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it would be judicrous to impugn Jabes for not having pronounced these ques-
tions in Le livre des guestions. They can only sleep within the literary act whichj
needs both their life and their lethargy, Writing would die of the pure vigilance of
the guestion, as it wouki of the simple erasure of the question. Is not to write,
once more, to confuse ontology and grammar? The grammar in which are in
serived ajl the distocations of dead syntax, all the aggressions perpetrated by
speech against Janguage, every questioning of the letter itself? The written ques-
tions addressed to literature, al} the tortures inflicted upon it, are abways trans
figured, drained, forgotien by literature, within Hterature; having becom
modifications of itseif, by itself, in itself, they are mortifications, that is to say, as
always, ruses of life. Life negates itself in literature only so that it may survive
better, So that it may be better. H does not segate itsetl any more thas it affism
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itself: it differs from itseif, dofers itself, and writes itself as différance. Books ar
always books of fife (the archetype would be the Book of Life kept by the God of
the Jews) or of aftertife (the archetype would be the Books of the Dead kept by
the Egyptians). When Maurice Blanchot writes: *'Is man. capable of a radicd
intetvogation, that is to say, finally, is man capable of literature'” one could jusl
as well say, on the basis of & certain conceptualization of life, **incapable’ half
the time. Except if one admits that pure Hterature is nonliterature, or death itself
The question about the origin of the book, the absolute interrogation, the interro
gation of ali possible interrogations, the “‘interrogation of God" will nev
belong to a book. Uniess the question forgets itself within the articulations of it
memory, the time of Hy iaterrogation, the time andd tradition of s sentence, and
upless the memory of itself, the syntax binding the question to itself, does noj
make a disguised affirmation of this origin. Already a book of the question
becorning rernote from its origin. '

Hesnceforth, o that God may indeed be, as Jabés says, an interrogation 4
God, would we not have to transform a final affirmation into a question? Liter
atue would then, perhaps, only be the dreamiike displacement of this question

“There it the book of Ged in which God questions himself, and there is the

book of man which is proportionate o that of God.”’
Rebr Rida

Hebraisser il Hedlonism,—
between these Iwo points of
influence moves our workl®
AL one time # feels more
powerlully the altraction of
ont of them, at another time
of the other; and it ought

I be, though i never is,
evenly aad happily batanced
between them. {Masthew
Amold, Culture and Anarchy}
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That phitosophy dicd yesterday, since Hegel or Marx,
Nietzsche, or Heidegger—and philesophy should sl
wander toward the meaning of its death—or that it has
always lived knowing itself to be dying {as is silently
confessed in the shadow of the very discourse which
declared philosophia perennis), that philosophy died
one day, within history, or that it has always fed on its
ows agony, on the violent way it opens history by
f};}pos%ng itseif to nonphilosophy, which is its past and
its concern, its death and wellspring; that beyond the
death, or dying nature, of philosophy, perhaps even
because of it, thought still has a future, or even, as is
said today, is still eatirely to come because of what
phifosophy has held in store; or, more strangely still,
that the future itself has a futgre—ali these are unan-
swerable questions. By right of birth, and for one time
at least, these are problems put to philosophy as prob-
lems philosophy cannot resolve,

It may even be that these gquestions are not

 philosophical, are not philosophy's questions. Never-

theless, these should be the only guestions today
capable of founding the commaunity, within the world,
of those who are still called philosophers; and called
such in remembrance, at very least, of the fact that
these questions must be exarined narelentingly, de-
spite the diaspora of institutes and languages, despite
the publications and techniques that foliow on each
other, procreating and accumulating by themselves,
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like capital or poverty. A community of the question, therefore, within that
fragile moment when the question is not yet determined enough for the hypocrisy
of an answer to have already initiated itseif beneaih the mask of the question, and
not yet determined enough for its voice to have been already and fraudulently
articulated within the very syntax of the guestion. A community of decision, of
initiative, of abselute initiajity, but alse a threatened community, in which the
question has not yet found the language it has decided to seek, is not yet sure of
its own possibility within the community. A community of the question about the
possibility of the question. This is very little—aimost nothing—but within i,
today, is sheltered and encapsulated an unbreachable dignity and duty of deci-
sion. An usbreachable responsibility. Why unbreachable? Because the impossi-
bie has afready occurred. The impossible according to the totality of what &
questioned, sccording to the totality of beings, objects and determinations, the
impossible according to the history of facts, has occurred: there is a history of the
question, a pure memory of the pure question which in its possibility perhaps
authorizes aH inheritance and ail pure memory in general and as such. The
question has ajready begun—we know it has—and this strange certainty about an
other absolute origin, an other absolute decision that has secured the past of the
question, liberates an incomparable instruction: the discipline of (he question.
Through {through, that is to say that we must efready know how to read) this
discipting, which is not yet even the inconceivable tradition of the negative {of
negative determination), and which is completely previous to irony, to maieutics,
to epoché, and to doubt, an injunction is asnounced: the- question must be
maintained. As a guestion, The liberty of the question {double genitive)? must be
stated and protected. A founded dweiling, a realized tradition of the guestion
tematning a question. If this commandment has an ethical meaning, it is not |
that it belongs to the domain of the ethical, but in that it uitimately authorizes
every ethical taw in general. There is no stated law, no commandment, that is not
addressed to a freedomn of speech. There is therefore neither law nor command-|
ment which does not confirm and enclose—that is, does not dissimulate by!
presupposing it--the possibility of the question. Thus, the question is aiways
enclosed; it never appears immediatety as such, but only through the hermetism
of a proposition in which the answer has already begun fo determine the question.
The purity of the question can only be indicated or recalied through Lhe difference
of a hermeneuticat effort, ‘

‘Thus, those who look into the possibility of philosophy, phildsophy’s iife and
death, are already engaged in, already overtaken by the dialogue of the question
about itseif and with itseif; they always act in remembrance of philosophy, as
pari of the correspondence of the question with itself. Essential to the destiny
of this comrespondence, then, is that it comes to speculate, to reflect, and w©
question about itself within itself, This is where the obiectifichtion, secondary
interpretation, and determination of the question’s own history in the world all
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begin; and this is where the combal embedded in the difference between the
question in general and “philosophy’” as a determined—finite and mortal—
moment or mode of the question itssif also begins. The difference between
philosophy as a power and adventure of the question itself and philosophy as 2
determined event or tursing point within this adventure. '

This difference is better concetved today. That this difference has come to Hght,
has been conceplualized as such, is donbtless an unnoticed and inessential sign
for the historian of facts, techniques, and ideas. But, undersiood in all its imphi-
cations, it is perhaps the most deeply inscribed characteristic of our age. And
would not better thinking this difference be knowing that if something is stitl to
transpire within the tradition by which philosophers always know themselves to
be overtaken, then the tradition's origin will have to be sumimoned forth and
adhered 1o as rigorousty as possible? Which s not to stammer and huddie lazily
in the depths of childhood, but precisely the opposite.

Close to us and since Hegel, in his mighty shadow, the two great voices which
have ordered us to this total repetition—which itself has recalled us to ourselves
and has been acknowledged as of utmost philosophical urgency-—are those of
Husserl and Heidegger, Despite the most profound dissimilarities, the appeal to
tradition---which is in ne way traditionai—is shaped by an intention commen to
Husserlian phenomenology and to what we wil! call provisionally, by approxima-
tion and for reasons of economy, Heideggerean “ontology.”"?

Thus, very briefly:

1. The entirety of philosophy is conceived on the basis of #ts Greek source, As
is welt knows, this amousts neither 1o an occidentalism, nor to a historicism.* |t
is simply that the founding concepis of philosophy are primarily Greek, and it
would not be possible to philosophize, or to speak philosophicatly, outside this
mediuvm. That Piato, for Husserd, was the founder of a reason and a philosophical
task whose telos was still sleeping in the shadows; or that for Heldegaer, on the
contrary, Plato marks the moment at which the thought of Being forgets itself and
is determined as philosophy-this difference is decisive only at the culmination
of a common root which is Greek. The difference is fraternal in its posterity,
entirely submitted to the same domination. Domination of the same too, which
wili disappear neither in phenomenclogy nor in “‘oniclogy.””

2. The archaeology to which Husserl and Heidegger lead us by different paths
entails, for both, 2 subordisation or transgression, in any event a reduction of
metaphysics. Even though, for gach, this gesture has an entirely different mean-
ing, or at least does so apparently.

3. Finally, the category of the erhical is not only dissociated from metaphysics
but coordinated with something other than hself, a previous and more radicat
function. When ethics is not treated this way, when law, the power of resolution,
and the relationship to the other are once more past of the archia, they lose their
gthical specificity.®
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These three motifs arrayed at the unique source of the unique phitosophy
would indicate the only possible direction o be taken by any philosophical
resource in general. Any possible dislogue between Husserlian phencmenotogy
and Heideggerean “ontology,” at every point where they are more or less
directly implicated, can be understood only from within the Greek tradition. At
the moment when the fupdamental conceptual system produced by the Greco-
European adventure is in the process of taking over afl of bumanity, these three
motifs would predetermine the totality of the logos and of the woridwide
historico-philosophical situation. No philosophy couid possibly dislodge them
without first succumbing to them, or without finally destroying iself as 2
philosophical tanguage. At a historical depth which the science and philosophies
of history can only presupposc, we know that we are consigned to the security of
the Groek clement; and we know it with & knowledge and 2 con fidence which are
neither habitual sor comfortabld but, on the contrary, permit us to experience
torment or distress in general. For example, the consciousness of crisis s for
Husserd but the provisional, almost necessary covering up of a sranscendental
motif which in Descartes and in Kant was already beginning to accomplish the
Greek aim: philosophy as science. When Heidegger says that *for a long time,
too long, thought has been desiccated,”” like a fish out of water, the element 1
which he wishes to return thought is stif—alrcady-the Greek element, the
Greek thought of Being, the thought of Being whose irruption or call produced
Greece. The knowledge and security of which we are speaking are therefore not
in the workd; rather, they are the possibitity of our language and the nexus of our
workd,
It is at this level that the thought of Emmanuel Levinas can make us tremble.
At the heart of the desert, in the growing wasteland, this thought, which
fundamentally no longer seeks to be a thought of Being and phenomenality,
makes us dream of an inconceivable process of dismantling and dispossession.
1. In Greek, in our language, in a language rich with all the aliuvia of its
history—and our question takes shape already—in a language that admits to its
powers of seduction while playing on them unceasingly, this thought summeons
us to a distocation of the Greek logos, to a dislocation of our identity, and
perhaps of identity in geseral; it summons us o depast from the Greek site and
perhaps from every site in general, and 10 move toward what is no longer 3
source or a site {too welcorning to the gods), but toward an exhalation, toward a
prophetic speech already emitted not only nearer to the source than Plato or the
pre-Socratics, but inside the Greek origin, close to the other of the Greek {but
will the. other of the Greek be the non-Greek? Above ail, can it be named the
non-Greek? And dur question comes closer.} A thought for which the entirety of
the Greek logos has already erupted, and is now a quiet topsoil deposited not over
bedrock, but around a more ancient volcano, A thought which, without philology
and solely by rcmai'zzizzg faithful to the immediate, but buried nudity of experd
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ence itseif, st__:cks to liberate itself from the Greek domination of the Same ang the
One (o(her_names for the light of Being and of the phenomenon) as if from
oppression ‘125131?%—&11 oppression certainly comparable to none other in the warkd
an czzto_iogn;ql or transcendental oppression, but also the origin or alibi of aii
oppression iy the werld. A thought, finally, which seeks to liberate itself fro}n a
g?;i;i(;zh‘y fﬁscinazed byrthe ““visage of being that shows itself in war’”’ which
i the concept of totality whi i i '
iy e I s apﬂe; iy p?r y ;ch dominates Western philosophy'® (Total-
2 T%zis_ thought nevertheless seeks to define itself, In its primary possibHity, as
mczaphys.lcai (a CGreek notion however, if we follow the vein of our .ueszion); A
$;:aphysscs that Levinas seeks to raise up from its subordinate gosition a:nd
fm;:c/\ :::r:;;zz he secks to restore in opposition to the entire tradition derived
3. This thought calls upon the ethical relationship—s i ionshi
o th'c infinite as infinitely other, to the ojrﬁfjﬁi::";: e:r:;‘;]::i inm:::&h‘i;
opening the space of transcendence and of Jiberating metaphysics, Azzdpdaez :c
wzl%zou_: supporting ethics and metaphysics by anything other than themselv
and without making them flow into other streams at their source. e

