
16, This is bur one of the places in which the two rranslations diverge consider
ably. The reason for this is thar the Peiffer and Levinas translation {1931) pro-
ceeched from the 1929 edition of Husserls Caresian Medizaians, which was lae
edired by Stephan Serasser for publication as the Grst valume of the Grrmimels
Werks in 1940, Caicns, on the other hand, follows Strasser above all, wich atien
tiomn te 4 vppescript dating from g3 Flere 1 follow Peilfers and Levinass oans
lation.—Trans.]

MNoter to Prpes 22-24 %y

15, Husserl, Medvoeons Cartdiennes, p. zoin the Peiffer and Levinas transla-
vivm. [In the Cairns translation, p. 25— Trans. |

vh. Thid., p. 1g; English ranslation, p. 22,

17. Ieid., pp. 25, 120; English translagion, pp. 9. 1552,

i, Thad-, pu 1sos English rranslarien, p, 152,

g, See Telp, s fE; ol po By i | Also see Flusserl, Médiiarionr Cantduemie,
- vies English vranslation, p, sz, —Trans |

zo, Husserl, Méafaarions Cirsésionnes, povog English rranslacion, p. 2.

21, Husserl, Pdemnrenofopiele Pobologre, p. i 1.

zz. Such, ar least, that this immanceee is thought by Huserl, even in gz5,
whiere the immancnt remained apadiceic and adequacely perocived, CF, Phieome-
ennbogieche Prychatogie, S5, 1710 fE The lived is always different, bue, perceived
u_._ﬂ..__._u_”_.._____.. is real, without any element of an "unccal™ presence, without any
idenlivy, The objective Same is idealing, perceived through the lived and always
inadequarly. Bur whar s diverse in the lived constitnes a coberenoe—a whole.
It 15 no cleaotic.

13 And douhiless the attachoent o the Same is impenatent. And one may
justify chis impenitence by the waking iself, which, jas] responsibiliny for An-
other [Awerni], has need of justice, of comparison, of lociding of knowledge, of
prosence, af _..:..r_.__.._..__. of entology. CE our AFAE p.ozon [f. [246 ] QVBRE, p. s
FE. Without cease the Infinite shall be brought back ro the Same, awakened by
this seunlieier evase

24 Unless they supgen in both in the Daimon of Secres and in the entry,
dy sl e, of the agenr inrellect in Aol

25, In Bupertence v fiedpmeent Huosserd shows in the ¥ asleep—indifferen
with repgard ro char which detaches itself or stands our (ool @lified) in con-
seiousnes but does not yer “affece” it with the intensiry necessary to awake i—
the distincrion of the “proximity” and of the “remoteness” of objecs, [See
Hussetl, Experience and Judgment: fnverigaitons in o Genvalogy of Logic, rev. and
ed, Ludwig Landgrebe, rans, James 5, Churchill and Kard Ameriks (Evanston,
[11.: Morthwestern Lniversity Press, 19730, See 17, “Aftection and Turming-ro
ward of the Egn. Receptivity as the Lowest Level of the Activiry of the Ego,” pp.
7670, — | rans.]

Likewise in appendix 14 of the Phenomenolagical Prpebology of 1925 { Husser-
diatrea, vol, 9, pp. 47o-8o): “The directing-oneself-roward . ., &5 an incentional
mindificarion of the not-yer-directing-oneselfroward. . . The [factof | nor car-
rying our the (intentional) act” has soill different modes: o affece the 1 (o
arouse an interest, o furnish the | with maotives Tor @king positons, wexcie
and evenmually to furnish a stimulus entering inte comperition with other stin-
uli—from all ehis resule che modal differences), not o alfect it [che 1] and yer
s remin conscious in the living present with an "shsence of internest”™ which is a

e E—————



190 MNotes 1o Papes 20-28

modaliy inthe | char relaces toing the 1 sdeeps wink regard to that and 1
this semee, unconscious - . . . :._”._":..,..___.___m._..__.._:._" all the lived _.....xux.ﬂ__.._._..un.” of rhe con-
scivsmess and throughour all the medificarions of the lived, through the un-
conscious, psses the synthesis of the identity of the | Properdy speaking every-
thing belongs o the awakened 1 gue continually chematizing, acoomplishing
ACTS, m_.___n:#_.___.__.h A u__.____._._m | of presemce, but 2l ._.._._._.__.__m__:m_"_m.. i passive worles,
in the asocations and the syntheses of passive constitunion™ (po 4811, Sec also
im the same volume 9 of the Susefai, po s, Awstesloner Vorirage

2. See the preceding nore.

Huszerdiana v, p. 209,
2H. Thid., p. 208
2, [See CBE, pp. g9-su AFAE pp. 62—64 [B2—86] . —Trans. |
“As iF —nor the uncertinty o simpde verisimilitude of the philosophies

of the “als 2" The Later, despie their emparical prudence, remain armched o
the rruth-resulr, o the ideal identiey of the o
the univacity of presence and of being, We hear i the "as i the equivecarion
or the enigma of the nonphenomenan, the nesrepreseniable: 2 witnessing, from
s el - it -ar-
smipives, [which atesis| che "ider of the Enfinise,” the “Gad in me”; and slen,
the nei-sense of an indecipherable trace, the fafe meewlar [chaos, confusson] of
the & p o Monsynchronizable dischrony, enigmaric significance and, only thus,
a_.__n..ﬁ:.u.:"m _..__...__..:_._n bt cr Goed. The notion of tsommnia, s distnenaen wath
that of consciousness, appeared 1o ws in our livde book of 1eg7, enrided S
fence and Exisienis preciscly in s o of mon-sense W then wrore, “We
are, thus, imtredducing e che impersanal cvene of the e fonot the notion of
consciousness, bur of wakefulness, in which consciousnes _“_:q_.m.._..:._.._._,..._r affirme
i wsell as a consciousness precisely becanse it only parccipares in i Con-
sciousness 154 part of wakefulness, which mcins thar ic bas alnady torn it open.
It comtains, precuely, a shelter from thar beang with which, depersonalized, we
make conract in insomnia; thar being which is nor o be lost, nor duped, noe
m&qmn__._”_....._.___ which is, if ane Iy arteiep the: _.H_.__..pﬂ_ﬂm_.__._. __..:__._.__._.u._.._“...“_“__. sovbered _._.“_..._.-
See Levinas, D levistenee & Seciseant {2d ed.. Paris: ). Wiin, w86), p. . [For
the m_._m_mm_"._ pranslation, see Feinenee and Foastens, tans, .____._m__“_._.__..._._mﬂ E_._nm.u 1 Dhor-
drecht: Kluower Acadermic Publishers, g88], po é6. cranslation modified.—
Trans.|

$1. [See QOBRBE p.vaz: ARAE, p. 157 [195].—Trans.]

1z. In arder to name the religious awakening of Samson, the Hebrew Bikle
says, “the spirt of the Eternal began 1o move him ar Mahanechdan . Judges
raizs). For “move” [agirer in French| it wses the teem dgpaame, a word wirh the
same root as che word Juranm hell. The ...Hu_:r s ._._._n.__.m_._m like the bia THER
the percussion with which resound er vibrare the sounds of 2 bell.

ciive, andd, more generlly, o

before thematization, that atests ar e atrealingea
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Hus the presence unto self in the Cageto cver been convineing, because of

the e of evidence pur forward? Has Diescarmes ever convinced us, in the D
corrse wn Medtoad, that the cemitude of the _“...__.Hq.___"_. __E._..n._u.__ ws “rhar the q_._._.__._.ﬁ
which we conceive very clearly and distinedy are all true™

14 [Scr Huseel, D Keids der 1_._.:.____.__=_.q:u__=____ Wirssennedaften nod sfie snozen-
3__.1:_:,_..___. Piinomenmiogse; Bine Sodeienng in die pladvonsenolpgscihe .__..__F:__E_._..____.___.._.-
ed. Walper Baemel [The “_._...m_._...“ Melairiines Z._u_._n.___._".. 1954, 16z), Teanskaned _..u.“._
[avid Carr as Ve Crines af Srvapean Seiewees and Transeendenial Phenomenol-
agy (Ewanston, Hl: Mostwestern Universicy Press, iopa), See also Husserl, fofen
2R ST TEIIE __.h._.s._..z_...._z_..q.ﬁ__.._._.m..__. L_..i.__.._n_n:mz_u._.__....._ﬁ__n.ﬁh.._._.mc.x ._:___.._._".___u._.n"____m__..n. Frries Raeh,
Allfgeraeine Eiofitvag in die veine Pneaenslagie (o3, in Graawaelte Wenle
{ Hlgeprfiasa), val. 3, ed, Walier Bremel (The I.._w.._.:._ Martinus uﬁ.__"_.._”_—._... 1950},
Transbared by W, B, Boyee Gebson as S (New York: Humaniies Mress, 1967},
And m_...___u.. worr Husserl, Curesimnirede Meaftatiomes el Priser fm_::”_"_ﬁ._"__u..w.u“__
in Cersanimmete Weeke { Husserfwara), vol, 1, ed, Stephan Strasser (The Hague:
Martinus BMijluoaff, weo] Translseed _._"_.. Disrion Cairmns @ Curteninn Meaitasion
[The Hagoie: Martinus Magholt, 1éag, 1973}, — Trans.|

5. [The French verl erdonegeaiser refers o the process by which someone
or something rakes on charcreristics rypical of the dsngeais—Trans ]

g6, [ The fisst person singular pronsun, sod, here used as 2 substantive taken
fram the danive case, sransates the German s role, 5o | ranslace was “the 17
and include in brackers chose instances where s is capitalimed. — Trans. ]

17. “_m__u.__"_..:_x."_..:.__.“__.. liwman _..._:.:m...u.__.u._._:w_ hiere ofers nast an ohstacle but a m_u.__._.