In question, therefore, is a powerful will to explication of the history of Greck
qu:ch. Powerful beeause, i this attempt is not the first of its kir;G ﬁmdc;zm
height and a level of penetration in its dialogue at which the Eimk%(;sn;
foremost among them the two Greeks named Husserd and Hcidcggcrm-lrc. catled
upon to respond. If the messianic eschatoiogy from which Levinas dra\n:s ins( il:i
thon seeks aeither to assimifate iself into what is called a philosophical tmlijsm“
nor even tp j‘cc}mplete" 71, p. 22) phHosophical truisms, nevertheless ixz i;
developed in its discourse neither as a theology, nor as a Jewish mysticism %i: \
even be understood as the trial of theology and mysticism); acilhc; as 2 do r‘:m
tics, nor as a religion, nor as @ morality. In the last analysis it never basf‘; ’?“
authority on Hebraic theses or texts, It seeks to be understood from wizh.inzz
recourse to gxperfence itself. Experience itself and that which is most irreducible
wzt%z:rla experience: the passage and depanture toward the other: the (;t?zer itseif 2

w%zat 1s most wreducibly other within it Others. A recourse z;m to be cm‘xfuse;
Wl?h what hefs abways been cailed a philosophical enterprise; but which reaches a
point at which an exceeded philosophy cannot not be brought Into qm:ﬁtir;zz

Tru(h{a}ly,‘meSSLanic eschatology is never mentioned Herally: #isbuta at;sli .
of designating a space or 2 hollow within naked experience where this e(ichhal{?:
ogy can be understood and where it must resonate. This holiow space is not an
opering among others. It is opening itself, the opening of opening zha‘t which
zgi be ;:_nc;osed within nio category or totality, that is, everything wi‘zhin experi-
ev{;y wp h"':;{, Sc{;::hz(;l i{m ger be described by traditional concepts, and which resists
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What do this explication and this reciprocal surpassing of two origins and two
historical speeches signify? Do a new élan and some strange community begin to
take shape, without being the spiraling return of Alexandrian promiscuity? I we
recall that Heidegger, too, seeks to open the passageway to a former speech
which, supporting itseif from within philosophy, carries us to the outer or innes
reacties of philosophy, what do this other speech and this other passageway
signify here? It is this space of interrogation that we have chosen for a very
partial” reading of Levinas's work. Of course it is not our intention to explore this
space, even in the pame of a timid beginning. Faintly and from afar, we will only
attempt to point it out, First of all, in the style of commentary, we will try to
remain faithfu to the themes and audacities of a thought—and this despite
several parentheses and notes which will enclose our perplexity. Faithful also to
its history, whose patience and anxiety capitulate and carry within themselves the
reciprocal interrogation of which we wish to speak.® Then we will atternpt to ask
several gquestions. If they succeed in approaching the heart of this explication,
they will be nothing less than objections, but rather the questions put to us by
Levinas.

We have just spoken of “‘themes’” and of the *‘history of a thought.”” The
difficulty is classical and concerns not only method, The brevity of these pages
will onty intensify it. We will not choose. We will refuse to sacrifice the history
of Levinas's thought and works to the order or aggregate of themes—which must
not be called a systerfi—assembled and enriched in the great book Totaliry and
Infinity. And if we must, for once, have faith in Bim who stands most aceused i
the trial conducted by this book, the result is nothing without its becoming.”® Bat
ncither will we sacrifice the scif-coherent unity of intention to the becoming,
which then would be no more than pure disorder. We will not choose between the
opening and the totality, Therefore we will be incoherent, but without systemati-
cally resigaing ourselves to incohercnce. The possibility of the impossible sys-
tem will be on the horizon to protect us from empiricism. Without reflecting here
upon the philosophy of this hesitation, iet us note between parentheses that by
simply articulating it we have already come close to Levinas's owa problematic,

b

1
‘Fhe Vieolence of Light

"The departure from Greece was discreetly premeditated in Théorie de I intuition
dans ta phénoménglogie de Hussert. In France, in 1930, this was the first major
work devoted to the entirety of Husser!'s thought, Through a remarkabie exposi-
tion of the developments of phenomenology, such as were then available from

the published works and teachings of the master, and through precautions which |

already acknowledged the “'surprises’ that Hussert’s meditations and unpub-
lished works might **hold in store,”” a reticence was aanounced, The imperialism
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of theoria already bothered Levinas. More than any other philosophy, phe-
nomeno!ogy, in the wake of Plato, was to be struck with light. {inable to ;ed c,:e:
the last naiveté, the naiveté of the glance, it predetersined Being as objcc:} 19
At th‘is point, the accusation remains timid and is not of 2 piece. ‘
‘(a} Fzrst;i\iz is difficult to maintain & philosophical discourse against light. Apd
thirty years later, when the charges against theoretism and (Husserfi:m)‘ he-
aomenoiogy became the cssential motifs in the break with tradition, the nu;:ﬁt
of zh_e face of the other—this epiphany of & certain non-tight be,fere whicg
sl vmh.:nce is to be quieted and disarmed-—wil] still have to be exposed to
4 certain enlightenment. Especially as coscerns the violence implicit i
phenomenotogy. PR
{}3} Next, i; is difficult to overlook the fact that Husserl so Hittie predetermined
chg as object that in Jdeas | absolute existence is accorded only to pure
consciousness. True, it has often been argued that the difference hardly counts
andbt?zat a philosophy of conscicusness is always a philosophy of the ﬁb}cct‘
Levinas's reading of Husser! on this point has always been nuanced szzppie.
co@rasted‘ As early as in the Theory of Intuition, theory is corrcctiy a:iistini
guished fr{)fzz objectivity in general. As we shall see later, practical, axiological
eic., consciousness is for Husserl too a consciousness of the object. Levina;
prcnly _acknow]cégcs this. Therefore, the accusation is really directed against the
f!‘rﬁ:dﬁ(}]ble primacy of the subject-object comelation. But, later, Levinas wifl
insist more and mese on those aspects of Husserlian pbenomemic:gy whicéx take
us to t?ze inner or outer reaches of the “*subject-object correlation.”” For exam-
{:ig, !%}{15 wglu Z}(ll pe “ini;nlir;zza] ity as a relationship with (}lhcrness;" as an “‘ex-
eriority which is not objective,”™ ibili i ¢S
{emp[,rﬁ;izmi(m‘ o ective,” sensibility, passive genesis, tl;nc movemens of
{c) Further, for Levinas the sun of the epekeing fes onsias wilt al ways iliumi-
mate the pure awakening and inexhaustible source of thought (77, p. 127) . It is
not op] ¥ the Greek ancestor of the Infinite which transcends tciai,izy.(the lo'taiiz\
?f being or of noema, the totality of the same or the ego),'® but is also zhz
instrument of destruction for the phenomenoclogy and ontology sﬁbj{:(;it!{i to the
neuiral tofality of the Same as Being or as Ego. Al the essays in 1947 grouped
under the title De I'existence a I'existant will be placed under the sign %}f “[:;;e
Platonic formulation placing the Good beyond Being.”” (In Tofat’ig)‘ and Infinit
the.“Phcm}mcmlogy of Eros' describes the movement of the epekeina re:
pusias in }he very experience of the caress.) In 1947 Levinas calls this move-
ment, which is not theological, not a transcendence toward *‘a stiperi\er exis-
tetzce,”“‘exvcendence.“ With a foothold in being, excendence is a **departure
{rarp being and from the categories which describe it.’” This ethical excendence
designates the-site—rather the non-site—of metaphysics as metatheolog
metaolnwiegy, metaphenomenology. We will have to return to this reading of :gé
epekeina tes ousins and its relationship to ontology. Since we are speaking of
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Jight, let us note for the moment that the Platonic movement is %mcrpre{ed such
that it leads no longer to the sun but even beyond light and .Bc_mg, beyozzd‘ the
light of Being. *“We thus encounter in our own way the Ptiatomc ides of t%z_e ({{3(?52
beyond Being,” we read at the end of Torality and Inﬁmfry (?. 293—my 11321?:\),
conceming creation and fecundity. In our own way, which is to say that ethical
excendence is not projected toward the neutrality of the gooq, but toward t?ze
Other, and that which (is) epekeina tes ousias is not essentially light but fecunc}:ty
or generosity, Creation is but creation of the other; i can be only as Patemzty,
and the refations of the father to son escape all the logical, omﬂiagfcai, and
phenomenological categories in which the absoluteness of ti}e other is neces-
sarily the same. (But did not the Platonic sun already enlighten the visible
sun, and did not excendence play upon the meta-phor of these two suns? \fVas
not the Good the necessarily nocturnal source of ail light? The light of light
beyond light. The heant of light is black, as has often been ximiiced.‘:‘ Further,
Plato’s sun docs not onty enfighten: it engesders. The good is the father of _the
visible sun which provides Hving beings with “‘creation, growth and nourish
ment™* Republic, 5082-509b.) ‘ o .
(d) Finally, Levinas is certainly quite attentive to every:%zmg, in I-{us.s.erl 5
analyses which tempers or complicates the primordza‘hzy of t%:e?rf:uc_a% conscious-
ness. In a paragraph devoted to nontheoretical consciousness, n‘zs a%:kmw!edgefd
that the primacy of objectivity in general is not necessarily confused, in
“Ideas I, with the primacy of the theoretical attiude. 'Ijhere are zzom’l}eﬁreu»
cal acts and objects **of a new and irreducible on.tt}iogzcai stf‘uczuf‘e. f@r
example, says Husser], the act of valorization constitutes an ‘ax.'ofogfc‘al' obiect
(Gegensténdiichkeir}, specific in relation o t%z}e workd of things; ?Ontﬁlliu{cs &
being from a new region.” Levinas also admits on scvcr_al occasions that the
importance accorded to theoretical objectivity has to do with z%zf: transcendental
guide most often chosen in /deas I: the perception of ex_tc_rzdeé things. (However,
we already know that this guide could be only a prov%szm.la] example.}
Despite all these precautions, despite a constant 0s¢ itiat z()n;‘_bef\‘afcen the letter
and the spirit of Husserlianism (the former most often co_ntested in 11:1{: name of
the latter),'* and despite Levinas's insistence uporn what is ca_lfcx% a “*fluctuation
i Husserl’s thought,” 2 brezk not to he recunsadere§ is signified. The P‘ﬂt’:‘:
nomenclogical reduction, whose *“historical role ... is ‘not‘ even a prc:?iem
for Husserl, remains a prisoner of the natural attitude which is pc}ssﬁ}}g in the
extent to which the latter is theoretical.”” ** “‘Husser gives himse}f the lzb‘crt.y of
theory as he gives himself theory itself.”” Chapter 4 c_f La canscience theor:quf
designates, within a compressed and auanced analysis, t%zF: pf)mlt of departure:
one cannot simultancously maintain the primacy of the abjec‘hfymg act and fhe
irreducible originality of nontheoretical consciousness, And if “the conception
of consciousness in the Sth Uneersuchung seems to us not only to affirm a
primacy of theoretical consciousness, hut sees it as the only access to what
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creates the being of the object,” if ““the existing world, which is revealed to us,
has the mode of existence of the object given over to the theoretical glance,” if
“the real world is the world of knowledge,” if ‘“‘in his [Husser!’s] philos-
ophy ... knowledge and representation*® is not a mode of life to the same degree
a5 the others, nor a secondary mode,"” then “‘we will have to take our leave.”

One atready foresees the unease fo which a thought rejecting the excellence of
theoretical rationality will have to resign itself Jater, especially in that it never
ceases to appeal to the most sprooted rationalism and universalism against the
violences of mysticism and history, against the ravishing of enthusissm and
ecstasy. One foresees foo, the difficulties of a progression which leads o 2
metaphysics of separation through a reduction of theoretism. For separation,
distance or impassiveness heretofore have been the targets of the classical objee-
tions against theoretism and objectivism. On the contrury, there will be more
force—and danger——in denouncing the blindness of theoretism, its inability to
depart from itsclf towards absolute extesiority, towards the totaliy-other, the
infinitely-other *‘more objective than objectivity’” (77). The complicity of
theoretical objectivity and mystical communion will be Levinas’s true target. The
premetaphysical unily of one and the same viclence. An alternation which ai-
ways modifies the same confisement of the other.

In 1930 Levinas turns toward Heidegger against Husserl. Sein und Zeit is pub-

lisked, and Heidegger's teaching begins to spread. Everything which overflows
the commentary and “‘letter” of Husserl's texts moves toward “ontology,” “*in
the very special sense Heidegger gives to the term’’ (Théorie de Iintuition
ihereafter THIY). In his critique of Husserl, Levinas retaing two Heideggerean
themes: (1) despite 'the idea, so profound, thafin the oniclogical order the world
of science is posterior tp the concrete and vague world of perception, and des
pends upon it,”” Husser] “perhaps was wrong to sec in this concrete world, a
world of perceived objects above all” (THT). Heidegger goes further, since for
him this world is not primasily given over to the glance, but is rather—and we
wonder whether Heidegger would have accepted this formulation—*in its very
Being like a center of action, a field of activity or of selicitude’” (ibid.). (2} if
Husserl was right in his opposition to historicism and naturalistic history, he
neglected *‘the historical shtuation of man. . . understood in another sense.” 7
There exist a historicity and a temporality of man that are not only predicates but
“the very substantiality of his substance.”” It is *“this structure ... which oc-
cupies such an impostant place in Heldegger's thought" {ibid.),

One already foresees the uncase to which a thought rejecting the excellence of
a "‘phifosophy’” which ““appears ... as independent of man's historical situa-
tion as & theory seeking to consider everything sub specie acternitaris’” (THD
wilt have to resigo itself later, especially in that it never ceases to call upon the
“eschatotogy’” which like experience “‘as the ‘beyond’ of history withdraws
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beings from history’s jurisdiction.” There is no contradiction here but rather a

displacement of concepts—in this case the concept of fistory—which we must L

follow. Perhaps then the appearance of contradiction will vanish as the fanta_u;y. of
a philosophy enveloped in its own fundamental conceptions. A contradiction
according to what Levinas often will cali “formal logic.” .

Let us follow this displacement. The respectful, moderate re;?mach directed
against Husserl in a Heideggerean style will soon become the main gharga of an
indictment this time directed against Heidegger, and made with 2 vzoiencgt%zat
will not cease to grow. Certainly it is not & question of dencuncing as mifitant
theoretism a thought which, in its initial act, refused to treat theb s.ezlf-evzdezzc?_of
the object as its uitimate recourse; a thought for which the h;st(?ncfty of meaning,
according to Levinas’s own terms, *‘destroys clarity and constitution as autqulc
mades of the existence of the mind’’ {fin découvrant I"existence |hercatier
EDED; and for which, finally, *‘the seif-evident is no jonger the fzfndamemai
muode of intelfcction,” for which “existence is irreducible to the Sight {:f the
self.evident’” and *‘the drama of existence'” is played out “before Hght'" {ibid.).
Nevertheless, at a singular depth—but the fact and the accasz?zioa are made only
more significant by it—Heidegger still would have qu@tlened_ bazzd reduced
theoretism from within, and in the name of, a $3reco-Platonic tradition under the
surveiliance of the agency of the glance and the metaphor of iigbt.‘ T%zaf is, by Fiw
spatial pair inside-outside {(but is this, in all its aspects, a spatial pgu‘?} \j\‘hlch
gives fife to the opposition of subject and obiect, By a.i Eeged%.y reduciag this last
schema, Heldegger would have retained what made it pqss:bie and necessary:
light, unveiling, comprehension of precomprehension. This w*ha_z the btexts writ:
ten after En découvrant [ existence tell us. “"Heideggerean care, #lum lpatcd as it
is by comprehension {even if comprehension offers itsell as ‘care},,’ is alrea@y
determined by the structure *inside-outside’ that characterizes light.”” In making
the strucutre “‘inside-outside’” tremble at the point where it would have re-
sisted Heidegger, Levinas in no way pretends 1o erase it, or to den‘ybits meaning
and existence. Nor does he do so, moreover, when the opposition subject-
object or cogito-cogitatum is In guestion. In the style by wiizich strong and
faithful thought is recognized {this is Heidegger's style 0o}, Levinas respecis the
zone of layer of traditional truth; and the philosophies whose, presuppositions he
describes are in general neither refuted nor criticized. Hem,‘for examp]g, it is a
question simply of revealing beneath this truth, as that w‘h%ch fmzlndls li'and i
dissimulated within it, **a situation which precedes the division of ?Sem.g into an

inside and an outside.”’ However it is also a question of inaggizralmg, in a way
that is to be new, quite new, a metaphysics of radical se;?arat icn aad u"::xte.rzoniy.
One anticipates that this metaphysics will have bsomc difficulty finding is lan-
guage in the medium of a traditional logos entirely governed by the structure
Cinside-outside,” Cinterior-exterior.”’ T ) .
Thus, ‘*without being knowledge, Heidegger's temporality Is ecstasy, being
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outside itseif.” Not a transcendence of theory, but already deportation from an
_interior toward an exterior.” The structure of Mitsein®? itself will be interprefed
as & Platonic inheritance, belonging to the world of light. s effect, through the
experience of eros and paternity, through the waiting for death, there should asise
a refationship to the other which can no longer be understood as 2 modification of
“the Eleatic notion of Being”’ (Le temps et 'autre {hereafter TA]). The latter
would demand that multiplicity be included in, subjected to, the domination of
anity. And it would still govern Plato’s philosophy, according to Levinas, even
o its concept of femininity {(conceived as matter in the categories of activity
and passivity) and its concept of the city-state which ““must imitate the world
of ideas.””

“itis ... toward a pluratism which docs not fuse into unity that we wish to
make our way; and, if it can be dared, to break with Parmenides'” (4). Thas,
Levinas exhorts us to a second parricide. The Greek father whe stifl holds us
snder his sway rmust be kibled; and this is what a Greek—Phato—could never
resolve 10 do, deferring the act into a hallucinatory murder. A hallucination
within the hallucination that is already speech. But wilt a non-Greek ever succeed
in doing what a Greek in this case could not do, except by dispuising himseif as a
Greek, by speaking Greek, by feigning to speak Greek in order to get near the
king? And since it is a question of killing a speech, will we ever know who is the
last victim of this stratagem? Can one feign speaking a language? The Eleatic
stranger and disciple of Parmenides had to give language Hs due for having
vanquished him: shaping non-Being according to Being, he had to *'say farewell
to an unnaraable opposite of Being’® and had to confine noa-Being to its relativity
w Being, that is to the mqvement of alterity.

Why was the repetition of the murder mecessary according to Levinas? Be-
cause the Platonic gesture will be ineffectual for as long as multiphicity aad
alierity are not undesrstood as the absolute solitude of the existent in its existence.
These are the traaslations of Seiendes and Sein chosen by Levinas at this point
“for reasons of euphony'” {F4).*® This choice wili always retain a certain am-
biguity: by existent, in effect, Levinas almost if not always understands the being
which is man, being in the form of Dasein. Now, thus understood, the existent is
not being {Seiendes) in general, but refers to what Heidegger cails Existenz—
mainly because it has the same root—that is ““the mode of Being, and precisely,
the Being of the being which keeps itself open for the aperture of Being, and
within it.”” ““Was bedeutet "Existenz’ in Sein und Zeit? Das wort nennt eine
Weise des Seins, und zwar das Sein desjenigen Seienden, das offen steht fiir die
(ffenbeit des Seins, in der es steht, indem es sie aussteht”” {Introduction {o Was
ise Metaphysik).

Now this solitude of the “existent’” in s “‘existence’” would be primordial
anel could not be conceived on the basis of the neutral unity of existence which
Levinas ofter and profoundly describes under the heading of the “'there is.”” But
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is not the ““there is” the totality of indeterminate, neutral, anenymous beings
rather than Being itself? The theme of the “‘there is”" calls for systematic con-
frontation with Heidegger’s aliusions to the ‘‘es gibt™" (Being and Time, Letter on
Humanism), and for a confrontation too, of terror, which Levinas epposes to
Heideggerean anguish, with the experience of fright, which Heidegger says, in

the Nachwort to Was ist Metaphysik, *‘always resides near essential anxiety.” .

The relationship to the other arises from the depths of this solitude. Without it,
without this primordial secret, parricide is philosophy’s theairical fiction. To
understand the secret on the basis of the unily of existence, on the pretext that it
exists or that it is the secret of the ¢xistent, **is to confine oneself to unity, and to
let Parmenides escape every parricide™ (F4). Therefore, Levinas heaccforzl} \afi[i
move towand a thought of originaul difference. Is this thought in contradiction
with Heidegger's intentions? Is there a difference between this difference and the
difference of which Heidegger speaks? Is their juxsaposition anything but verbal?
And which differcnce is more originai? We will consider these guestions fater,

A world of light and of unity, a “‘philosophy of a world of light, a world
without time.”” In this heliopolitics *‘the social ideal will be sought in an idea.ll of
fusion ... the subject ... Josing himself in a collective representation, in 2
common ideal . ... It s the collectivity which says ‘us,” and which, turned
toward the inteligible sup, toward the truth, experience, the other at his side ang
not face to face with him . .. . Miteinandersein also remains the coflectivity of
the with, and its autheftic form is revealed around the truth.”” Now, **we hope to
show, for our part, that it is not the preposition mir which must {iesclribe :‘he
original relation with the other.’” Beneath solidarity, beneath compantonship,
before Mitsein, which would be only a derivative and modified form of the
originary relation with the other, Levinas already aims for the facevtmfacrf:, the
encouster with the face, “‘Face to face without intermediary” and without
seammunion.”” Without intermediary and without commurion, neither mediate
nor imm&iiate, siteh Is the truth of eur relation to the other, the truth to which the
iraditional logos is forever inhospitable. This unthinkable truth of living experi-
ence, to which Levinas returns ceaselessly, cannot possibly be cncampa.ssefi by
philosophical speech without immediately revealing, by philosophy’s own fi g%Tt,
that philosophy’s surface is severely cracked, and that what was taken for i
solidity is its rigidity. It could doubtiess be shown that it is in the natere of

Levinas's writing, at its decisive moments, to move along these cracks, master-
fully progressing by negations, and by negation against negation. Iis proper rouie
is not that of an “‘either this ... or that,”” but of a “*neither this ... nor that.”’
The poetic force of metaphor is often the trace of this rejected 3!@*:23&3\'(?.
this wounding of danguage. Through it, in its opening, experience itseif is
silently revealed. e

Without intermediary and without corsmunion, absolute proximity and a_zbs;a_)v
lute distance: **eros in which, within the proximity to the other, distance Is
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imtegraily maintained; eros whose pathos is made simulianeously of this prox-
imity and this duality.”” A community of nonpresence, and therefore of non-
phenomenality. Not & community without Hght, not a blindfolded synagogue, but
a community anterior to Platonic light. A light before neutral light, before the
truth which srrives as a third party, the truth ““which we look toward together,”
the judgmental arbitrator’s truth. Only the other, the iotally other, can be man-
ifested as what it is before the shared truth, within a certain nonmanifestation and
a certain absence. It can be said only of the other that its phenomenon is a certain
ronphenomenon, its presence ¢s) a certain absence. Not pure and simple ab-
sence, for there logic could make #ts claim, but 2 cerfain absence. Such a
formulation shows clearly that within this experience of the other the logic of
roncontradiction, that is, cverything which Levinas designates as "*fonmal
logic,’” is contested in s rool. This root would be not only the root of our
language, but the root of all of western philosophy,*® particularty phenomenot.
ogy and ontology, This suivetd would prevent them from thinking the other (ihat
is from thinking; and this would indeed be the reason why, although Levinas,
*'the enemy of thought,” does not say sa), and from aligning their discourse with
the other. The consequence would be double, (a) Because they do not think the
other, they do not have time. Without time, they do not have history. The
shsolute alterity of each instant, without which there would be no time, cannot be
produced-—constituted—within the identity of the subject or the existent. H
comes inte time through the Other, Bergson and Heidegger would have over-
looked this (De I' existence a I exisient L hereafier EEY), and Husserl even more so.
{b) More seriously, to renounce the other {not by being weaned from i, but by
detaching oneself from it, which is actually to be in relation to i, to respect it
while nevertheless overlooking it, that is, while knowing i, identifving i, as-
simitating i}, to revounce the other is to enclose oneself within solitude {the bad
solitude of solidity and self-identity) and to repress ethical transcendence. in
effect, if the Parmenidean tradition—we know now what this means for Levinas-—
disregards the irreducibie solitude of the “‘existent,”” by the same token it dis-
regards the refationship to the other. I does not think solitude, it does not appear
to itself to be solitude, because it is the selitude of totality and opacity. *Solip-
sism s neither obscrvation nor sophismy it is the very structure of reasosn.”
Therefore, there is a solifoquy of reason and a solitude of light. Incapable of
respecting the Being and meaning of the other, phenomenoclogy and ontology
woukd be philosophies of violence. Through them, the entire phifosophical tradi-
tion, in is meaning and at bottom, would make common cause with oppression
and with the totalitarianism of the same. The ancient clandesting friendship
between light and power, the ancient complicity between theoretical objectivity
and technico-political possession. ** **If the other could be possessed, seized, and
known, it would not be the other, To possess, to know, to grasp are ali synonyms
of power’” (F4). To see and fo know, 10 have and to will, unfold only withis the
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oppressive and luminous identity of the same; and they remair.z, fof" Levinas,
fundamental categories of phenomenelogy and entology. Everything given to me
within light appears as given 1o myscif by myself, Hencefnfw.ard, the h(?!wk.}g;»
cal metaphor only turns away our glance, providing an 3!1b‘: fa‘r the hl‘smn.cal
violence of light: a displacement of technico-political oppression in the ‘%‘5‘3‘}3‘0"
of philosophical discourse. For it has always been bel%evc{i. that metaphors éxcul-
pate, lift the weight of things and of acts. I there is no history, except through
language, and if language {except when it names Being itself or nﬁ}thmg: a!mosz
never} is elementally metaphorical, Borges is correct: *'Perhaps universal history
is but the history of several metaphors.”” Light is only one example (ff these
“several”” fundamental “‘metaphors,”” but what an exampie! Who will ever
dominate it, who will ever pronounce its meaning without fiest being ;}mm?zmccd
by it?7 What languape will ever escape it? How, ft}r’ cxample‘. will .Ihfz
metaphysics of the face as the epiphany of the other fz‘e:e_ itself of tight? Light
perhaps has no oppoesite; i it does, It is certainly not mghz.‘ if alt laﬁgu_agcs
cotmbat within it, mod{fying onrly the same metaphor and choosing the besr tight,
Borges, several pages later, is correct again: *‘Perhups universal hifzwry i but the
history of the diverse intonations of several metaphors™' (La sphére de Pascal;
my italics). u
Phenomenology,
‘ Ontology, Metaphysics

These measures were critical, bt they obeyed the voice of full certainty, The‘y
appeared, through the essays, the concrete and subtie analyses concerning exoti-
cism, the caress, insommia, fecundity, work, the instant, fatigue, {mly at the
point, at the edge of the indescribable indestructible which opens up classical con-
ceptaality, seeking its own concepiuality between rejections. Totality an_d fnfinity,
the great work, not only enriches these concrete aﬁlaiyses buzt organizes them
within a powerfui architecture. Levinas calis the posil}vc movement wh}ch_ta%ﬁes
itself bevond the disdain or disregard of the other, that is, beyond lhc‘appreclai‘zan
or possession, understanding and kaowledge of the other, metaphysics or ethics,
Metaphysical transcendence is desire.