38 [ Excession” is defined a5 2 “going forth™ or “going our,” In the present
context Levinas is attentive to o sense closer o that which “exceeds” in some
fashion what any form can held.—Trans.|

3. Sew AEALE, peesim, and notably chaprer 4, po iz [196]; OB8E, p. o9,

IF the swakening takes s congrere figure in responsibility for anocher,
representation, identivy, and equality are justificd our of justice. Equality de-
ﬂ_n_._n_.m On Squiny, for which r_._n“..__.._._u._"_.ﬂn. % NECERsary; as n ¢ thzation of knowl-
edge 15 necessary to the spirinaling of wakefulness—as some prerence is neces-
SATY T conscicaesmess and the _.__._._.m.__.._u_._n__._.:nu_ text. But as exereme lucidity, _".L_.m.-
losophy, ever comelative with being and expressing frself in a languape thar
[rerrida calls logocentric, already unsays itsclf. In statement or its “said ™ (ol
are distinguished the paths thar lead o knowledge and w presentation on the
one hand, and to Iife, which-—otherwise than being or hefore the soenee of
?.__zh|u_m=:_.uw the Infinity of the Chher, This is a distinerion that remains
an enigma and a dia-chrony. See OBEE pp. 55-70; AEAE, pp. w5-218 i1
[2pp-nis].

“Jeshuran [lseael] wased far, and kicked” {Deuteronomy 32:05). This is a
pearson thar is not equivalens ro ideology: for ot is i the fulb rest of the
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Samwe, which reson “has ._u:uﬁ_._..r.._.._.._. for jesell™ “__..mm._.m._.._"__._._.—._“__... a rest without the

influence of any impulse or any desire, Yer this is & numbness char cerrainly
opens reason o idenlogies,

Cla Dl in e Thengle of Ernse Bloch

nare: First published in Gérard Rauler, ed., Drapie, Marime selon Ernst
Blaedi: L ._...__..r_m...._..__. e ¥recoerssraesile. __...__.._:.:.Eah._.u Frret Hioch POY SRR G R
aiversrire (Faris: Payor, 1976,

1. Ernst Bloch, Das Provesp Heffang () (Frankfur am Main: Sohckamp
Werlag, 19590, vol. 2, po ool cramslaced by Meville Plaice, Swphen Pliice, and
Paul Knight as The Preaceple of Hope (Cambrdae, Mass: MULUT Press, 1986),
val, 3. p 1359,

r. Bloch, P, pooasos [ige].

1, PR ponsoi [13s7].

4 PHL ooy [1563).

5. PH, p. r6oy [13s5).

t. Ir s mor a ..._nnu_.m:"__. of .n_.:.._.._..k.:_"_"_.. the Greck sources of Frnsr Bloch's
thought, nor of questioning the crushing predominance, in his mind, of West-
ern culowre over his properdy Jewish culune, The lacer probably amounes o the
reading of the Ol Testament (n tra wwn and o clements of folklore im-
ported fram the Jewish ways [ juiseries] of the Buropean Ease with the Hasidic

atories much appreciated in che West, The mbbinical conrexe, thar is 1o say the
Talmudic conrexr, of these texs—withowr which there exists o _..__.._r._._"_m._u._.mnu_ Ju-
dabsm—seems to be lotle known w the econvinenr philosspher. Amd yor numes-
s, clearly Jewish—ar Judaically accentuared—nmoeifs are presene in his work.
Here then is a (cerminly incomplere) inventory of these, skerched a bir micagerly.
(1) Uropi v b compared with whar the Talmudic s call—bevomnd messian-
isin—the werld to come. which "no eye has seen,”™ (21 A world o come o which
each ome brings his parc. 7o fave onck paee i ole world fo conre is exprssed in
the Tl as, s briug ones gart o the wordd fe come, {3} The world as incom-
pletes compare the liveral expression of the end of verse three of chaprer @ of
Caenesis: “the wark that Gaod created to be done.™ {43 The mdical rappeechemens
of antology and of ethics [wherein] che Tareer s noc only ohe sga of the perfiec-
ric of being, but the sengpletion [of ic] as well. [ This is 1 he] compared with
the very numerous Talmudic rexs in which the Tomb—[as] doctrine of jus-
tice—is the instramsent, the moded, as well as the groaend and foundation of the
world. [ts perturhanion chreanens the cosmaos wich the reoum e nethingnes. (5
The freedom of man in-view-of-the- ok [ pnie e Fmearvre] 15 vo b compines|

with [the words], "I broughe you our of slavery in Egypr in erder char von by
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vy servanis.” (61 The world conceived as Seimn [homeland] s 1w be broughi
i [wmriisdier] unjust soci-
eties, but which is neither a living space ner 2 native lamd abose all. (70 The an-
riciparion of the utopian world in astonisioens before the mose simple realines
which become "oy affuir™ Tae res agiene [your own canse s at sizke] b5 o be
eomparcd with the womder expressed by the blessings chan puncouare the day of
the ?._;.._._._a..r? Jewe [ The theme of | the possibiliny of understanding the P afl
Biubeer wherein the relavion with things is presenred an the mode] of the 1-Thou.
(2 Dheach which ¢_._.__... higes thie skin _;_._.__._.._._._:m.q"__. 1= to b _..__._":___..._._.__. _:_.h..___..._._"._n_ weitl
the Bibslical moticn of life “feasted with days" (wirhour this satiery having a son
off aftertisre of disgust),

[For Levinass concepr of ethics, see Taf, po s %24 poos, There, Levinas
wrines, ~We name this calling into question of my spontaneity by the presence
of the Cxher, ethics,"—Trans |

7. Ui the notian of dsaseer _...___nr._.._..__._._._. see the motes of Sanrice Blanchor in
bis crsay in MNowe Commrerce 1o0-31 Gspring wgrgl, pp. 2 L Republished s
Erritwee dw Fésassse (s Gallimard, 081), [ Transkared by Ann Smock as Tl
Wiiriag f sl Dizerster (Linceln: Universing of Mobraska Press, mg6).—Tans.|

o It is not ante the Spinoeis path (where, meanwhile, the philosopher
thinks "of moching less than dearl™ hocaose he thinks of the wamoral Life in the
divine totality when e tuly thinks) char Brose Bloch sill ener. While admiring
Spinoga’s immanensm w0 the depree o owhich o excludes finalist aiims and the
vialenos of a God ourside of ke
this _._....__"._..__..E.___.__.. waorld “like a ....J..m:_“_. witly e s in the wemith, so thar :_u_._.r.:._n
casts a shadow”™ (P, poogg [Be2]), This is a world with neither history nor de-
_,__.n.__._m___._._._.._.__". this " _.__....H _.a._.__..q...:._._"_:._ﬁ.: this “asrral |___..__.__._m_.. I, then E._.__“_._n_u_r
then mecl
_.__._m.J__. af the ._na.q.__..z weerrld.” 1 | ehis v L] shadl T ".__..._"._Mw._”.__” COTME NS e _.rx_.._n._.".
enced in is sufficiency™ (P, p. 362 [p. ). For Ermse Bloch, the waoild is yer
ter b made and o be transfommed, and i s in peecic dhar ic is o,

[Far Levinass own remarks on mﬂ:._.__._ﬁ._.r. _.._.__IU__E_.___. o “__.1.,_..__1___1._””__ wrsed _E..__“_.._._..q..q.”_.., 108
joiz Tel, P 1ol —Trans |

w [For Levinass remarks on o modahey of being in whick the alwaslure sig-
nificance of death may be overcome, see Tal, pp. sh—sh, 232-30; Ted pp. 27=29,
rof-rz,—Trans.|

T.__.__n..__._ﬂq warth the nooon of the ._?Eﬂ__.q.._.ﬁ.__ fitnand, expe

1 from che real, Bloch refuses from the outiet

vist” subsrivure For che tomalioy which “is steoaied @i plice as the

1, | The expression ™l geste o doe” here ranslared as “gestore” or “mave nf

must be undersiood as the movement _.._u. wiich _..__.u.m_._.m_ sl itself, or
the wary imowhich being significs acrively as meaningful, 1am indebred o Bobwert
Bermascan for ﬂ___.m.m.nu:_._.h :_..__.um_.._m....: e, Mleo, in this ._..nu......._.r.._ see Adriaan —“__...—.unﬂ.
rak’ remarks in his “Philosophy and the Idea of the Infinite,” in To the Other:
Aw Iwtrastuction be the Pleilosapdy of Evimiagane! Lesinge (West Lafayente, Ind.

_.__...__._..m,.
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Purdue University Press, 1993), p. ioonig. o Toeelinp e fufisioy, Levinas wefers
tor the process-like gualiy of being as manifestarion, movement, and evenrs, us-
is “produced,” i comes o
pass: it is inseparable from signification. See Tad, pp. oo, o5 T2 ppe xiv, 281
For a discussion of the "gecte 80, see ORBE, pp. 23-20, 99, 1310 AFAE, pp-
29-33 [43—-48]; 126 [157]: 167 [206].—Trans.)

it [Henrd Bergson, The Tw Smcer of anelity auad Befipion, trane, B Ashley
Avdra and C, Breton (Mew York: Heney Hobt, o) —Trans |

1t [For a discwssion of this “parh of spimmaliog” iowhich che furre rakes
place invisibly, see also Levinas, CHIBE, ppo ag—-31, 16265 AFAE pp. 36-39
[$1—54); 2o7—io [ 255—56 ). For lns remarks on the “holy™ as thar which remains
separate from che ander of being and subjectivivy, see ORBE, pp. 37—49; AEAE
pp. 74-70 [ab-99].— Trans.]