This concept of desire is as anti-Hegelian as it can possib.iy be. it d(?es Aot
designate a movement of negation and assimiiation, the negation 0? aize‘r’:{y first
necessary in order to become “‘self-consciousness’” “‘certain of itself” (Phe-
aomenology of the Mind and Encyclopediu}. For Levinas, on the cantr:fry,
desire is the respect and knowledge of the other as other, the ethiccvmclapl%y sical
moment. whose transgression consciousness must forbid iself. Afzconimg to
Hegel, on the contgary, this gesture of transgression and assimilation li.i mcc:essa{}r
and essential. Levinas sees in it a premetaphysical, natural necessity, and in
several splendid analyses separates desire from enjoyment—which H.cgei (iO.t:S
not appear to do. Enjoyment is only deferred in work:*® thus, Hegelian desire
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weuld be only need, in Levinas’s sense. But one rightly suspects that thipgs
would appear more complicated, if one followed ¢losely the moverent of cer-
titwde and the truth of desire in the Phenomenology of the Mind. Despite his
anti-Kierkegaardian protests, Levinas here returms to the themes of Fear gnd
Trembling: the movement of desire can be what it is only paradoxically, as the
renunciation of desire.

Neither théoretical intentionatity nor the affectivity of need exhaust the maove.
ment of desire: they have as their meaning and end their own accomplishment,
their own fulfiliment and satisfaction within the totality and identity of the same.
Desire, on the contrary, permits itself to be appealed to by the absolutely irreduc-
ible exteriority of the other to which it must remain infinitely inadequate. Desire
is cqual only to excess. No totality will over eacempass it Thus, the metaphysics
of desire is & metaphysics of infinite separation. Not a consciousness of separg-
tion as & Judaic consciousness, as an unhappy consciousness:® in the Hegelan
Odyssey Abraham’s unhappiness is an expediency, the provistonal necessity of a
figure and a tragsition within the horizons of a reconciliatory retumn to seif and
absolute knowledge. Here there is no return. For desire is not unhappy. H is
opening and freedom., Fusther, a desired infisite may govern desire itself, but it
an never appease desire by is presence. ** And if desire were to cease with God /
Ah, I would envy you hejt,”™ {May we cite Claudel to comment upon Levinas,
when the latter also polemizes against “‘this spirit admired since lour] ear-
fiest vouth™ )

The infinitely other is the invisible, since vision opens up only the Hlusory and
relative exteriority of theory and of need. A provisional exieriority, given only
within sight of #s own consummation, its own consumption. Inaccessible, the
invisible is the most high. This expressiop—perhaps inhabited by the Platonic
resonances Levinas evokes, but more so by others more readily recognizable...
tears apart, by the superlative excess, the spatial literality of the metaphor. No
matter how high t 15, height is always accessibie: the most high, however, is
higher than height. No addition of more height will ever measure it. it does not
belong to space, is not of this world. Bug what necessity compels this inscription
of language in space at the very momest when it exceeds space? And if the pole
of metaphysical transcendence is a spatial non-height, what, in the last analysis,
legitimates the expression of trans-ascendance, borrowed from fean Wahl? The
theme of the face perhaps will help us understand it.

The ego is the same, The alterity or negativity interior to the ego, the interior
difference, is but an appearance: an itusion, a “play of the Same,”" the “‘mode
of ientification™ of an ego whose essential moments are called body, posses-
sion, home, cconomy, eic. Levinas devotes some spiendid descriptions to them.
But this play of the same is not monotosous, is not repeated as monclogue and
formal tautology. As the work of identification and the concrete production of
egoity, it entalls a cerrain negativity. A finite negativity, an internal and relative
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modification through which the ego affects itself by itself, within its own move-
ment of identification, Thus it alters itself toward itself within itself. The resis-
tance to work, by provoking it, remains a moment of the same, a finite moment
that forms a system and 2 totality with the agent. It necessarily foltows, then, that
Levinas will describe history as a blinding to the other, and as the laborious
procession of the same. One may wonder whether history can be history, if there
is history, when negativity is enclosed within the circle of the same, and when
work does not truly meet alterity, providing itself with its own resistance, One
wonders whether history itself does not begin with this relationship to the other
which Levinas places beyond history. The framework of this question should
govern the entire reading of Tofality and Infinity. In any event, one observes
the displacement of the concept of historicity of which we spoke above. it
must be acknowledged that without this displacement no anti-Hegelianism could
be logically consequent, The necessary condition for this anti-Hegelianism is
therefore fulfiled,

A precaution must be made: the theme of the concrete (nonformal) tautology
or of false {finite) heterology—this very difficult theme is proposed rather dis-
creetly at the beginning of Totality and Infinity, but it conditions every affirma-
tion made in the book. If negativity {work, history, etc.} never has a refation to
the other.] if the other is not the simple negation of the same, then neither
separation nor metaphysical transcendence can be conceived under the category
of megativity. Just as—<as we saw above—simpie internal consciousness could
not provide itself with time and with the abselute alterity of every instant without
the irruption of the totaly-other, so the ego cannot engender alterity within itseif
without encountering the Other.

If one is not convinced bythese initial propositions asthorizing the equation of
the ego and the same, one never will be. If one does not follow Levinas when he
affirms that the things offered to work or to desire—in the Hegelian sense: for
example, natural objectivity——belosg to the ego, to the ego’s economy (to the
sarme), and do not offer the absolute resistance reserved for the other (Others); if
one is tempted to think that this last resistance supposes, in its innermost mean-
ing, the possibility of the resistance of things—the existence of the world which
is not mysel and in which I am, in as original a way as one may wish, for
example as origin of the world within the world, although it is not to be confused
with this possibility; if one does not follow Levinas when he affirms that the true
* resistance to the same is not that of things, is not real but rather is inrelligible, **
and if one rebels against the notion of a purely intelligible resistance, then in all
these cases one will follow Levinas no further, Nor will one be able'to foliow,
without an indefinable malaise, the conceptual operations lberated by the
classical dissymetry of the same and other, as they are overturned; or {(as a
classical mind would say), while they feign permitting themselves to be over-
turned, ail the while remaining the same, impassive beneath an algebraic sub-
stitution.
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What, then, is this encounter with the absolutely-other? Neither representa-
tion, nor iimitation, nor conceptual relation to the same. The ego and the other do
net pennit themseives to be dominated or made into totalities by a concept of
reiationship. And first of all because the concept {material of language}, which is
slways given tp the other, cannot encompass the other, cannot include the other.
The dative or vocative dimension which opens the original direction of language,
cannot lend itself to inclusion in and modification by the accusative or attributive
dimension of the object without violence. Language, therefore, cannot make jts
own possibility a totality and include within itself its own origin or its own end.

Truthfully, one does not have to wonder what this encounter is, It is the
encounter, the only way out, the only adventuring outside oneseif toward the
unforesecably-other. Without hope of return. In ¢very sense of this expression,
which is why this eschatology which awaits nothing sometimes appears infinitely
hopeless, Truthfully, in La trace de Fautre eschatology does not only **appear™
hopeless. It is given as such, and renunciation belongs to its essential meaning.
in describing Hiuggy, desire, and the work of art as ruptures of the Economy and
the Odyssey, as the impossibitity of return {o the same, Levinas speaks of an
“eschatelogy without hope for the self or without liberation in my time."”'

Therefore, these is ao way to conceptualize the encounter: it is made possible
by the other, the unforeseeable *'resistant to all categories.”’ Concepts suppose
an anticipation, a horizon within which alterity is amortized as soon as it &
announced precisely because i has et itself be foreseen. The infinitely-other
cannot be bound by a concept, cannot be thought on the basis of a korizon; fora
horizon is always a horizon of the same, the elementary unity within which
eruptions and surprises are always weicomed by understanding and recognized,
Thus we are obliged to think in opposition to the truisms which we believed—
which we still cannot not believe—to be the very ether of our thought and
language. To attempt to think the opposite is stiffing. And it is a question not only
of thinking the opposite which is stifl in complicity with the classical alternatives,
but of lberating thought and”its language for the encounter occurring heyond
these alternatives, Poubtiess this eacounter, which for the first time does not take
the form of an intuitive contact (in cthics, in the sense given to it by Levinas, the
principal, central prohibition is that of contact) but the form of a separation
{encounter as separation, another rupture of “*formal logic’’).2* Doubtiess this
encounter of the unforeseeable itself is the only possible opening of time, the
only pure future, the only pure expenditure beyond history as economy, But this
future, this beyond, is not another time, a day after history. It is present at the
heart of experience. Present not as a total presence but as a frace. Therefore,
before all dogmas, all conversions, all articles of faith or philosophy, experience
itself s eschatological at its origin and in each of its aspects.