13, [Levinas rranslares Heidegger's Sein zvae Fale not as " Being-rowards-
duarh.” bur as “being-for-deah.”—Trans. |

14. [See Bloch, P, p. vafs (78— Trans, |

15,
“Recurrence” amd " The 5elE™ in OERE, pp. mea—g, 10911 AEAE, pp. 130-39
_.“_..n.niﬂ.u_“ 13944 ___u__.ﬂl_.__.__.“__. lpseiny rebers o the wnchasen, ethical eleceion of the
“aeli™ by an other. Election oceurs prioe to o subjecrs reflecrion upon the “event”

i the rebiexive verb s predueee, In this work, be

ar a discussion of Levinass notion of m._“_.,..m.__... see the secoons enorled

thereof,

Also s Lingies discussion of ipseivy in his “Translaoes Inoreducrion,” in
Levinas, Calfecred Peilamaplicad Papers, trans. Alphonso Lingis {Dordrechi:
Eoluwer Academic Puablishers, ___._nu_..“__..:__._.__..:..:_.“#..m v, 1R and gl PR x5l
nEIV

For the themaric antecedents of FHTEE S discussion of the f._.._.n.r.?ﬁ. self under-
_u_.:"_n the cognitive and conarve “wlentity” of the cgo. or subject, see “The Eger
and the .-.n__”u..___”._._._. i Coelfee _._._..__..__-.__“__ﬂ._q__..._.:.__v.__a._._:_._..__ ._.J.____EH_.. PP- 25-45. Farst _.__._._.k:u_.__.:.._ m
French in the Reone oe Miraphysigue e Monsle 50 Qos4), pp. 153-73. See also
“Language and Prosiming,” in Calferseed Plifosnpbiced Mapers, trans. Lingis, pp.
1og-26. First published in B Dévoeanent Fostenre avee Flueser! et Heideger,
i ed, (Paris: |, Vrin, o8z}, pp 2iB—36. And fnally, see *Separation as Life,” in
Teadl Cap. . Lk ief, PP ge-pz, Trans, |

1, This is in the sense of a very remarkable fragment of Bloch's Spones
[Berlin: Paul Cassirer d____._,...q_.u_.". eicd entitled “Der Schwaree”™ {"The Black™). P
the French rranslation, see Toeres (Paris: Gallimard, 1968), p. 0.

170 M ke English translarion, p. nfio.

18, Bloch, Speovr, p. 275 (p. 235 in the French rranslaion). See unde
teading “Astonishmen.”

19, [The full senence 15 ™ Mare frer res agize, pavies o prexivo b See
Haorace, Spiwles [ o8, Bq. Ir is ransled as “Tis your own saberye thas o s
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when yomuar _.._._"h_”__....sﬂ...ﬂ wall i i Mames.” See Hormoe, Sitives, ._.““__...q.._..__mﬂ el Ars
Freetiva, trans, H. Rushrton Fairdough (Mew Yerk: Paonam, weg; Lacb Clissacs),
P 875 Trans]

xS 1gHE,

2. Aparrne p.ry (235 in the French rranslacion).

z21. Thid., [ z76 __m_,. 137 in the Frendh transletion).

2. [In English in the rexe.—Trans|

24, IHL o0l ﬂ_._w.:u_._ translaimon, p- 13549,

2. [ Frigas is generally ranskared as evenr, incident, action; here, by plac
ing a hyphen afrer the inseparable profis “en” Heidegger is emphasizing the ac-
Live APpTopeiLrion ol ﬁ_.._._.._.._._".___._ﬂ.. ar the act _;._._._.__._r:..h E:.____.._"_._.m.__.h nnes o [the
rransitive verhy ._.._”h._._.._..:_. can b pranslaccd e own L —Trans |

26, [For Levinass understanding of che notion ol “creanare,” see Tl pp.
Bi—uo, 102—y, 178-80; T5l pp. s7—62, 75-78, 255-57.— Trans.]

Fran the Carefree Deficiency to the Mevw Meaning

I W write csance with # m designare by this wenl the verbal sense of the
word de b the elfecouannn :"_._..__.nr__.”_._.. the Seiw distimen froim the Seivmde,

o [Johin Macquarric and Edwand Bebinsen have tnondaced feeiniplbed with
the _.__..E_.____w..m...:.._ “rminneness ;) e .__w_...q.z_m. gl Tiwwie, iy, 8 o —Trans. |

fo [T sagnde agréable,"—Trans, |

4 [Sec QBRE pp. 18y AEAE po 230 [280]—Trans.]

50 Mavrice Blanchor, “Lhscours sur la _._"_ln._..__..._r..: i Ao Meweedn Cosimieiee
do—3n (spring 1975k rpr in Sevdney di Diénsiee | The Wiiting of the Diuesser]. ]
am breaking the word inme “dis-asrer” and umderscoring in the ext cived the
word “disaster.” |Levinas breaks the word “disasier™ inta irs hyphenated borm oo
_.._._._m._.. v thine COMIEM Ty disaster 1% sratwmsoit to the boss of a Axed pxing

of reference for hunean beings. It poins also me the absenee of cosmic or oos
malogical models to the imitation of which one could legitmanely devare one’s
life. Bee the essay on Blanehor,—Trans.|

&, [0 the neologism “dis-interested-ness” see "ldealism and ldeology™ in
this volume, ny.—Trans.|

7. (D the notion of o passivitg prior o consciousness and reflection see
ORBE, pp. -6, wou—13: AFAE, pp. Gi=71 [B1=04]; tio—44 [173-70] —Trans. |

K [On the hypostasis, sce QERE ppoios—6; AEAL, pp. 134-36 [167—ng].
Also see chaprer 5, "L'Hypostase,” in Levinass carly wark Dy lecetenee & Vexis-
winei {2 e, Paris: . Wein, 1988, pp.o1o7—74. espe ooz Trslaced by Alphonso
| ingis as Exsrrre and Exaaenss (Dordrechit: Khower Acadenc Pubishess, 1928],
pp- G-, esp. po 7 o this worls the hypostasis is contrasted with the "[7 of
vepers fa-reim and ._.._.__.._._m“_.-_.._..& with the Presenn.. ~Trana.!
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9, [For a discussion of the m_.__”...:_._u_.._:_..:__ ol hnmine __“____"__.___._.__" _..__”__. the unithinkalile
The Glaosry of the Infi-
nice,” i L, pp o5 AEAE, pp. r7o-og, [2eo—18] —Tiane )

1o, O G ol “The Bad Conscience and the Inexorable™ in this welume,

i Say "Divine Comuady” in "God and Philesophy™ i this vabaome.

12 |Alsn sec .p._._n_.._"....q i e, " The-One-for-the-Chther s Mor a Commin-
ment,” in ORBE, pp. at—gor AEAE ppoi7a-78 [zrg-gls alse CUTEE pp.
149-52; AEAE, PR Tgo—g |235—38] For Lewinass discussion of the nooon of
the "saered” and his distncrion bovaeen “sacredness” and “holiness,” soe §g,
*Divine Comedy,” in the ssay “Cod and Mhilosophy™ in this volume. Alsa see
Levinas's collection of Talmudic m“_._._n._ﬂ_._.._..,,._.l:_._m. i Soernd® arw Neini: Oy M-
pefler Decnies Tadimaeegnes (Pavis: Editions du Minuit, syl chaprer s,
Lancad
b Annerme Aromowics 3 " Desacralivarion amd Discnchantment,” im0 N Tl
arvelie __..___.p._i..q...._..nu __EFE:._m_._ﬂ_"F._: amedl __.:._m.._._"_H.._:_:.n rlazina _..__..T.:..Er..__. Press. 1990,
PP 136 -6 —Trans,|

Infinire and its ethical significance, see chaprer §, %2,

*Didswerlsanon et désensorcellemene, Tred Sanbedrin,” 1 Ha—ran T

Coved aamed h_;._m__..____u.:____?__.h.u_.

woeTes Thee adens ser farth here have alresdy been presemad in diverse forms in
the m___ﬁd_.__.:_m_. lectures: ar the University of Lille, March v, mrs; ar che annual
congress of the Associnnon des Profesears de Philosephic of the Faculds
a.._...__“._._.ﬂ___n_ ues de Framee, My 11975 ar the z__.._"_;:._zm_..:.._._ _:ﬁ.._._mu_h__m _._“__. the Aca-
démiie des Satences er des Humanieés d leeaill and che D parcemen de Philoso-
phie of the Universiny of Jerusalem in honae of the nineticth birthday of Pro-
fessor Hugo Bergman on Decernber 23, w73 Gn Hebrowd: ar the Facalus Uni-
versinaires Saine-Louis in Brassels on Febroary zoand 22, 19740 a0 meetings
Em_.._:.:__"_.._.._. by the Centre Protestant d fes on March 1, 7y anad by the Fac-
wleg de Théslogie Protestne on March 4, tozg in Geneva,

This vext is based o the ssential contens of each of these s, It iriner-
ary of conferences has taken on an ecumenical character, This is recalled here
ﬂﬁnﬂ_ ¥ I _.u._,_._.. __._:_._:._m_.. o the life and the work of Professor :__"nﬁ_ mn._.m_du._._
who, tking up residence very early in Jerusslem, always remained Bithful
the universal vocartion of Lsael, which the Fionis Stae was :“__._“__. o serve, mal
ing, pssifale a discourse addressed ooall men in human dignity in erder o e
ahle o __.p.m_.x:r.._". ﬁn._____mﬂﬁ-_._ﬂ:q_m... fari all mven, all our _"__.u.m._.._.._"__..:"_u....

This work frse appeared i L Noweear Cosvererre 3031 (spring 19750, pe.
gy—12l. [First cranskared by Alphonso Lingis in Cedferred Philocaphical Faprrs,
P 155735 The exsay also appears in Sein Hand, ed., The Leniras Beaaler (Cang
Bridge, Mass: Basil Blackwell, 198g). pp. 166—89. — Trans.|
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i [Sce Jenne Delhomme, Lo Prusée o e réel: Crivfpae de Cousalagie (Paris:
PULE, 1g67); also see Dlwpossible feeevogenion (Parisz Desclée, mom)—
Trans.]

r. CF CESE pp. -6, AEAE pp.igs—2o7 [250—53].

g [n the French rext, " Cinsomnie—la veillée de Uéveil—est ingquidnée du
creur de son dgafiee formelle ou cardgoriale par s qui dénopaute wur ce qui,
en elle, se novaute en substance du Miéme, en idenind, en repos, en présence,
en sanmenl _"_.._._. i al.— Tians, |

4. [hee note 6, " ldeslogy and dealism.”—Trans, |

g M mecessing requined by justice, which neverthelss is sequined by vigitance,
and thus by the Infinice i me, by the ide of infininy.