Face to face with the other within a glance and a speech which both maintain
distance and interrupt all totalities, this being-together as separation precedes or
exceeds society, collectivity, community. Levinas calls #t refigion.  opesns
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ethics. The ethical refation Is a religious relation (Difficile liberté [hereafter DLY).
Not o religion, but the religion, the religiosity of the religious. This tran-
scendence beyond negativity is not accomplished by an intuition of a positive
presence; it *'only institutes language at the point where neither no nor yes is the
first word'” (T/) but an interrogation. Not a theoretical interrogation, however,
but a total question, a distress and denuding, a supplication, a demanding prayer
addressed 10 a freedom, that is, to & commandment; the only possibie ethical
imperative, the only incarmnated nonviclence in that it is respect for the other. An
immediate respect for the other himself—one might say, although without fol-
lowing any literal indication by Levinas—abecause it does not pass through the
neudral clement of the universal, and through respect—in the Kantian sense?f.
for the law.
This restitution of metaphysics then permits the radicalization and systemaliza-
tion of the previous reductions of phenomenciogy and ontology. The act of
seeing is at the outset » respectful knowiedge, and light passes for the medium
which—as faithfully and neutraily as possible, as a third party—permits the
known to be. It is not by chance that the theoretical refation has been the
preferred framework of the metaphysical relation (cf. 77). When the third term,
in its most neutral indetermination, is the light of Being—which is neither a
being nor a non-being, while the same and the other are——the theoretical refation
is'ontology. According to Levinas, the latter always brings the other back into the
midst of the same and Goes so for the benefit of the unity of Being. And the
theoretical freedom which aceeeds to the thought of Being is but the Kentifica-
tion of the same, the light in which § provide myscif with what | claim fo
encounter, that is, an economic freedom, in the particular sease Levinas gives to
this word, A freddom in inunanence, a premetaphysical, one could almost say a
physical, freedom, an empirical freedom, even if it is called reason within
history, Reason would be nature, Metaphysics begins when theory criticizes
itself as ontology, as the dogmatisim and spontaneity of the same, and when
metaphysics, in departing from itself, lets itself be put into guestion by the other
in the movement of ethics. Although in fact it is secondary, metaphysics as the
critique of ontology is rightfully and philosophically primary. it is true that
‘“Western phifosophy most often has been an ontology”” dominated since Soc-
rates by a Reason which receives only what it gives itself,*” a Reason which does
nothing but recall itself to itself, and if onfology is tautotology and egology, then
it has always neatralized the other, in every sense of the word. Phenomenologi-
cal nevtralization, one might be tempted to say, gives the most subtle and modermn
form to this historical, political and authoritarian neutralization, Only meta-
physics can free the other from the light of Being or from the phenomenon
which ‘‘takes away from Being its resistance.”
Heideggerean **ontology,” despite its seductive appearance, would not escape
this framework. It would still remain egology’” and even “egoisma’’: *“Sein und
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Zeit has_ argued perhaps but one sole thesis: Being is inseparable from the com-
prei?ezz:_;mzz of Being (which unfolds as time); Being s already an appeal w
f;ub}ccuviiy. ‘Fhe primacy of ontelogy for Heidegger does pot rest on the teuisns:
to know the-existent it is necessary to have comprehended the Being of the
existent.” To affirm the priority of Being over the existent is, indeed, 1o decide
the essence of philosophy; it is to subordinate the relation with saoneone, who is
an _exzszvent {the ethical relation), to a relation with the Being of the existent
w%zzc.h. 1m}persanal, permits the apprehension, the domination of the existent {a;
m%éftmnfi%}zp of knowing), subordinates justice to freedom . . . the mode of re-
maining the same in the midst of the othes” {1, p. 43). Despite all the misun-
derstandings which may be embedded in this treatment of Heidegperean
thought—we will study them for themselves later—Levinas's intention, in any
event, xeems clear, The newtral thought of Being neutealizes the Other a8 a being:
“Ontology as first philosophy is a philosophy of power™ (71, p. 46), a philos-
(}p%ly of the neutral, the lyransy of the state as an BOORY MHOUS ztmE‘ inhum:;n
umvcrsality. Here we find the premises for a critique of the state’s alienation
wi?cse anti-Hegelianism would be neither subjectivist, nor Marxist; nor anar-
chist, for it is & philosephy of the “principle, which can be only as a,ccsmmaﬁdA
ment.’” The Heideggerean “*possibilities™ remain powers. Although they are
pretechnical and preobjective, they are nonetbeless oppressive and possessive
By another paradox, the philosophy of the neutral commusnicates with a phi%n-s:
ophy of the site, of rootedness, of pagas violence, of ravishment, of emhusiasn;z
a‘pbhiiosophy offered up to the sacred, that is, to the anonymous diviaity zha;
divinity without the Deity (OL). ¥ is a *shameful materialism’™ in that ’it is
cgmpie(a, for at heart materialism is not primarily sensualism, but a rec:}gnim‘i
primacy of the newtral (77}. The notion of primacy, employed so frequently by
F{:x‘f:nas, well ransiates the gesture of his estire critique. According to the
indicalion present in the notion of archia, the philosophicat beginning is im-
mediately transposed into an ethical or philosophical command. From the very
first, primacy indicates principle and chief. All the classical concepts interro-
gated bly Levinas are thus dragged toward the agora, summoned to Justify them-
SCZ‘:’QS m an ethico-political language that they have not always sought—oz
believed that they sought—to speak, summoned to transpose themselves inio this
?azzgﬁage by confessing their violent aims. Yet they already spoke this language
in _ihe city, and spoke it well, by means of the detours of philosophy and despite
phitosophy's apparent disinterest, notwithstanding its eventual retum to power
Here we find the premises for a non-Marxist reading of philosophy as %deoiugy.
The ways chosen by Levinas are decidedly difficuit: rejecting idealism and !h{.
phl?()S{)phiES of subjectivity, he must also denounce the nevtratity of 2 “*Logos
wh:z_:h is the verb of no one™ (I1). (It could no doubt be demonstrased thz;t
Z.J;??’!nas. uncomfortably situated in the differcnce between Husser! and
Heidegger—and, indeed, by virtue of the history of his thought—ujways
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criticizes the one in a style and according to a scheme bomrowed from the other,
and finishes by sending them off into the wings together as partaers in the *play
of the same’’ and as accompiices in the same historico-philosophical coup.) The
verb must rot only be the verb of someong-—it must overflow, in its movement
toward the other, what is called the speakiag subject. Neither the p]plmﬂphm of
the neutral nor the philosophies of subjectivity can acknowiedge this trajecmry of
speech that no speech can make into a totality. By definition, if the other is the
other, and if all speech is for the other, no logos as absolute knowledge can
comprehend dialogue and the trajectory toward the other, 'Fhis incormprehensibil-
ity, this rupture of logos is not the beginning of irationalism but the wound or
inspiration which opens speech and then makes possible every logos or every
rationalism. A tolal logos still, in order to be logos, would have 1o let itseif be
proffered toward the other beyond its own totility, H, for example, there is an
ontology or a logos of the comprehension of the Being (of beings), it is in that
“aiready the comprehension of Being is sald 1o the existent, who again arises
behind the theme in which he is presented. This *saying to the other’—this
relationship to the other as interlocutor, this relation with an existent—precedes
all ontology; it is the ultimate relation in Being, Onlology presupposes
metaphysics’” T/, pp. 47-48). “*Prior to the unveiling of Being in general, as the
basis of knowiedge and meaning of Being, there is a relationship with the
existent which is expressed; before the ontological level, the ethical level.”
Hthics is thereﬂ}re metaphysics. **Morality is not a branch of phifosophy, but first
philosophy.”

The absolute overflowing of ontology—as the totality and uaity of the same:
Being—by the other occurs as infinity because no totality can constrain it. The
infinity irreducible to the representation of infinity, the infinity exceeding the
ideation in which it is thought, thought of as more than  can think, as that which
cannet be an object or a simple “*objective reality” of the idea-—such is the pole
of metaphysical transcendence, After the epekeina res ousias, the Cartesian idea
of infinity made metaphysics emerge for a second time in Western ontology. But
what neither Platc nor Descartes recognized (along with several others, if we
may be permitted not to believe to the same extent as Levinas in their solitude
arsong the philosophical crowd which understands meither trve transcendence nor
the strange idea of Infinity) is that the expression of this infinity is the face.

The face is not only a visage which may be the surface of things or animal
facies, aspect, of species. It is not only, following the origin of the word, what is
seen, seen because it is naked. } is also that which sees. Not so much that which
sees things-——a theoretical relation-—but that which exchanges its glance. The
visage is a face only in the face-to-face, As Scheler said (but our citation must not
make us forget that Levinas is nothing less than Schelerian): *'1 see not only the
eyes of an other, | see also that he looks at me.””

Did not Hegel say this too? I we ask ourselves now in which particular organ

% Violenee and
Metaphysics

the soul appears as such in its entirety we shal! at once point to the eye. For in the
eye the soul copcentrates itself; it not merely uses the eye as its instrument, but is
itgelf therein ni‘mifc'it We have, however, already stated, when referring to the
external covering of the human body, that in contrast with the bodies of animals,
the heart of life pulses through and throughout . And in much the same sense it
can be asserted of art that it has to invent every point of the external appearance
into the direct sestimony of the human eye, which is the source of soul-life, and
reveals spirit.”"#® This is perhaps the occasion to emphasize, concerning a precise
point, a theme that we wil} enlarge upon later: Levinas is very close to Hegel,
much closer than he admits, and at the very moment when Be is apparently
opposed fe Hegel in the most radical fashion. This is a situation he must share
with afl anti-Hegelian thinkers, and whose final sigaificance colls for much
thought, Here, in particular, on the relations between desire and the eye. between
soutd and theory, the convergence is as profound as the difference, being neither
simply added o ner juxiaposed with i1 In effect, like Levinus Hegel thought ¢hat
the eye, not aiming at “‘consumption,” suspends desire. It is the very himit of
desire (and perhaps, thereby, its resource} and is the first theoretical sense. We
must not concetve light and the cye’s opening on the basis of any physiclogy, but
on the basis of the relation between desth and desire. Afler having spoken of
taste, touch, and smell, Hegel again writes, in the Aesthetics: “Sight, on the
other hand, possesses a purely ideal refation to objects by means of light, a
material which is at the same time immaterial, and which suffers on its part the
objects to continue in their free self-subsistence, making them appear and re-
appear, but which does not, as the atmosphere or fire docs, consume them
actively either by imperceptible degrees or patently. Everything, thes is an abiect
of the appetiteless vision, {Ia vue exempte de désirs] which, however, in so far as
it remains unimpaired ia its integrity, mercly is disclosed n its form and
colour,”"2¥

This neniralization of desire is what makes sight excelient for Hegel. But for
Levinas, this neutralization is also, and for the same reasons, the first violence,
aven :hough the face is not what it is when the glance is absent. Violence, then,
would be the solitude of a mute glance, of a face without speech, the abstraction
of seeing. According to Levinas the glance by iself, contrary to what one may be
led 10 believe, does not respect the other. Respect, beyond grasp and contact,
beyond touch, smell and taste, can be only as desire, and metaphysical desire
does not seek to consume, as do Hegelian desire or need. This is why Levinas
places sound above light. {"*Thought is language and is thought in an element
analogous 1o sound and not to light.”” What does this analogy mean here, a
difference and a resemblance, a relation between the sensible sound and the
sound of thought as intelligible speech, between sensibility and signification,
the senses and sense? This is a question also posed by Hegel, admiring the
word Sinn.}
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1n Totality and Infinity the movement of metaphysics is thus also the tran
scendence of hearing in relation to seeing, But in Hegel's desthetics too: “The
remaining ideal sense is hearing. This is in signal contrast to the one just de-
scribed. Hearing is concerned with the tone, rather than the form and colour of an
object, with the vibration of what is corporeal; it requires no process of dissolu-
tion, as the sense of smell requires, but merely a trembling of the object, by
which the same is in no wise impoverished. This ideal motion, in which through
its sound what is as it were the simple individuality [subjectivité] the soul of the
material thing expresses itself, the ear receives also in an ideal way, just as the
eye shape and colour, and suffers thereby what is jdeal or not external in the
object to appeal to what is spiritual or non-corporeal . ** But:

Hearing, which, as also the sight, does not belong to the senses of action
Isens pratiques} but those of contermplation [sens théarigues]; and is, in fuct,
stifl more ideal than sight. For the unruffied, aesthetic observation of works
of art no doubt permits the objects to stand out quictly in their freedom just
as they are without any desire to impair that effect in any way; bat that
which it apprehends is not that which is itself essentially ideally composed,
but rather on the contrary, that which receives its consistency in is sensuous
existence. The ear, on the contrary, receives the result of that ideal vibration
of material substance, without placing itself in a practical relation towards
the objects, 2 result by means of which it is no Jonger the material obiect in
its repose, but the first example of the more ideal activity of the soul itself
which is apprehended !

The question of the analogy would thus tead us back to the notion of frem-
bling, which seems to us decisive in Hegel'sAesthetics in that it opens the passage
to ideality. Further, in order o confront systematically Hegel's and Levinas's

thoughts on the theme of the face, one would have to consult not only the pages
of the Phenomenology of the Mind devoted to physiognosmiy, bul alse paragraph
411 of the Encyclopedia on mind, face, and Janguage.

For reasons now familiar 1o us, the face-to-face eludes every category. For
within it the face is given simultaneously as expression and as speech. Not only
as glance, but as the original unity of glance and speech, eyes and mouth, that
speaks, but also pronounces its hunger, Thus it is also that which hears the
invisible, for *‘thought is language,’’ and **is thought in an eloment analogous o
sound and not to Hght,”” This unity of the face precedes, in its signification, the
dispersion of senses and organs of sensibility. its signification is therefore ir-
reducible. Moreover, the face does not signify. 1t does not incarnaie, envelop, or
sigaal anything other than seif, soul, subjectivity, etc. Thought 1s speech, and is
therefore immediately face, In this, the thematic of the face belongs to the most
modemn phitosophy of language and of the body #self. The other is not signaled
by his face, he is this face: ' Absolutely present, in his face, the Other—without
any metaphor—faces me.”** The other, therefore, is given *‘in person’’ and
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without allegory only in the face. Lot us recall what Feuerbach, who also made
thf: thernes of height, substance, and face communicate with each other, said on
this subject: **That which is situated highest in space is aiso in its quality the
highest part of man, that which is closest to him, that which one can no longer
separate from him-—-and this is his head. H 1 sce a man's head, 1t is the man
himself who I see; but if 1 only see his torse, { see no more than his torso."">?
That which can no longer be separared from . .. is substance in its essentil
predicates and “‘in Hself.”” Levinas also often says kath’ auto and *‘substance™ in
speaking of the other as face. The face is presence, ousiag,

The face is rot a metaphor, not a figure. The discourse on the face is neither
allegory nor, as ose might be tempted to believe, prosopopoeia. Consequently
the height of the face (in relation to the rest of the body) perhaps determines in
part Ga part only, as we will see later} the expression mosr-high which we
examined above, H the height of the most-high, as we might be temptled to say,
does not belong 10 space {and this is why the superiative must destroy space as il
constructs the metaphor), it is not because it is foreign to space, but because
{within} space it is the origin of space, oricnting space through speech and
glance, through the face, the chief who commaads body and space from above,
{Aristotle, indeed, compares the transcendental principie of the good {o the chief
of the ammies; however, he overlooks both the face, and the fact that the god of
tI?e armies is the Face.) The face does not signify, does not pre'sem itself as a
sigh, but expresses itself, offering itself in person, in itself, kath’ auto. *‘the thing
in itself expresses itself.”” To express oneself is to be behind the sign. To be
behind the sign: is this not, first of afl, to be capable of attending (t0) one's
speech, to assist it, according to the expression used in the Phaedrus as argument
agaim:»l Theuth (or Hermes)}—an expression Levinas makes his own on several
occasions. Only living speech, in its mastery and magisteriaiity, is able 1o assig
itself; and only living speech is expression and not a servile siga—on the condition
that it is truly speech, “‘the creative voice, and not the accomplice voice which is
aservant’’ (E. Jabes). And we kaow that ali the gods of writing (Greece, Egypt,
Assyria, Babylonia) have the status of auxiliary gods, servile secretaries of the.
great god, lunar and clever couriers who occasionally dethrone the king of the
gods by dishonorable means. The written and the work are not expressions bus
signs for Levinas.