A, | Levimas borrows the erm " ppagere” bream 2 medical lexioon in which e
refirs 1o the sort of synosthesia in which a subject percetves, o example, a
sound a5 if it had a dererminare colon [ avoid trns £ sprapric with “symap-
sis,” which currics connatations of brevine rather than a seeing-together or con-
fusion of sensitions — [rans. | .

7. [Lewinas is hore playing on the movement of being and of consciousness,
using Forms of the verb alfer, "o go.” He writes, “rour ce gqui sen va dans le
prsstt s sonp-vient o se rerronve par Phisceane” (p, gon)—Trans, |

#, The notion of _..u._.__..._.r.._"__.._.. i .._._.,s.._..:_.:._..____.r from oo 11 iy _;+..1_._..!.._..__..n. Frasin
simultanciny, and conseguently, it refers o the unity of apperceprion which deoes
not cone from eatside “ta becone conscious™ [ premdie comseraned of the simul-
tameity. This rorion helongs e the very “mode” of presence: presence—heing—
can anly be as 2 thematization or an assembly of the rransivory and, from then

on, as a phenomenen thar is themarie exhibition isdf, Mot all significanon re-
mrns to expericnee. Mot all significarion is resalved into manglesation. The tor-
mal srrucrire of meaningfulnes-—the sine-for-the-other— does not come hack
directly o the “to show sl Tis suffer-for-an-other, for _..n“_._:.____.._ lias a mican-
ing in which kivowledpe is sdventatious, The advenrure of the knowledge char-
acteristic of buing. which is oneelogical Frem the surser, oot dhe sl masde,
nor the preliminary made, of intelligibiling or of meaning,. It is necessary w pur
eRpETiene N guesLion 35 the souree e meaning,. Une caninot show thar mean-
ing, as knowledge [sereir], has its motivation in a meaning that, ar the ouser,
has nothing of knowledge, Thar philosophy iself be knowledge or cognition
[connaisaner] is not thereby contested. Bur cthe possibility for knowledge
[stoeds] b0 eicompiss all meaning is not che reduction of all mzaning to che
strpcrures imposed by s exhibition, From here comes the idea of a diz-chiony
ol truth in which what is said must be wnsid and dhe unssid again unsaid [af &
dlit it frve déedie ot fe déelie eneme déelit). D this sense, the skeprical essence of
philasophy can be considered senously. Skepticism is not an arbitrary centesia.
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tion, it i 3 doctrine of tral and examination, alchongh irreducible 1o dhe scien-
rific rype of examinarion.

[For a discussion ol the notions of “dia-chrony,” the “Haying,” amd the "Sad.”
see chaprer 2, 551 and 4, “Time and Discourse™ and “Saying and Subjoctiviey,”
in CMIBE, pp. 11-50: in AEAE, pp. 10—8 [¢B-76]; 45=97 [28-a49], For Levinas's
deseription of skepricism and ies ingxorable return, see chaprer s, %5, ...ﬁn__.._.._..__n
cism and Beason,”™ in QEBE, ppo16i—71: in AFAE pp. 2io-18 [256-6i].—
Trans.|

This possibiling of conjuring away or of mising the division of truch into
pwen tiinees, that of the fesmeaiase and char of _.1.__m__T_..__.....n_ o, menes considerarion
and prudence, v docs nor lead necessarily mo the subosdination of the Later g
the former, o the former to the larer, The trach as ._.__.1...?_“.__”_?_..__.“__.. a5 _._..m._._n__._ﬂ the
synchronization of che synchesis, i perhaps whar is proper 1o ranscendence,

10, The ke bieth of the _.__.._.ﬂ..:.:____ resacles mast im u.._.___mn_._..:.__.m._u__.. buae i ihse il
of the Infinire, O, af you waill, in subjecvity gue idea of the Infinie, T0is in
this semse thar the ides of the Infinite, a8 Descaroes would have i1, 15 2 “genuine
idea” amd noe only thae which 1 conceive "by the negation of whar is finie,”

1 Drescarres, questioning himself on “the manner by which [ acquired chis
idea,” on the _._.__..“:"_m._._ﬂ oif this ._....._.._..m___m.__.m_."_... stares in the third Meditarion, " For 1
did nor aequire in frem the senscs; it has never come e unexpectedly, as w-
u__“__. _..E._..__.._..u_._w with the sdexs of _"_._.m_.._u...z that are m__n_._.u_...".__..._—.___r.. T.“._. thie senses, when
these things present themseloes o the external sense organs—aor seem o do so.”
Iev the ddes of snsble things the surprise of experience is assumed by the un-
derstanding that extracts from the senses the clear and distiner ineelligible this
PErnmLing s 1o sy that the __._:__—ﬂ al the s “wem present themselves ro the
external sense arpans.” A process of weeepriviey! "And i —che idea of ____m,_."_.:.__.‘.._
conrinues Drescames—"was nor invented by me cither; for [am Eu.:._:q unahle
either to take awzy anyrhing from it or sooodd aoeching o i, The only remain-
ing aleernative is thar i is innage inome, just as the iden of moesedf s innate in
e, it was barn amd produced with me from the time when 1was creared.” CF
Mesditationes de primg plilerapdia, in Charles Adam and Paul Tannery, eds.,
CEuries e Descarter (Paris: |, Vrin, 196g-1974], p. 1. |English translation from
J. Cotnngham, B SeroochedT, and D Murdoch, mans., Descarrer: Selected Phrlo-
hq.__._?_.__._..____ ._..__F..:.._._ﬂ._. [ “H:.__..:E___u.._ _m_"____“._ nnn_:_.._qr.__h,... _...___.T_._..H_:.J__. PPress, 194%], P 97,
The last clause, heginning wich the wards "ic was born,™ is not in the English
translarion. 1 have added i m._"_.__.._.._..___.m._._m the passage as Lewinas cites it here,—
Trans.|

12, [For a discussion of the an-archic arigin of this Idea, and of the trace of

the [nfinite, see chapter 4, subsection e, "Proximicy and Infining” and chapre
4 %1, "Principle and Anarchy,” in OHBE, pp. 93—094 and 9910z in AEAE pp.
820 [148—o], and 20-30 [1pe=62].—T

ans. |
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13, On as Descartes pus i, “which s oreeteal”

[For a discussion of vulnerabilitg eis-g-mi the other, which Levinas calls
the :._.u,.p”__."_._ﬂ.: and ”_..____—.q__..:_.ﬁ.... as thematized and __.__.._.__.:._?_._____..._. [the “Said™, see
CIBEE, chaprer @, pp. 17—38, g5—51, and chaprer 5, pp. asa—6z2; i AEAL, chapoer
L pp. 4749 [B4—67]: sh=dy [FH-H6]; and chapier 5, pp. w207 [z30-53].—
Trana. |

15. “This is the Erernal who comes from his place, who descemds and tram-
ples the heighes of the carth, Under his Feer che mounaing melt, the valleys
crack: 25 wax melts under the action of fire amd the warers rush over a fll”
(Micah s 34, Thar wlanch STTL Ty codes b what x ..:._._u_".__“__q._....;.._ i 8 O%er-
turned or crombless i is dhis “sorucoure”™ (which s, 3 we may say so, dis-sergc-
vure insel Ty which this e stanes and expresses, indepenadendy of i authoriy—
and o its “rhetosic™—from the Holy Scripores,

i, See Tk, S pp. 33105 and s o B8 pp 578 and Jredsara,

i7. [ With this wrim, Levinas wnderscores the erymelsgical sense of Tineer”
0r AMEHIE, and Sesse,”
from, our of, sur engagernent with beings.— Trans. |

1. Plarn, .__.“__t..mt.zh___”_n“..a...:.. Hpke.

TT 1T T

|For a similar if more elabore disoussion of love and crovic lite, see %4,
paarms A ] B, " The Ambiguicy of Love”™ and “Phenomenolopy of Eros,” e G,
PI* 64 B i el PR 23E—d). Ti thie vt vk, haoweever, Levinas remarked
rhar “.___”_.__..___.“_.___._ lowe 15 a sorr ol __._._.n._:“.__.__._.._._.:..u__.. i s moe “shed _m.h._"__..._ Mlorsowver,
“nothing i furcher From Sees than possesion.” pp. 26o, 265 300 pp, 237, 241
Trans. |

w O RS, chaprer g " Subsrination,” pp ge—1za: in AEAE ppor2s—66
[rs6—205].

rr. Frane Roscieweiy interprens the sespase given by Man oo the Love wirh
which Ciad byees him as che movenmient towand the _"___..mm".___._r..__. See Steva dler Beli-
snatigy part §, ook 2, [ Translived From the zd o, Qrggo) by WaGllam W Hallo os
The Star _._..__..___F__._..n__...._.._...__q.__.q._."_z {Maow Yorke: Haolt, Rineharer and Winsoom, wril, L 1.
book 2, pp. 336—79.—Trans,|

This is the recovery of the structure that commands a homilecic theme of
Jewish choughe: “the fringes ar the cormers of the clathes,” the vicw of which
miust recall g the Buthful =l the commandiments of the Erermal” {Mumbers
15:38—go), arc expressed in Hebrew as gee, This word s placed seguether, in the
ancient rabbinieal commentary called Sifred, with the very swe a form of which,
in the mﬁ_._—m_. af .._....,_..___._.._._....a 19, n"w_.:.n_ ex Yroowarch”™ or ....._,..._“n.u_..ﬁ—:“ :?._“”_.. helosweed
watches by the rellis-work.” The faithful one, looking ac the “fringes” thar re-
i him ool his _.__._..m“._._.. wenis, thus returns his EATL b thie Beloved who warches
Feamn. This seomhil Bse e 1l s o the Face o face with God!

or being. Dhs-interestealeess [dés-intérosenens] or away
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24 It s the meaning, of the _..__n...._.._u.__.._.. of rranscendence, and nor of ethics thai
our study sechs, 1t finds this meaning in ethics. We wrire sgnificanion, Docause
erhics s structured as one-for-the-other; a um.“_.._.uu_mm_.:.:_"_u_. ol the _..__..u_,_:__.__"_ _.__.|m_._w1 he-
cause suside of all Analivy in a responsibilicy tha always increases: dis-inoeresz-
edness where being s ieselb ol ies being,

2o MAotrace of 2 past that was never present, bucan absence thar sl craubles,
[Adso see CIBEE, pp.ai—o7: AEAE pp. 08-24 |148—g5].