Along with the reference (o the epekeina tes ousias, this is at very least the
second Platonic theme of Forality and Infiniry. R is also to be found in Nicholas
of Cusa, ""'While the worker abandons his work, which thea pursues its indepen-
dent destiny, the verb of the professor is inseparable from the very person who
proffers it.”"* The critique of the work thus implied separates Hegel from
Nicholas of Cusa for one time at least.

This problematic requires separate consideration in and of imelf, ks "oral
discourse’” “the plenitide of discourse?”’ Or, is i, in another sense, the **speech
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activity in which I **am absent, missing from my products’” which then betray
me more than they express me? Is the “‘frankness’’ of expression essentialiy an
aspect of living speech for him who is not God? This question is meaningless for
Levinas, who conceives the face in terms of the “*resemblance’’ of man and God.
Are not weight and magisterial instruction an aspect of writing? Is it not possible
10 invert all of Levinas's statements on this point? By showing, for example, that
writing can assist itself, for it has time and freedom, escaping better than speech
from empirical urgencies. That, by neutralizing the demands of empirical “econ-
omy,”" writing’s essence is more “‘metaphysical’’ (in Levinas’s sense) than
speech? That the writer absents himself better, that is, expresses himself better as
other, addresses himself to the other more effectively than the man of speech?
And that, in depriving himself of the enjoyments and effects of his signs, the
writer more effectively renounces violence? It is true that he perhaps intends only
to muitiply his signs to infinity, thus forgetiing—at very least—ihe other, the
infinitely other as death, and thus practicing writing as deferral and as an
econamy of death, The limit between viclence and nonviolence is perhaps not
between speech and writing but within each of them. The thematic of the rrace
{(which Levinas distinguishes from the effect, the path, or the sign which is not
related to the other as the invisible absolute) should lead to a certain rehabilitation
of writing. s not the **He”” whom transcendence and generous absence uniquely
announce in the trace more readiy the author of writing than of speech? The
work, trans-economy, the pure expenditure as détermined by Levinas, is neither
play nor death. It is not simply to be confused with either the leller or with
speech. It is not a sign, and therefore its concept cannot include the concept of
the work found in Forality and infinity. Levinas is thus at once quite close to and
quite far from Nietzsche and Bataille.

Maurice Bianchot speaks of his disagreement with this preeminence of oral
-discourse, which resembles *‘the tranquil humanist and socratic speech which
brings us close to the speaker.”’?® Moreover, how could Hebraism belitdle the
letter, in praise of which Levinas writes so well? For example: **To admit the
action of Iterature on men—fhis is perhaps the vltimate wisdom of the West, in
which the people of the Bible will be recognized™ (DL); and *'The spirit is free in
the letier, and subjugated in the root”"; and thea, ‘‘To love the Torah more than
God’* is ‘'protection against the madness of a direct contact with the Sacred””
(DL). The aspect of living and original speech itself which Levinas seeks to save
is clear. Without its possibility, outside its horizon, writing is nothing. in this
sense, writing will always be secondary. To liberate it from this possibility and
this horizon, from this essential secondariness, is to deny it as writing, and 10
leave room for a grammar of a lexicon without language, for cybernetics or
clectronics. But it is only in God that speech, as presence, as the origin and
horizon of writing, is realized without defect. One would have (o be able to show
that only this reference to the speech of God distinguishes Levinas’s intentions
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from those of Socrates in the Phaedrus; and that for a thought of originai finitude
this distinctiop 18 no longer possible. And that if writing is secondary at this
point, nothing, however, has occurred before it

As for Levinas’s ties to Blamchot, it seems to us that despite the frequent
rapprochements he proposes, the profound and incontestable affinities between
them ali belong to the critical and negative moment, within the holiow space of
finitude in which messianic eschatology comes 1o resonate, within the expecta-
tion: of expectation in which Levinas has begun to hear a response. This response
is stilt called cxpectation, of course, but Levinas no fonger has to await it. The
affinity ceases, il seems to us, at the momenat when eschatalogical positivity
retrospectively comes to illuminate the common route, to lift the finitude and
pure negativity of the question, whea the neutral is determined. Blanchot could
probably extend over ali of Levinas's propositions what he says about the dis-
symetry within the space of communication: *‘Here, { believe, is what is decisive
in the affirmation which we must hear, and which must be maintained indepen-
densly of the theological context in which # occcurs.”” But is this possible?
independent of its ““theological context’ (an expression that Levinas would most
likely reiect) does not this entire discourse collapse?

To be behind the sign which i3 in the world is afterward to rematn invisible 1o
the world within epiphany. Ia the face, the other is given over in person as other,
that is, as that which does not reveal Hself, as that which cannot be made
thematic. T could not possibly speak of the Other, make of the Other a theme,
proenounce the Other as object, in the accusative. [ can only, § must only speak to
the other; that is, I must call him in the vocative, which Is not a category, a case
of speech, but, rather the bursting forth, the very raising up of speech. Categories
must be ruissing for the Other not 1o be overlocked; but for the Other not 1o be
overlcoked, He must present himself as absence, and must appear as nonphenom-
enal. Always behind its signs and s works, always within its secret interior,
and forever discreet, interrupting all historical wotalities through its freedom of
speech, the face is not **of this world. ™ 1t is the origin of the world. 1 can speak
of it only by speaking o &, and 1may reach it only as I must reach i1, But { must
only reach it as the inaccessible, the invisible, the intangible. Secrel, separate,
invisible like Gyies (*“the very condition of man’)--this is the very siate, the
very sfatus of what is called the psyche. This absolute separation, this natural
atheistn, this lying freedom in which truth and discourse take root—all this is a
Hgreat glory for the creator.”” An affinnation which, for once at least, is hardiy
disorienting.

For the face to present the other without metaphor, speech must not only
transiate thought. Thought, of course, already must be speech, but above all the
body must also renain a language. Rational knowledge must not be the first word
of words. I ong is to believe Levinas, Hussert and Heidegger, at bottorm,
accepted the classical subordination of language to thought, and body to lan-
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guage. On the costrary, Merlesu-Ponty, *‘beticr than others,” would have
shown *‘that disincamated thought, thinking of speech before speaking &,
thought as constitutive of the world of speech, was a myth.”” But by the force of a
movement proper to Levinas, he accepts this extreme *‘modern’” audacity only to
redirect i toward an infinitism that this audacity {tself must suppose, according to
himself; and the form of this infinitism is often quite classical, pre-Kastian rather
than Hegelian, Thus, the themes of one's own body as language and as infestion-
ality cannot get around the ciassical dangers, and thought cannot first be lan-
guage unless it is acknowledged that thought is first and krreducibly a relation to
the other (which it seems 1o us did not escape Merleas-Ponty};3® but a relation t
an rreducible other who summons me without possibility of return from without,
for in this order is presented the infinity which no thought can enclose and which
forbids ali monologue ““even it had ‘the corporal intentionality” of Merleau-
Ponty.'" Despite all appearances and ali babitual thinking, it must be acknowl-
edged here that the dissociation of thought and language, and the sebosdination
of the latter to the formmer, are proper to a philosophy of finitude. And this
demonstration would refer us once more to the Cartesian Cogito of the third
Meditation, beyond Merlean-Ponty, Heidegger, and Husser!, And does so ac-
cording to a schema that seems to us to support the entirety of Levinas’s thought:
the other is the other only if his alterity is absolutely irreducible, that is, infinitely
irreducible; and the infinitely Other can only be Infinity.

As speech and glance the face is not in the world, since it opens and exceeds
the totality. This is why it marks the limit of ali power, of ail violeace, and the
origin of the ethical. In a sense, murder is always directed against the face, but
thereby always misses it, ““Murder ¢xerls a power over that which escapes
power. Stifll, a power, for the face expresses dself in the sensible; but already
inpotence, because.the face rips apart the sensibie.”” *'The Qther is the osly
being who I may wish to kill,"” but the only one, also, who orders that “*thou shalt
commit no mmurdess,”” and thus absolutely Jlimits my power, Not by opposing me
with another force in the workd, but by speaking to me, and by looking at me
from an other origin of the world, from that which no 8aite power can restrict:
the strange, unthinkable notion of unreal resistance. Since his 1953 articke {al-
ready cited), Levinas no longer, to our knowledge, speaks of “‘intelligible
resistance’'—-an expression whose sense still beloags at least literally, to the
realm of the same, and which was utilized, apparently, oaly to signify an unresl
resistance. In Tortelity and Infinity Levinas spesks of “ethical resistance.”’

That which escapes the concept as power, therefors, is not existence in gen-
eral, but the existence of the Other, And first of ali because, despite ali appear-
ances, there is no cordcept of the (Other. We would have to reflect upon this word
“Other” [Autrui] in an artisan-like way, in the realm where philosophy and
philclogy constrain each other, uniting their concerns and their rigor—this word
“Other™ circumscribed in silence by the capital letter which ever increases the
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@utrality of the other, and which we use so familiarly, even though it is the very
disorder of our conceptuality. Is it only & common noun without concept? But,
first of all, is it a noun? 1t is not an adjective, or 2 pronoun; therefore it is a
jsuhstantivemanci such i is classed by the dictionaries—but a substantive which
3 RO, a5 usual, # species of noun: neither common poen, for it cannot take, as in
the category of the other in general, the heteron, the definite article. Nor the
plurai, ““In the chancellery location Pawrui [the Other], fe must ot be up.
derstood as the article of autrui: implied is property, righis: the property, the
rights of Others,” notes Littzé, who began thus: “Aurrui, from alter-huic, this
other, in regimen: this is why gusrui is always in regimen, and why awirui is less
general than les autres [the others].” Thus, without making language the acci-
dent of thought, we would have to account for this: that, within language, that
which is always “'in rogimen’ and in the least gencrality is, in its meaning,
undeclinabie and beyond genre. What is the origin of this case of meaning in
fanguage, of this regimen in which language places meaning? Nor is aurui o
proper noun, cven though its anonymity signifies but the usnamable source of
every proper noun. We would have to examine patiently what emerges in lag-
guage when the Greek conception of keteron seems to run out of breath when
faced by the alter-huic; what bappens when the heteron seems to become in-
capable of mastering what it alone, however, is able to precomprehend by conceal-
an it as alterity (other in general), and which, in returny, will reveal to heteron its
imeducible center of meaning (the other as Other lautrui ). We would have o
examine the complicity of the concealment and the precomprehension which
dees not occur within a conceptual movement, for the French word autrii does
#0t designate a category of the genre autre. We would have to examine this
thought of the other in general (which is not a gense}, the Greek thought within
which this nonspecific difference realizes {itself in) our history, Or, rather: what
does autre mean before its Greek determination as heteron, and s Judeo-
Christiae determination as aurui? This is the kind of question which {.evinas
seems to contest profoundly: according o him, only the irruption of the Other
permits aceess to the absolute and to the jrreducible alterity of the other. We
would have to examine, therefore, this Huic of autrui whose transcendence is not
yet that of a thou. Here, Levinas’s opposition to Buber or to Gabriel Marcel
‘bcz?omes meaningful. Afler opposing the magisterial height of the You to the
intimate reciprocity of the Me-Thou {FF), Levinas seems to move toward a
philosophy of the /e, of the Fle (1} in his meditation of the Trace {that is, of the
neighbor as 4 distant stranger, according 1o the otiginal ambiguity of the word
transtated as the " 'neighbor” 1o be loved). A philosophy of the He who would not
be an impersonal object opposed o the thou, but the invisible transcendence of
the Other.® H the fuce’s expression is not revelation, then the unreveatable is
expressed beyond all thematization, beyond all constitutive analysis, all
phenomenology. At its various stages, the transcendental constitution of the after
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ego-—of which Husser! attempts to reassembie the description in the filth of the
Cartesian Meditations—would presuppose that whose genesis it allegediy traces
(according to Levinas). The Other could not be constituted as an ajter ego, as a
phenomenon of the ego, by and for & nomadic sublect proceeding by appresenta-
tive analogy. All the difficulties encouatered by Hussert could be “‘surmounted’
if the ethical relationship were recognized as the original face-to-face, as the
emergence of absolute aiterity, the emergence of an exteriority which can be
neither derived, nor engendered, nor constituted on the basis of anything other
than itself. An absolute outside, an exteriority infinitely overflowing the monad
of the ego cogito. Here again, Descartes against Husser!, the Descartes of the
Third Meditation allegediy misconstrued by Husserl. While Descartes, in hig
reflections on the cogite, becomes aware that infinity not only casnot be consti-
wited as a (dubitable) object, but has already made infinity possible 88 A cogifo
overflowing the object, {1 nenspatial overfiowing, against which metaphor shat-
ters), Husserl, on the other hand, “*secs in the cogito a subjectivity with no
support from without, constituting the idea of infinity iself, and providing him-
self with it as object’” (7). Now, the infinite(-ly other) cannot be an object
hecause it is speech, the origin of meaning and the world. Therefore, no
phenomenclogy can account for ethics, speech, and justice,

But if all justice begins with speech, ali speech is not just. Rhetoric may
amousnt to the violeace of theory, which reduces the other when i leads the
other, whether through psychology, demagogy, or even pedagogy which is not
instruction. The latter descends from the heights of the master, whose absolute
exteriority does not impair the disciple’s freedom. Beyond rhetoric, speech s
covers the nudity of the face, without which no nudity would have any meaning.
Al nudity, ““even the audity of the body experienced in shame,”’ is & *‘figure of
speech’” in relation to the nonmetaphorical nudity of the face. This is already
quite explicit in Is Ontology Fundamental? ““The nudity of the face is ot @
stylistic figure.”” And it is shown, still in the form of negative theology, that this
nudity is not even an opening, for an opening is refative to a “'surrounding
pienitude.” The word “‘audity”’ thus destroys iself after serving to indicate
something beyond itself. An entire reading and interrogation of Totality and
Infinity could be developed around this affirmation, For this affirmation seems to
us quite implicitly—perhaps even too implicitly—to support the decisive division
between what Levinas calls the face and that which is Beyond the Fuace, the
section which considers, aside from the Phenomenology of Eros, Love, Fecun-
dity, and Time. This nudity of the face, speech, and glance, being neither theory
nor theorem, is offered and exposed as denuding, as demanding supplication, as
the unthinkable Unity of 2 specch abie to assist itself and a glance which cails
for assistance.

Asymmetry, non-light, and commandment then would be viclence and injus-
tice themselves——and, indeed, so they are commounly uaderstood—if they estab-
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lished relations between finite beings, or if the other was but a negative delermi-
nation of the {finite or infinite) same. But we have seen that this is not the case.
infinity {as infinitely other) cannot be violent as is fotality (which is thus always
defined by Levinas, always determined by an option, that is, an initial decision of
his discourse, as finite totafiry: totality, for Levinas, means 2 finite totality. This
functions as a sifent axiom.} This is why God alone keeps Levinas's world from
being a world of the pure and worst violence, a world of immorality itseif. The
structures of living and naked experience described by Levinas are the very
structures of a world in which war would rage—strange conditional—if the
infinitely other were not infinity, if there were, by chance, one naked man, faite
and atone. But in this case, Levinas would po doubt say, there no konger would
be any war, for there woukl be neither Face nor true asymmetry. Therefore the
niked and living expericnee in which God has afready begun 1o speak could no
longer be our concesn, in other words, in & world where the face would be fully
respected {as that which is not of this world), there no Jonger would be war. Ina
wosld where the face no longer would be absolutely respected, where there no
fanger would be a face, there would be no more cause for war. Geod, therefore, is
implicated in war, His name oo, like the rame of peace, is a function within the
system of war, the only system whose basis permits us to speak, the only system
whose language may ever be spoken. With or without God, there would be no
war. Wiar supposes and exciudes God. We can have a relation to God only within
such a systers. Therefore war—for war there is——is the difference between the
face and the finite world without & face. But is not this difference that which has
always been called the world, in which the absence-presence of God plays? Only
the play of the world permits us fo think the essence of God. In a sense that our
language—and Levinas's also—accommodates poorly the play of the world
precedes God.

The face-to-face, then, is not originally determined by Levinag as the vis-h-vis
of two equal and upright men, The latter supposes the face-to-face of the man
with bent neck and eyes raised toward the God on high. Language is indeed the
possibility of the face-fo-face and of being-upright, but # does not exclude
inferiority, the humility of the glance at the father as the glance of the child made
in memory of having been expulsed before knowing how to walk, and of having
been delivered, prone and infans, into the hands of the adult masters. Maa, one
mighf say, is a God arrived too early, that is, a God who knows himself forever
late in refation to the already-there of Being. Bug it is certain that these last
remarks—and this is the least onc might say——do not belong to the gense of
commentary. And we are not referring, here, to the themes known under the
name of psychoanalysis, nor to the embryological or anthropological hypothesis
on the structurally premature birth of man’s offspring. Let it suffice us to know
that man is born ##

(iod's name is often mentioned, but this return 10 experience, and to *things
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themseives,’” 88 a relation 1o the infinite(ly) other s not theological, evea if it
alone is capabie, afierward, of founding theological discourse, which up {o now
has *“imprudently considered the idea of the relationship between God and crea-
tion in ontological terms™ (7f). The foundation of metaphysics—in Levinas’s
sense—is 1o be encountered in the returs to things themselves, where we find the
common root of humanism and theology: the resemblance betweea man and
Gaod, man's visage and the Face of God. *“The Other resembles God™” §hid).
Via the passageway of this resemblance, man’s speech can be lifted up toward
God, an stmost unheard of analegy which is the very movement of Levinas's
discourse on discourse. Analogy as dialogue with God: **Discourse is discourse
with God . . . . Metaphysics is the essence of this language with God.”” Discourse
with God. and not in God us participation. Piscourse with God, and not dis-
course on God and his attributes as theology. And the dissymetry of my relation
to the other, this **curvature of inter-subjective space signifies the divine inten-
tion of ali ruth.’” 1t “is, perhaps, the very presence of God.” Preseace as
scparation, presence-absence—agail the break with Parmenides, Spinoza and
Hegel, which only *the idea of creation ex nihile™” can consummate. Presence as
separation, presence-absence as resembiance, but a resemblance which 18 not the
“ontological mark™ of the worker imprinted on his product, or on “beings
created in his image and resemblance’ (Malebranche),?® a resembilance which
can be understood neither in terms of communion or knowledge, noy in terms of
participation and incarnation. A resemblance which is neither a sign nor an effect
of God. Neither the sign nor the effect exceeds the same. We are *'in the Trace of
God.”" A proposition which risks incompatability with every allusion to the
“very presence of God.”™ A proposition readily converted into atheism: and if
God was an effect of the trace? ¥ the idea of divine presence (life, existence,
parousia, etc.), if the name of God was but the movement of erasure of the trace
in presence? Here it is a question of knowing whether the frace permits us to
think presence in its system, or whether the reverse order is the true one. itis
doubtless the tre order. But it is indeed the order of truth which is in question.
Levipas's thought is maintained between these two postulations.

The face of God disappears forever in showing itseif. Thus are reassembled i
the unity of their metaphysical signification, at the very heart of the experience
denuded by Levinas, the diverse evocations of the Face of Yahweh, who of
course is never named in Torality and Infinity, 'The face of Yahweh is the soral
person and the fofal presence of *‘the Eternal speaking face to face with Moses,”
but saying to him also: *"Thou canst not see my face: for there shail be no mas
see me and ive . . .. thou shalt stand upon a rock: and it shall come to pass,
while my glory passeth by, that T wiil put thee in a clift of the rock, and wili cover
thee with my hand while 1 pass by: And | will take away mine hand, and thou
shalt see my back parts: but my face shali not be seen” (Exodus 33:20-23), The
face of God which commands while hiding itself is at once more and Jess a face
than atl faces. Whence, perhaps, despite all Levinas’s precautions, the equivocal

1i# [
Violence and

Metaphysics

A tompl %ciz y of ﬁ:m(?lug)f and metaphysics in Torality and Infinity. Would Levinas
- subseribe to this infinitely ambiguous sentence from the Book

fo this _ of Questions b
Edmond Jabes: ** Al faces are His; this is why HE has no face"‘?Q Y

The face is neither the face of God nor the figure of man: it is thejr

sesemblance. A resemblance which, how i
! . . ever, we must think befo i
the assistance of the Same, 19 ' e or without,

i
Difference and
Eschatology

The qt%cshuns. wlmsg principles we now will attempt to indiente sre alf, in severad
senses, questions of language: questions of kanguage and the question of lan-
guage. But if our commentary has not been too unfaithful, it is siready clear that

there is no element of Levisas’s thou ichi i
¢ _ . 18" shi which is not, in and of itse d
stch guestions, . el enagedby.

Of the Original Polemic

First, Zcf it be said, for our own reassurance: the route followed by Levinas's
thought is such that all our questions already belang to his own interior dialogue

wre displaced into his discourse and enly |i it, £
: s dis G y listen to M, from many v ]
and in many ways, 7 vaniage points

A, ”Z‘hzzs,‘ for example, De ! existence & P existant and Le temps et I autre seemed
to proscribe the ““logic of geare,” as well as the categories of the Same and
Other, These lacked the originality of the experience to which Levinas wished to
iCiid us back: “*To the cosmos which is Plato’s world is opposed the v;or]d of the
wind, in which the implications of eros are not reduced to the logic of genre,
which the ego is substitated for the same, and Others for the other. %%w’ i:
Tlaraﬁry and Infiniry, where the categories of Same and Other relzzrﬁ én force ‘the
vig demgns.frar:d:’ and very energy of the break with tradition is precisely, the
adequation of Ego 1o the Same, and of Others to the Other. Without asing these
terms themseives, Levinas often wamed us against confusing identity and ipseity
jSamt: z.md Hgo: idem and ipse. This confusion, which, in a certain wz:z }1s
mmediately practiced by the Greek concept of auzos and the German cmcey; c;f
sg!bxr. docs not oceur as spontaneously in French: nevertheless, i retumns [:is a
kmcf of silent axiom in Totality and Infinity.** We have seen 2h;s: accord;zz to
ixva_nas lI’Tf’:I’(‘. would be no interior difference, no fundamental and aut<>cizt¥20n%)ux
gllenty within the ego. I, formerly, interiority, the secret and original sepam:
tion, had permiited the break with the classical use of the Greek concepts of
Same ‘azzd Other, the amalgamation of Same and Ego (Same and Ego ho-
mogenized, and homogenized with the concept, as well as with the finite
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totality) now permits Levinas to include within the same condem':mtinn _bozh the
Greek and the most modemn philosophies of subjectivity, the philosophies most
careful to distinguish, as did Levinas previcusly, the Ego from the Same an.d
Others from the other, Without close attention to this double m{‘w'efncm. to this
progress which seems o contest its own condition and its own initial stage. we
would miss the originality of this protest against t_%ze concept, the state @d
totality: it is not made, as is generally the case, in the name of_ subjective
existence, but against it. Simultaneously against Hegel and against Kserkegaarc.z.
Levinas often wams us against confusing-—as one is so t‘cmpted 0 do‘mhts
anti-Hegeliantsm with & sublectivism, or with a }{rierkcgaardzgn type f}f existen-
tialism, both of which would remain, according to Levinas, viclent 'fm‘i
premetaphysical egoisms, It is not | who do not accept the ‘sysfem, as Kier-
kegaard theught, # is the other.” Can one not wager that Kicrkegasrd would
have been deaf to this distinction? And that he, in turn, would have protested
against this conceptuality? It as subjective existence, he wo}lid have remarked
perhaps, that the other does not accept the system, The mhcf is not myseifmaz}d
who has ever maintained that it is7-—but it is an Ego, as Levinas must suppose in
order to maintain his own discourse. The passage from Ego t_o o%her asan Ego s
the passage to the essential, non-empirical egoity of subjective c:‘c‘zstencc‘ in
general, The philosopher Kierkegaard does not only plcad.far $orcn Kmf—
kegaard, {*'the egoistic cry of a subjectivity s;‘tiil cc)n?cmed with K:crkeg&an.& 5
happiness or salvatio™ "), but for Sizb}eclive‘ exls‘tence in general (a ngncon:radw«
ory expression); this is why his discourse & phziiasopi’zz{‘:al, and not in the reai{n
of empirical egoism, The name of a philosophicat subject, }when he says, is
always, in a certain way, a pseudonym. This is a truth l_ha_iz‘ K:e.:rkigaarld afigpzed
systematically, even while protesting against the *“possibilization c?f zgd:vzd\%ai
existence which resists the concept. And is not this essence of sab;cc‘izv’c exis-
tence presupposed by the respect for the other, which can he what it zsw_the
ather—aonly as subjective existence? In order 10 reiect the Kneztkegaardran notion
of subjective existence Levinas should eliminate even %hc zz‘ouons of an essence
and a truth of subjective existence {of the Tgo, and pnmarz‘]y of the Ego of t.he
Other). Moreover, this gesture would comply with the .Zogzc of zh‘c break with
vhenomenciogy and ontology. The least one might say is 2?13: i.evinas dm?s not
do so, and cannot do so, without renouncing philosophical discourse. fmd, if you
will, the atierapt to achieve an opening toward the beyond of philosophicd
discourse, by means of phitosophical discourse, which can never be shakez{eﬁ
completely, cannot possibly succeed within langaagerwand Levinas recognizes
that there is no thought before language and outside of it—except by f.ormaliy and
themarically posing the guestion of the relations berween ffelar.:gx.ng and the
opening, the question of closure. Formally—that is by posing it in the mos
effective and most formal, the most formalized, way posmbk‘:: not in 4 zfog:c, [t}
other words in a phifosophy, but in an inscribed description, in an inscription of
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the relations between the phitosophical and the nonphiiosophical, in a kind of
usheard of grapkics, within which philosophical conceptuality would be no more
than a function.