For a discussion of che Tiere i soe (ERE, pp, 31—, 162-65, 17578 AEAE,
pp- i—4 [is-15]: 207—10 [203—46]; 10—z [r60—73].— Trans.|

25, A diachrenous truch, or diachrony of the oroth withour 2 possible syn-
thsis, Conteary to whar Bergaon meches ws, there would be a “disorder™ thar is
rict an ather ordern, there where the elemenis conmat minke chemselves conem-
porary, in the manner, fer ecample (bu is this an cample or the es-ceprion?),
by which God contrases wich the prosence of re-presentation,

26, [Lewinas frequenty speculanes on mwe senses of the "in® of "infinie™ the
privacive, and what myght be called an immanent sense, that of a plicing i, or
an ispinarion, See %4 in "From the Canefree Deficiency o the Mew Meaning,”
and %% and 4 m "Geod wd Plulosopbe,” this volume. Also see CHEBE, ppo 123
240 L5 AFAE pp. 15866 [196—205]; 185—8g [228-33). Flere, he refers to the
“in" ol the French erm isesermiafly, the sense of which is host when transtaned
ko _H_._m.:n_._ as "unassumable,” —Trans, |

27 |See als ....r:ﬁ..ﬁ 4 B4 “Subsritagion,” in CRRE P -l AEAL, pE-
14451 [179-8E],—Trans. ]

28, |l French {and Scertish} s, “ro compear™ is to appear in court persan-
ally ar represented by an amomey. | thus retain che play of prenounss and gerere,
afthough the English rerm is more abscure than the French one. It is the notien
n”_.u._.._m_._._ui_#.. in court, ar before a .m.__.._.._"_.._... thiat Lewi intends here.—Trans.|

9. This is a devorion ax serong as death and, inoa sense, stronger than deach.
Within ..__..nz...n..._a_T. death oantlines a ._..__..z_.m._u_ﬂ whiich i r__.._._._n_._._u__q.r wherens _.__..:_._m_._w
could dispense me fromy the response roowhich Lam held pasivals The omb s
ol @ :..m._._w._._..“ i s Pod a _.:_.E_.E_.. The delv rermains.

30, [Levinas here employs an expression dear o Hetdegper, CF the end of

1 m_...m_.._.n.._ﬂ_..n.v lecture fas Weeear ._..m..._.._m__”___._..._.___..h.___.u._...”_u!.n_"_”_" “Fewr the _..__.._ﬂ._"__.u_mn..un_..___._hnm_..
m_____“__,ar____..__m.m.._...._“_ .,.nﬂ_.__._u_._m_:._ ol the sonds of ____._—.._.._..:__.u...r does nor know the CEperi-
cisce of their _n._m_.a___. i ._.__.__.a:__m arilliness, and kiows even less bow sounsd . - s
defined ._.._.“__. rhar stillness,”™ In Gl thye __.__"..“._;. to __..1._#._._5._"._.. rrans, Perer 13, Herre
{Mew York: Harper and Row, 1971}, see, for example, pp. 122 ff Also see G811
P 1ase AEAL, pp.ovrz [an]—Trans ]

31 Crenesis 1827,

32 Exodus 6.
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1. The ene-for-the-other, as 2 formal seroctune of signification. is the signif
nificarion which, here, does nor begin by exposing
aneself in a theme, bor which is my opening o the other, my sineeriny or my
T T,

3 [ The Freneh rexe, which reads, “Accusaeil merveilleus: me vaict sous v
regand .27 could alse be transkaed o highlight an accusative indiscermible in
English: “you see me here beneath your gaze .. .7 The French idiom, “me
parrer,” has preserved the accusanive form ae, which English trnslates as “here
gaimantes oo see” of sefE in the form s and
the preposition v, or here, Vs is chus “you see mc here."—Trens.|

icarsce ar the mbionzhiy off 5

am.” The prepositen e o

15 Lsniahy g7z [1 fellow Levinass French citarion bere—Trans.|

s [The French e resds, “Elle consrinae, en-dee de Punic® de Capenoep-
vion . -, 1 tramsdate the French locacive preposition eredepd acconding, oo the
compent ax “within,” “prion,” Tn those cases where Levinas explicitly refers m the
1 or the nomthemaczable ad cthical "otherwise than
being,” | fallosw Lingiss choice of “hicher” side. This “a=sidde”™ or hither side
must be understood as an imperceprible accompaniment in experience, whose
mmwiing is bost when wae artemapt bo bring i into discoanse a3 if ir were, indaed,
experience. See OBBE pp. 9—10; AEAE, pp. 1013 [22-25]. For discussion of
“Inspiravion” and the “hicher side,” see Q8RE pp.g—15, 109-18, rap ARAE
pp- -t [so—gzlc tse—s (173880 6o (ig8]—Trns]

170 Mo 180 the verse boging, " The lien harh roarcd, whe will net feard”

i [The French rest reads, "La clarn® du visible—stpifiaic.” This remark
mist b understond o mces thar, for the Western oradivion, identificasion and
predication—which Levinas calls more sericily “apophansis™—an the erclusive
modes by which something is brought o lighe, Bur the metaphor of clarive
rraust o be separared from mcaning ieself—"Trans. |

39, Ivis quite renrkalile thar the word “sign icance” [agmegftaned could have

_”_..:._m__"_r..__"_"”.__ _".._._._..z_._._..:.._

the meaning, empirically. of p mark oF aiention given w someone,

40, [The Fremch toxt reads, “he sleve-t-elle d il lewrs ceme sygnehance plus
antigue que our dessind”™ The adverbial phrase o aillours is generally wransianed
as “hesides” or “moreover”s it can also mean “from anocher place.” n the pre-
sent discussion, this seoend sense should nor be overlooked in light of the dis-
cussion of “otherwise than _.__.._3.._ur "—Trams. ]

41, See ORBE pp. 46—y7, 153 AEAE, pp. 59 [78-70] and 195 |239-40].

42 [In English in the veon ©F 1 in Tdeology and Ideatism™ in chis velume—
Trans,|

g [ The encompassment or euglobemene of which Lovinas speaks is char of
iddealisr systems, parmoulaly thar of Hegel.—Trans,|

44 In English in che texr,

lrans.]
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Queitions and Answers

peorrs; Published For the st time in Le Mewpean Conneree 1637 (spring
77 ppe G186,

1. Cf abowve, “Ideology and Idealism,” &4, “The Ocher in che Form of the
Orther Man™; and “On Dearh in the Thoughe of Emst Bloch,” 1, “Death,
Where [s Your Victory?™

s+ [ln T, justice is not so clearly vied to the thind party as it will be in
(285 and here, For the discusion of justice and the third party in CESE see
pp. 157—65: in AEAE, pp. -0 [a44-50]—

1. [ the un-saying, or di-dive, woe CERE, pp. 43-48. 155, r7es AEAE, pp.
sh— [75—Ral; sas—ob [2ae—qr]: 2ri—nd [265= ) Trans |

4 | (MERE, pp. g, 1B AEAE, poiBz (2230 228 [278].—Trans.]

g [OMEE, ppoons, 1z e as ARAE pooagh [181]; 095 ozl rzoone 35 liso

1] Trans]

6. [ The French rexr reads, * Vous dives que ke Tangapge readuic aussi bien quil
trahit™ (p. 139). The expression is taken directly from Levinas, who plays fre-
quently upen dhe near-homonymy of erediire and senliv, See, for example,
(MRRE, ppe 6—7; AEAE, pp. 7-8 [17-19] —Trans.]

7. [ The French expression wee paied has preserved the acousarive form, me,
which English cannor rranslane in sooconcise o formula. The preposivion seicf is
the contemporary amalpumation of the verb "o ™ or soie in the second per-
son singular, imperative form pein and the proposition ef or here, Vet could

o

U e me voes icl” i

thus be expressed as “vou see me here,” or “vois mai
these fermularions, the subpecr is noe 17 bue "vou” o te—Trans, |

B [See “From the Carncfree Dieficiency ro the Mew Meaning,™ Si, note .-
Tians.|

9. | Egensens may e ranslaved, licerally, a8 "propeny” or “posession.”—
Trans.|

1. [ The French rexr reads, "Cerre lecture de Heldegger m'a & certainement
dictée par "idiie e le miod humiain, le soi-méme, Puniciod du maei, cest Nime
perssibiling de se dérober 3 Fauwre.” | reproduce it here ta avoid confusion with
Lesinas’s previous wse of Mar, which refers o the concept of the 1, and o note
that, hene, whar is IMPOrGING 15 1501 the noton of the [ buae whar he calls che
uniqueness of the 1, which & “ipscive” Cf OBSE, pp, tog-13, 125 AEAE, pp.
139—44 [173-79): 160 [198].—

1. [For a discussion of the conceprs of “inspiration” and “wirness.” see chap-
ter 5, B2, “The Glary of the Infinice” [esp. subsections a-d) in OREE pp.
r4n-g2; in AFAE, ppipo—fa [220-38].—Trans,]

12, [Bee %y, part G, “The Infinaey of Tume,™ TR, pp. aBi=Rs, esp, axg - fol,
pp- 25760, ep. 26— Trans|

[rans.|
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13, [See By, “Bepond the Face,” in el pp. 2oi-#50in 60 pp z2o-61, As Lev-
inas writes in Tad, “Erer . .. poes beyond the face” (po 26a; To8 p. 242) when it
issues in fecundity, Levinas weites, “This eriiumph of the time of fecundiny over
the becoming of the martal and aging being, is 3 parndon, the wery work of
me,” Tal p- 22 Tel, P 240 — Trans. |

14, [Levinas, Time awdd ohe Other. rans. Richard A, Coben (Pieshbargh
Duguesne Universing Press, 1087). Originally published as "Le emps er lauere,”
im Jean Wahl et al., eds., Lo pledrede monde—evitencs, Cahiers du Collipe
philosophique (Grenoble and Paris: Archawd, o471 pp. ras—a6, Published o
bank Farm with a H__._..m_...;. _.d_. [amvimas as Je .._.n.._.._._.__._: or L Areee [Montpellier, France:
Fata Moigana, w7a).— Trans.|

15, [Fromm aefirme or "o cuey,” o i Laeer Lagin, "o das lonaar 1" ——Trans.|

s, | Wiadimir ._“__._r_._"_rr._ inch, P Mo (2 edo. Pans: Flonmanon, 9770 —
Trams.]

17, [Hesrces emark “Mam rua res agivae, parics cum progious ade” may be
eranslared as * Tis your own sabery thars ar stake when your neighbor’s wall is in
flames,” See Homee, S, Spitler o Arvs Bpetiear, trans. H. Rushoon Faircleugh
(Mew York: Putam, Lach Clissics, w2l pooa7s. Alse see "On Dieath in the
Thessghe of Ernsr Blach,”™ %5, "Death, Where 1s Your Wictory,” in rlis valume,

P8 [Sev also CHEAE poea; ABAE pp,i6a [2m].

s |

Hevmenentics and Beyord

rerre: This essay first appeanad in “Herménentique et philosoplbic de l reli-
gion,” Avter v Callwepure Chytarisd pae e Consne Ditevnniions | de Stvefes S
depes anad by che Dnstivon o Frudes Philosophigues de Bome (Faris: Aubicr, 1977).

1. This difference has, perhaps. no sense in the ontologicsl version thar we
give it whereas i should be a question oF a fepmra-Seing.

2. W write cssamer with an o in order o express thereby the aceor the event
or the process of s the act of the verb "o be” [Sne.

5 Bee GLWE B Hepel, Wasesioluff dler Lagile Swedver Teil ed, Georg Lasson
(Leipaig: Felix Meiner 19230, p 2. Transluned by AV Miller as Heped T Seivnee af
Lagre (Mew York: Humanities ress, rota),

4. Husserl, Phenameenolapized Prpclelfogy, po iz {p. 384 in the French ed.),
[Translation modificd o Follow Levinass French rexn Levinass emiphasis—
Trans.]

5. [Levinas is underscoring the parts of the words “perception” and Begriff
which contain the term bor miuu___:____m i Eum__..m__._%. In the firsr, the fralicized ra__.._.._.
tiom” refers vo the Latin cipere from cgper, to seine, take. In the sccond, the Ger-
man rerm for coneept. Begriffl is refared 1o the verb greifen, meaning o seize or

[ER] __".-..._..._u.. _.
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tr. Husserl, Certewnn Medvbarions, Pz _“_.u. 1w the French ed ).

7. [See Hussed, "Second Meditacion. The Field of Tronscendental Expericnce
Laid Open in Respect of is Universal Srructunes,” in Ciesesiae Meeliario, pp.
z7-55— Irans|

. [Levinas hyphenats “enormous” w undesscore its copmotogical sense of
whar s " evopernd” or ourside the rule—Trans. |

0. [For Levinags discussion of the Saying and rhe Said, so O88E chaprer 2,
B3b—cs %4 and chapter <, 83, respectively pp. 5=, 4549, and 193-62; in
AFAE, pp. 4349 [Go-67]; s8-76 [78—g00]; and ro5-207 [230-53]—Trans.|

1. [The French texe reads, “malhear de 12 conscience valbeurense. —
Trans.|

i, W shall not once again reproduce our analysis of the cithical relation
wherein language is born, We have describod the feion of the | hefare another
tor whom he responds beyond all engagement, infinitely, as a hosrapge, Jand]
bearing witness, by way of this respensibiling e the Tmmemernal wichin ome;
_..__.d.qm_.._m. witness of tle Infinite whicl, |as] weitessed, docs ool arise s _n“__.__.._.._..n.__r

:___.. A witness From oue of the ethecal relation chae, as _..__"_m_"_.____.. i aes ke, dloses
mat refior oo previews ceperience: thar is o sy, o incentsnaliog See our boolk
CHERE, pp. rgo s ARAE, ppoovrg i [22 FE]L Also see our article "Cod and Phae
lessophy™ in chis volome,

Fimally, see our lecoure “¥eérnd du déveilomen: ot vend duo tdmaogmage,” in
Envico Castelli, ed.. Le Temeigape. Avtes ol Collaguee Qngtnind pov e Croetre Tr-
.__._.._.._._i.._"_..._:.__..n_.h_.m_.._.n_._..q Hrearanersivs ot .__.E._..____qu..h.q..__._._.__ o Erareles .__..___“_.:_...._._._..___.u_______.____..___._.u dr Romne
Fowie, o—r5 favsrry poza (Paris: Aubier, 1972), pp. ro-i,

The Thindiing af Beiug aud the Question of the Other

1. Daes new the face dhan all philosophy is thesrenical——meluding these very
reflections—saignify thar the forms imposed by propositions Bichful o dee roles
of ErAAr ancl __"_—.._..r.u. are encrsted i the .__.._n..u_.._r._.ﬂ thar chese m__:.__.u_ﬁ_nm._".—.n_._u X

hibir? Dhoes micaning not remain free in chis language, disposed o unsay isel

and o mean m say atherase?

2. We more char che semreriead, cvoked here, is not epposed o the pracrical,
bt m_“_nn...._.“_H refers toori. Acton s _..__..q.ﬁmm_.._..__.. the ._m_.“__..u_.._m. hold on the visible, wlhicn-
covicrerely the adequarion of appearing 1o being only receives its significarion,
The connectian of ihe ._._.._.q..:..m"_._u_m the .n.__z,u.__.:.a.n. wherein the &m_..:._._hu_::u_ ol the
hobdd dhises por lodpe solely in che skin thar rouches—unless the rouwching as sucl
be e thar a “sensory expericice” ".._"_.._.__.__m._.._:u to that of all the ather seme,
this connecrion s made possible by the sovercign rest or immobilicy of e
world, and of e as rese. The Eiw..m__._u.._ succes ol the _.._.T_mn._m_. b, o his susn i aal

the seizing, and, consequently, this first eclroed sucress, 15 not 2 cormpiin

MNater ro Pager fi2-17 0%

_.._.__._.._._.__...n"__._..n.. 1T i St theesis of 2 _.._._..uﬂ_._":__".?._ _.._..__mn_...._._"__.__.._a..u_... 1t 15 the Brst cvene
af identificatzon, the adequarien o r_._n___..__._rﬂ_._.__n. I _..__...__.__.___ the rise ﬁ._.._.:..__._w amd
ol knowledpe in cheir correlagion,
T grste’ d'Erre mende par les fores” Literally fe
geste mmeans an Cexploit” o jnoche ploral, “devds” or ......_._:_m_.__.n__.n | translare g
A vire moar i _.._n_.:_.n____“__. ax ithe ._._._._...:.__.:.. of _:..n_._ﬂ: ..__.__._.u.__._.q._._ s timics also as thic
“beangys move,” Bee “Ohe Deadh i rhe ._._.__":._..'__._u of Ernst Bloch,” nore o,
absive—Trame].

4 [Although “insistence” is evidently norwriten with an @ in English, 1 pre-
serve the brench, lese, whens i s sosoweivben. The ru._..h_._.__".__.:... 1% vnclerseandalile, aml

i [The Fremch vest reads,

the sulfix “-ance”™ is found in _..._._h:z_._ waords, such as “resistance.” where in de-
noks some active of pricessual gualitg or 2 capacity todo something —Trans ]

5o [ The st reads, "1 domance e acrivind gui w'epitee asoan changemen, ni
Toead, wei el Diews, mstis o s scenmplit précistment Uidentiboanion méme de
i nemv-inequidnde de Uidenind, comme Pacne de son nepos”™ {p, 1751 —

Trans. |

o, [Husserl, Fovmnale wnd sronzenaentale Logile: Vevsmel evser Keitile der lagrs.

el ._...._.h_:_._..._.___m_“ ln= | _“.__“.____._n_ Belarrinms 2.___._:_._"._ vargl. Tranmshoed _u___.. [owrjasn
Cairns as Foenrad gud Trenwscemdensad Lagre (The Hague: Marcinus SNiphaff,
1) — T, |

7. [Although he translates the title in the present essay, Levinas cives the page
1ga) from the _._1.—._.::_” vesr, s Foale ol __:.__“__:_.EE.:___._._. s aliv ...m__.___.__..w._.______n_ ler
Dewdens (T0Ringen: Max Mi
Jesan Beaafrer amd _.._..__.:m_.nLn Fédier, “La Fin e la I __....m.d._._.__.___.r e la cdehe de la
Pensde,” firsr appeared in s, _u....__.ﬂ__,r eramalarion ._"_.__. e Farrell Kl un fir-
she Wiitiangs: Frown Betng and Time (o271 i Pl Wk COF Wiinleinnr (rodpd (Mew
Yiork: _.u_m_u_.__..q and Baow, 19761.—Trans, |

B [The vexe reads, “De par les signes o1 les maots gui les feene on les assem-
blent au les .m_..__.._..-“__n._.__T des S A raksseil iwayanl de I ue la reascmibdanc:

YR _.._.._,.q_u—.q_. i) The French translagion, boy

e la pure semblance, Fapparcnoe diant Uenvers ronjours paossible de leur ap-
passic” {prrsl— Trams, |

9, Jacgues Derrids, Lo Ve er fe planmene (Fanis Freses Universitaines de
Franee, 1967}, | Translaned _..__... [tavid B. Alliscin as ....“_E._J..__._ asvel Plienanend: A
Cther Evsays ou Hlugerdt Theary af Sigres (Bvanston, (1L Northwestern: Univer-
sity Press, 1977 3).— Trans. ]

i [Chn the serucmee ....__.umw_._v n_Hn__H_"_._w s Hussorl, and wn the indeeatve ref-
crence i parcicularn, see Derrida, .mvn.—.....h__ atied Phewawiena, pp. 23 [E—Trans, |

. |UCF ....n_f._._._..___ et Pssiiorietud, p. 18, “Ti wani to E.._._: i the liveral eransla-
viven o the French eendedr dire, which means, more succinerly, "o mean.” Else-
where, | avinas _.__."__.4_.._._ Uil rranslation of the German mveinen _.._"... voarlasr
ey, S TR Je- T I T o I ___."_:n.."_ ”._..uu_._._.._.”..l.._.ﬂ._._._m._
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12, That which makes possible the conceprion of a consciousness forming a
part af the world which is Biven oo i, the famous pepclmlngtead conscionines
which Husserl OppEes T the medveea consciomsners,

£ We must pur in question the Heideggerian phenomenalogy of affecriv-
icy, anchored in anguish, and where the fear of God should have to be nedsosd
e the fear of sanceion,

4. [In Anstocelian _n__w__n._ :“._Hru_..___.._._._nmnq refers to @ statement char can be de-
rermined o be true or false.—Trans, |

15, Orne could nor spoak of the signification of the grestion for the very soruc-
vure of the ”.__.._m_."_.__...-_ aimd af thinking wathour recalling the thesis of Jeanne Dl
hamme, Lo Pensde Intervagative (Paris: Presses Universitires de France, 1954,
and withaoun _.ﬁ_._.._"::__ﬂ to thes essensinl bonk.

16, Mavrice Blanchet, " Discours sur la patience,” in Lo Mevevan Cannaerce
30—31 (spring 1975), pp. 19—44. | Transhued by Ann Smock in The Weiring of the
Ihsaser.— Trans. |

17, Ser "Casd and _“__._m_.E_._—,.,_.___.._ i this voalume, Also s CIRRE

B See in chapter § of CHEEE, an atempr o show the binh of thematizason,
of discourse and of theary in crhical signification. CBRE, ppo p—pn AFAE pp.
17—l | 2o6—66).

19, Un this theme, see our soudy “From Consciousness to Wakefulnes," in
this wolume, Also see our study “Philsophie co dveil,™ in B Plilenpligees 5
[July-Sepr. sa77), pp. sor—17. [For a discussion of a “pre-onginary susceprive-
ness,” see CERE, pp. 122-29, AEAE, pp 05704 [195—205 ], —Trans.|

-

Transcendence aua Ll

marE; The present texe is based on a paper delivered on July 1o, 1978, ar the
Seventh International Congress of Phenomenalogy, held in Paris and organized
by che World Instiouee for Advanosd Phesomenslogical Rescarch and Learning.
It was first published as “Transcendance et Mal™ in fe Nowsres Conrmeroe 41
(aucumn ro7E), pp. s9—78. [Translared by ._._._._"__.__::_ﬁu. Lingis in Callected Prile-
sapdival Papers, pp. 15 86.—"Trans.|

1. |-L Maron, Lidele e fe Estance (Panis: Grasser, 1977),

2. This is an interpretacion thar one cannor set aside forever; through i, the
themarizarion and discourse of science are superposed on every rupoure and
place transcendence in question. Withour impeding the rensen of the lived and
of the inerruprive meaning, Can tanscendence have a meaning which is orher
than ambiguous for a modem? But the same goes for the world. CF the Tnes
that clase the presen essay.

3. Philippe Nema, fob et Seecds ae Mad (Paris: Grasser, 10781,

4. [John Macquarnie and Edward Bobinson have sranslaced Zadfsomabalfvit au
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readiness-vo-hand ™y see thebe vanslanon of “_.__..m_"_,..__.m.._..q. hw_..q.._.__h and Time [Mew
Youle: Harper and Bow, tadz), 48 Gp.o2g in Seie soed i), They rranslare
Stivemsecrg a5 “mood”; Beiag vl Time, pp. 17279 (pp. d—a0 in Sein v
St — Trans.|

5. CF our attempr ar a phenomenalogy in this direcrion in “Le Temps er
Fanere”™ | Time aaal s Cheher

6. [“Le Toi," which | am nor translating as “The Thou” hecause of its reso
nance wich the dialogical philosoply of Martin Buber.—Trans.|

7. [The French rexr reads, "a sens oo gui coneeime Ualtermarive du
il cxprémie poar atrente d'une dme” {p. 202,

& This "audacity” is also kacking in Buber, 1o whom the discovery of the ne-
laticss - Thean appers m.n":.._.__.._.._.mu_._.._..u_. s a new mede of beang; dhe You of ol -
ing enly o more intense manner of being, the divining of God losing itsedf this
i ite mosde of existence, which would be thie final sense of His epiphany, as i
abse 15 of the dsclosed world.

rans. |

g Memo woald nat like the formula “ethics precedes onolagy™ for sril
wrher reason, He, like almost all the _q__.___.._w.._.._r._“_: al licerirore fm o day, idencibes
vihics with the Law [which is the consequence of ethicsh, while the evil tha
awakes us o the You of God would be precisely contestagion of che Law and of
the rechnological spiric which, for Nema, is tied o ir The moralicy of the Law
would anly be, for him, o technique for drwing rewards to omeselland avoid-
ing punishmenrs, We think thar, primordially, coltics signifies obliganon rowand
Anather [Awtend]; we think that ie leds us o the Law and to gratuitous sorvice,

whicl s mora priveciple of rechnague.

ien, These divnensions, according o the Husserdian teachings reprodduced in
Experience s frlgnsens seare from ihe posicion of an individual substrate, wm
from the backgraund of the warld; from a sulbsirae cuposed 1o the “passive syn-
g of helich in which this _____&_”m____._

theses” of vx-plicarion and o the “masdal
is made. These spntheses are then taken up in the aergerial dotivity of the padg:
ment properly so called. I s che dimensions of the affirmation of ai imperis
i its deing and in its properties, assembled ino syntheses and into a syseem: a
coherent wniverse without back-worldss a reign of the Same withour any “other
scene.” [See Husserl, Experience awd fuegment, $%6—-a0. bor Husserl's disoussion
nf passive symthoies and modalizadons—Trans.]

Dialague

wore: The French version of a study entitled Le Diwlogue, written for the en-
cvclopedia Clrssfevber Glanbe i moderrer Geselfscl® {Freiburg-im-Breisga:
Herder Verlag, 1979); published in French by the Istinere di Stadi Filesofic
{Rasrme. 1gHa).
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to [Levinas is playing upen the etymological sense of smaintennt, or “now,”
ter mean “hand-holding™ preseace is thar which we grasp figurarively or liver-
ally. The verb muintesiv, or “to maintain, keep, or hold, or uphold,” illustetes
thuis original sene well. Hence we cranslare sado-remens as “nninerenance”™ even
thaugh the English rerm implies a carrping en or keeping up— Trans.]

1. |"Es gehiirt wn den nefsien und richtigsren Einsichien, die sich o der -
ik ster Vernwafi finden, dass die Einbeie, die das Wesen des Bewriffs ansmachs,
alzo die _._u,..;._.._.mq._m_m_.“__..___u._._n“_._.—ia._.._:,. Einheir der Apperzeption, als Embenr des: [ch
denke, nder des Selhathewisssein cekanne wird.” See Hepel, ._.n..._.”.“q_:_“_.___._..._...____m. er
Logik, Dwefver Teif, Georg Lasson, ed, (Leipeig: Feliv Meiner, 1921, e 2
[ Hepeds Sceenee of Logiv, p. sHg).—Trans.|

i _”._..__”_..._.,._“__”._.r .__..II.._:.“.. e ar .r_.....“._.m_.:._._.. __.u__. P resent, "— T, |

. Hussesl, Sriws aler provwpotivofierns WiseisiohefTew, p. pho, [Crins of Furapeas
Seievces sond Toanrecndeniad Plewomenabay, p. 258 —Trans.)

i [Galeriel Marcel, .____E:.t:..__.m__..__.m.___.__._r___..__.fﬁ_._.._._n__u.._.."_. -24) (Parie M. E R, Gallimard,
ezl po2o7. Also see " lournal M hysique, TN {Fragmenrs): Le Scotinent
du Profond,™ in Fantaine 51 CApr. rogih, Also see Jean Wahl's discussion of the
dweerwed Misapdgstanes in " Le Journal M ctaphysique de Gabnel Marcel,”™ in Remee
dle Métaplysique ee Marale { Jan.-Mar, sg3a), Translred ine English by Bernard
Whall, Mesapdoprival fosrnad {Chicago: H. Regnery, ig52).—Trans,|

&, [For a definition of _.._.__._._"_.._"__m._u_..u e :_._lu__.:._.:_. warrds,” see ML Buber, §awd
e, trans. Ronald G, Smich (Mew York: Collier Boosks, Macmillan, od ed.,
s® and 1987), pp. 33— Trans ]

7. | Sedleefiese is lirerally “aelfhod,"—Tians, |

8 [John Macquarrsic and Edward Robinson have rranshiced Miveis s “Be.
ing-with”; see Bevng ane Troee, po 308 (po 26 in Sein e Zei o~ Trans, )

4. [The French cesr reads, “sur le desiein eriginal er originel de la relation
qu'en ne peus pas entermer dans le psychisme.” In French ehere are two adjec-
rrves for the English adjective “original.” The firs, aviginedl, implies thar which i
first in the sense of being novel or inventive; the second, sefgivel, expresses orig-
imaliry as primondialicg.— Trans. |

10, [Although the French infinivive madsir admies a5 2 standard translation "
be worth,” there s no amachment ingended here berween this value and human
being or existence. This value is noe sicuared in the first place at the level of he
i, Cf, OBRE p.orglinal AEAL, p. 15f—59nz% [196 o, 1]~ Trans.]

Ddoser e .__.__."_.ﬂﬁqia..n..

roTE The ideas assembled in these nores were _uu__.l.:...._._.:.._.._ i thee Forme ol pws
lectures ar che Faculids Universitaires Saine Lowis, in Brussels, in Mo

el

to7i. The present texe was published For the firs cirnoe in Mo ©meaene o
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[upring i), pp ou—117, Secnions 7 oamd B owere reworked, and a few maerial
rectihications were sdded o the ather pars of the st versian therenf,

o D bpentionalicic wird befrage, woraul e eigentlich hin wswill.” See
Husserl, Formsale v praszendeniale Logil, pooa. [ Fermal wnd Trawsernddensal
Fogie, po1o.—Trans]

1o [The Frosch exr reads, “la présence se produir main-enane.” A common
ward For “navw,” the French marstemaner _...n__._"__.__._w_.._._ al awatine, hand, and pen-
anet, From the verb genie, "ro hald,” Levinas is here playing an the mole of the
hand in the producnion of beimng—Trans. |

1. |Lirerally "givenness.”—Trans.]

4. |5ee Huosserl, ._q.n._u.__._u.n..__ __...._E,“__.....n:;.q.._._z__.l.._.n_:..r_

§o | The Fremch e s, "Comnae s1, ignorde d'nueeon, que dépa dans la -
g de son .__.m..:_m.._... elle e cocerne, dlle e ._._...._..__.._.__._#__. avant =1 confrontarion
aver aiaad, avant o dore T morr qui me dévisage mot-méme” (p ags)—Trans,|

T ..H.._:..__.._—_... Tl PP Teg—20i; Tel, ppo vhB—75; and __n_..__u.n.._...._”__.
CIRAE, pro1n L B6—ng. 133 1T AEAR ppo g . [25 L) soB—20 [1a7—s1); 17%
|2ty —Trans. )

7. [Maa salumacion, *&-Den” inplies “1 commend you e G or “Clo, anmd
Gioed e weich yow.” Levinas plays on the prepositien and the lirerl sense of dhe
construction repeatedly inochis seotion as elsewherne —Trans |

. JCF Chapter 5. " Gosl and Philosophy” n. g5 —Trans.|

g CF CQRBE povat AEAE

1o, [ The ureerance is negative when i says “ndicn,” as a final fnewell.
Trans.|

1. Abrabam, farher of the beliovers, intervened in Genesis (19:05-32) for
Sodem, while :......u_.:_._—m. that it was “cinders and Jdust” A Talmoodic "._mu...“__.:__._._..__.r
(Hota) reminds us thae the “lusoral warer” thar, acconding m BMumbers g, pui-
fies thase impurities due o contact or to the nermesdproziming of the desd, is
a water i which are mived, acconding o the ricual, the ashes oF bume "ruset-
colored coow.” The mte of purificaton thus referred m Abraham’s plea [in de-
fense of Sodom). The humanivy of Abraham is seronpger than his own dearh.
Abraham would nor have been abaghed by his i 3._ﬁ_.=u__.__.___.. which he evoloed
in his prayer o intervene againsg the dearh of the ather man.

12, Chn the passage from the “Tor-the-ather™ o the equiry of jus
CIBBE, p. 16 AEAE, p. 205 [250-91].

13. [Maying on the dual sense of 1_..,-“.__4.3.____.1 az “looking o™ and " concern.”
Livinas here writes, “Qu'il me regarde au non, sl ‘me _.._..mp:z..__..._: —Trans.|

14 Here, in the guise of a biblical Gable, 1 will recall the haoks thar scem 1o
comariture the “hible™ of the conemporany litcrary world: Eafkas works, Be-
ol ghe labyringhs and the blind allevs of the Power, the Hiermrchy, and the

T e
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Admimisiration which mislead and separate men, there rises in Kafla's work the
—.._._._T__..:._ of human r..__w__l._..“__ﬂ. ieself _.__"._..un_n._ m Cuestion vndder the acousanon, wath-
out culpabilivy, of i gighr to be and thar of the innoecence of the very coming o
pass of the advenmre of heing,

Ty Bad Conscience and e Taexorable

worvE: Fiese published in the review Serrees ol Pagderice 1 (Paris: Editions

Olbsidiane, rodn],

1, A _n._:”__._w.__d the French word comscrewar can be ranslated as “consciousness”
or as “conscience,” D use the rerm “consciowsness” inall those places where Lows
inas refers directly or indincotly ro ineentionalicy such as it s found in Brongano
of Hussesl, When speaking of inentionaliny, or of rranscendemal consciousness,
Huszerl weses the German term Heawstaern, which m_.__.n__a_.._ teanslares as “con-
scipsness,” The larer does noa spealk in these places of Cewdoen, which is gen-
erally translated into English as “conscience.” However, as it nevertholes makes
lirele sense 1o rranslare = manewiss ronsceenere” as “had conscionsnes,” the French
T

r. [Jehn Macquarrie and Fdward Rolunson have trndated Coeverfendierr as
“thrownnes™; see Heivg ana® Tiaee, 38, " Falling and Thrownness,” pp, 2m9-24.—
Trans.|

1 [The French rext underscores the reflexivity of these verbs. “Srrucrure
riflichie of émotion st touours émotion e _._._.=.._.._..__._,... SIOANEnT, mdis ausEi

reersrrerace 15 here transhred as “conscience,"—

érotion peur soi-méme, obn F'émadion consiste i sdmouvoir—i effrayer, & ae
réjouin i Saterister, et (p. 2681 — Trans |

N _..._p___n._”_..__._...._.n:....r amd Bobinsen tandare the adjective Fohanden ax :_.._.l.._.._.m_"_...__n.u
hand™ and the subsiantive Zufwadeibes as readiness-ro-hand; sec Sefng and
Time, %15, “The Being of Enories Encountered in the Environment,” pp.
gi-roe The term Frebuseloses would refer o anyrhing char is ready-ro-hand, —
Trans. |

Manner af Speaking

[reore: First published in Jean Beawfrer, Richard Kearmey, and Joseph 5.
O Leary, eds., Heldvgger of ke guestion de Diiew (Panis: B, Grasset, 1980).—Trans]

1. More the wndaied leieer of Frame F...__an_.._u..__....nmm.. to Martin Buber (of Rachd
Raodeneweig, Edith Roseneweig-Scheinmann, and Bernhard Casper, eds,, P
Bocengapiy Briefe wnd Tapebiicher, vol. 2 [The Hague: Martinus MijhofT Puls-
lishers, in the series “Der Mensch und sein Werl.” 1a7a]. pp. 824-271, ad
mirahly commented wpon and rigorausly explicated by B Caxper o the Bisuliy
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of Thealogy of Freiburg-in-Brisgan {see his commenrary in the Moo/
..___._._..__..1____.___2 fi, vl 2, 1974 .m_:.um_“_._:.m s Mwcach: Kad Alber Ve q_.._.Hn”_. pp. 225-3K).

In this betrer che author of the Seor of Bealempeson, called v give his friendly
adwice om the firse proofs of §end Thes, ebjcers o Buber aver the weakness of
el prinmary word or the Leerr, 1D (e B2 Rosenzweig oreans in as sooned
(el b inadegquane v che e weighn of the language bearing e beings in-
adeguate w the son-dalogical propasition. Bur the necealiy of dhe pronsun
"I L designaning themarized being is due, acconding @ Roseneweig, in the
vapression [-le, _..v._._.._..m:___u.. tor thic weakness of dhe §, which would agrree, ..p._.qm._.q_.."_..
speaking, wich the wealis interpreravion of the real, with the constinmien of
_..__.._.__.._..._... by the ranscendenal u.._._.m,..ﬂ._.m.._m_"“__. ab tlie I, bt voe wily resl _._"..__:_"“__.. 1HiiE
with the rrveresy whose abselurencss comes from Gaod, which could mor be ew-
prressael by che £ norn, ubtimancly, By the Thow, Bue wha is He, o thind person,
having nething wore e comman with the fe neglecred i dialopue? The orue
word For the Being of the wedd would be He-le “He makes i lve anad die”

Il werienbsde :_.__"._:_12_.__..,. asl whae propesition thai i= r.__u_:__.___:_.__p._.._._ :._n_._.__:__nl._:_.q... anil
of the Laimguage thar vses these propositiens, would be novealod, acconding o
FE_..___H._....,..H. _.__:._h_..__."_... n il wry fact char el _"._._p._._ﬂ.___ o the & Thaw whiclh Ba-
hers fundamenral book conains., is creared in rthis linguage, feom one end of
thie bk to the otler. Here again we fmd a reconrse to dhe model of the rel
tiom of skepricism? Bur in s evidens thar oneolegical language & here claimed,
(T AT TS Frows the cteminy aimd o ultimacy of beingg, which would be the
bearer of all mcaming, but freon the envire dhodogy of creation, whicl confers
upein being its frundarion or ins beginning and its true weighe.
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