Let us add, in order 1o do him Justice, that Kierkegaard had a sense of the
relationship to the irreducibility of the totaliy-other, not in the egoistic and
esthetic here and now, bus in the religious beyond of the concept, in the disection
of a certain Abraham. And did he not, in tum—=or we must let the other
speak—see in Bthics, as a moment of Category and Law, the forgetting, in
anonymity, of the subjectivity of religion? From his point of view, the ethical
moment is Hegelianisr itself, and he says 5o explicitly. Which does not prevent
him from reaffirming ethics in repetition, and from reproaching Hegel for not
having constituted a morality. I¢ is true that Ethics, in Levinas's sense, is an
Ethics without Law and without concept, which muaintains its non-violest perity
only before being determined as concepts and laws. This is not an ohjection: let
s not forget that Levinas does not seek to prepose laws or moral rules, does not
seck to determine ¢ moratity, but rather the essence of the ethical relation in
general. But as this determination does not offer itself as a theory of Frhics, in
question then, is an Ethics of Ethics. In this case, it is perhaps serious that this
Ethics of Ethics can occasion neither a determined ¢thics nor determined laws
without negating and forgetting itself. Moreover, is this Ethics of Ethics beyond
all laws? Is it not the Law of faws? A coherence which breaks down the coher.
ence of the discourse against coherence——ihe infinite concept, hiddes within the
protest against the concept,

If juxtaposition with Kierkegaard has often imposed itself upon us, despite the
wuthos’s own admonitions, we are certain that as concerns the esseatial in its
iitial inspiration Levinas's protest against Hegelianism is foreiga to Kier-
kegaard’s protest. Inversely, a confrontation of Levinas's thought with Feuer-
back's agti-Hegelianism would necessarily uncover, it seems fo us, more
mofound convergences and affinities that the medization of the Trace would
confirm farther still. We are speaking here of convergences, and not of influ.
ences; primarily because the latter is 2 notion whose philosophical meaning is not
clear to us; and next because, to our knowiledge, Levinas sowhere aliudes to
Feverbach or to Jaspers.

But why does Levinas return to categories he seemed to have rejected previ-
ously in attempting this very difficult passage beyond the debate—which is also &
eornplicity—between Hegetianism and classical anti-Hegetianism?

We are not desouncing, here, an incoberence of fanguage or a contradiction in
the system. We are wondering about the meaning of a necessity: the necessity of
fodging oneself within traditional conceptuality in order to destroy it. Why did
this necessity finaily impose itself upon Levinas? Is it an extrinsic necessity? Poes
it not touch upon only an instrument, only an “expression,”” which can be put
between quotation marks? Or does it hide, rather, some indestructible and ua-
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foresecable resource of the Greek logos? Some unlimited power of envelopment,
by which he who attemgpts 1o repe! it would always aiready be overtaken?

B. During the same period, Levinas had expelled the concept of exteriority. The
{atter referred 1o an enjightened unity of space which neutralized radical alterity:
the relation to the other, the relation of Instants to each other, the relation to
Death, eic.—all of which are not relations of an Inside to an Quiside. *“The
relation with the other is a relation with a Mystery. It is the other’s exteriority, or
rather his alterity, for exteriority is a property of space, and brings the subject
back to himself through the Tight which constitutes his entire being™’ {TA). Now
Totality and Infinity, subtitled Essay on Exteriority, does not only sbundanly
employ the notion of exteriorily. Levinas also intends to show that frue exterior-
ity is not spatial, for space is the Site of the Same. Which means that the Site is
always a site of the Same. Why is it nccessary stilf to use the word “exteriority™
(which, if it has a meaning, if iz is not an algebraic X, obstinately beckons toward
space and Hight) in order to signify a nonspatial relationship? And if every
““relationship’” is spatial, why is it necessary stili to designate as a (noaspatial}
“selationship’” the respect which absolves the other? Why is # necessary to
obliterate this notion of exteriority without erasing i, without making it illegible,
by stating that its truth is its untruth, that frue exteriority is not spatial, that is, is
rot exteriority? That i is necessary to state infinity's excess over fotality in the
tanguage of totality; that it is necessary to state the other in the language of the
Same; that it is necessary to think frue exteriority as non-exrerfority, that is, still
by means of the Inside-Cutside structure and by spatial metaphor; and that it is
necessary still to inhabit the metaphor in ruias, to dress oneself in tradition’s
shreds and the devil's patches-—all this means, perhaps, that there is no
philosophical logos which must aot firsy let itself be expatriated into the structure
Inside-Outside. This deportation from its own site toward the Site, toward spatial
focality is the meraphor congenital to the philosophical logoes. Before being 2
rhetorical procedure within language, metaphor would be the emergence of lan
guage itseif. And phifosophy is only this Ianguage; in the best of cases, and in 4p
unaccusiomed sense of the expression, philosophy can only speak i, state the
metaphor itself, which amounts to thinking the metaphor within the silent horizos
of the nonmetaphor: Being. Space being the wound and finitude of birth (of the
birth} without which one could not even open language, one would not even have
a true or faise exteriority o speak of. Therefore, onc can, by using them, use xp
tradition’s words, rub them like a rusty and devalued old coin; one can say thal
true exteriority is nonexteriority without being interiority, and one can write by
crossing out, by crossing out what aiready has been crossed out: for crossing o
writes, stili draws in space. The syntax of the She whose archaic description i
not legibie on the metal of language cannot be erased: it is this metal itself, its too
somber solidity and its too shining brilliance. Language, son of carth and sun
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. aﬁr;t:pg‘ an: wt}bz:ld attempt ia vain, in order fo wean language from exteriority
] \stessority, in order to wean language from weaning, to forget the words

"iBS' LT WL NN TR i 1 -
ide."" “‘outside, exterior,” “interior,” ete., and to banish them by de-

- cree; for one would never come across g language without the rupture of space
ch 3

an aerial or aguatic language in which, moreover, alterity would be lost more
---sqre!y lI.nan ever. For the meanings which radiate from Inside-Outside, fro

?,Ighf‘-ngﬁl, etc., de not only inhabit the proscribed words; they are cmb;:dde:in
% person or vicariousty, at the very heart of concepiuaiity itself. This is becazzsf,:

_they do not signify an jmmersion in space. The structure Inside-Quitside or

Day-Night has no meaning in a pure space given over to itself and disoriented, It
en?crges <>'n thc basis of an included origin, aninscribed castern horizon whi h i
reither within nor withons space. This text of the glance is a!m‘thc !c;t ;;
speceh. Thesefore it can be calted Face. Bul one must net expect, henecforh, to
separaic language and space, to empty language of space, to snaséh speech av;'z{
from i;gf?t, to speak while « Hand hides Glory. In vain would ose cxéic an iv::y
word {inside,” ““owside,”’ “exierior,” ‘interior,” eic.}, and in vaizzy\foﬁfg
one burn of eraprison the letters of light, for language in its entirety already has
awakeped as a fail into Light, That is, if you will, fanguage arises with tbcyszm

Even if *‘the sun is pever named . . . jts power is in our midst”’ {Saim-Joh‘
?ersc.}. _To say that the infinite exteriority of the other is nor spatial, is mmn
exlcﬂ.(}my and non-interiority, to be unable to designate it ozhem:is;: ma‘
rfcgatu‘fei;‘(— -------- is this not to acknowledge that the infinite (also designated ne 211zj
tively in its current positivity: in-finite) cannot be stated? Does this not amozgz t
o acknowieglging that the structure *‘inside-outside,”* which is fanguage i:seitfl
marks the o‘rlgina] finitude of speech and of whatever befails 3t No phi]e)gso hicai
fanguage will ever be able to reduce the naturality of a spatial praxis in fan pua €,
and one x:vczzld have to meditate the unity of Leibniz’s distinction i}ctwecﬁg“ci%ig
Eangaage " and “*schelasly” or philosophical language. And here one would have
10 ‘medztazc even more patiently the irreducibie. complicity, despite all of the
philosopher’s rhetorical efforts, between everyday language and philosophicat
Iagguage;’or, better, the complicity between certain historical Eangizak 28 and
phfi()s?ph:cai language. A certaln ineradicabie naturality, a certain iri inat
a:eaz vete of philosophical language could be verified for each’ specuiative cmi:e t
{except, of course, for the aonconcepts which are the name of God and the ve:;
fo be. Phi]Qsc)phical language belongs to a systemn of language(s). Thereby. its
mfmspec‘uiazzve ancesiry always brings a certain equivocality into spccazia);i,r}n

_Smcg {has.equivocaléty is eriginal and irreducible, perhaps philosophy must ade t
1, ti_unk it and be thought in it, must accommodate dupticity and diffcrezche
within speculation, within the very puzity of philosophicat meaning. Ne one, it
seerms {0 us, has attempted this more profoundly than Hegel. Wi!l‘;otzt na'i'v;’:i

using the category of chance, of happy predestination or of the chance cncoan{ery
one would have 1o do for each concept what Hegel does for the German notion 0;
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Aufhiebung, whose equivocality and presence in the German fanguage he calls
delightful: ‘“Aufhieben has in the German language a double sense: that of
preserving, maintaining, and that of leaving off, bringing to an end. To preserve,
moreover, has a negative sense . . . . Lexicologically, these two deterrninations
of the Auftieben may be considered as two meanings of the word, 1t is remarkable
that a language comes to use one and the same word to express two opposed
meanings. Speculative thought is delighted {my italics) to find in language words
which by themselves have a speculative sense; the German language possesses
several of these” {Wissenschaft der Logik 1, pp. 124-25). In the Yorlesungen
itber die Philosophie der Geschichte {Lectures on the Philosophy of History}
Hegel aiso notes that the union of two meanings (isforia rerum gestarum and res
gesiay) of the word Geschicite *tin our language”™ is not o “'sémple exicrior
comingency.”

Henceforth, if 1 cannot desigante the {infinite) irreducible alterity of the Other
ex&pt through the negation of (finite) spatind exteriority, perbaps the meaning of
this alterity is fnite, is not positively infinite. The infimitely other, the iafinity of
the other, is not the other as a positive infinity, as God, or as resemblance with
God. The infinitely Other would not be what it is, other, if it was a positive
infinity, and if it did not maintain within Hself the negativity of the indefinite, of
the apeiron. Does not “infinitely other” primarily signify that which does not
come to an end, despite my interminable labor and experience? Can one respect
the Other as Other, and expel negativity—Ilabor—from transcendence, as
levinas seeks to do? The positive Infinity {God)y—if these words are
meaningful-—cannot be infinitely Other, If one thinks, as Levinas does, that
positive Infinity tolerates, or eves requires, infinite alterity, then one must
repounce all language, and first of ali the words infinite and other. Infinity cannot
be understood as Other except in the form of the in-finite. As soon as one
attempts to think Infinity as a positive plenitude (one pole of Levinas’s aonnega-
tive transcendence}, the other becomes unthinkable, impossibie, unutterable.
Perhaps Levinas calls us toward this unthinkable-impossible-unutierable beyond
{tradition’s) Being and Logos. But it must not be possible either to think or state
this call, In any event, that the positive plenitude of classical infinity is translated
into language only by betraying itself in a negative word (in-finite), perhaps
situates, in the most profound way, the point where thought breaks with lan-
guage. A break which afterward will but resonate throughout all fanguage, This
is why the moders philosophies which no longer seek to distinguish betwees
thought and language, nor to place them in a hicrarchy, are esseatially

philosophies of original faitude. But thes they should be able to abandon tix
word *‘finitude,”! forever prisoner of the classical framework. Is this possible?
And what does it mean to abandon a classical notion?

The other cannot be what it is, infinitely other, except in finitude and mortality
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{mine and its). Ht is such as soon as it comes into tanguage, of course, and on}
then, and ?niy if the word other has a moaning—but has zz‘m Levinas‘taugh{:” .
that there is no thought before language? This is why our guestions certai :ls
wouid be Ies_s bothersome for a classical infinitism of the Car!:esiar; t a[? d
exampie, whick would dissociate thought and language, the Iatter never YEE; :: .
fast or as faz‘ as the former. Not only would these guestions be less be:ﬁcrsf X
fora cl’asszcai infinitism, but they could be its own questions, In another wa 'ntm
zxeu‘tr’alzz'e space within the description of the other, in order thereby to libgr: :G
positive mﬁ*mtymis this not 1o neutralize the essential finitude of 4 face (gla 6 :
speech) which is ¢ bf;dy, and not, as Levinag continually insists, the co%pcnr;{;;
metap.ht'Jr.ef ct.?zcreailzed t!wﬁght? Body: that is, also exteriority, focality in the
fulty s;}azml: literatly spatial, meaning of the word; a zero point, the ongin of
space, ccrtm'nly. but an origin which bas po meaning before tl1<; of, an f;ri 'i’
}nmgaralbie trom gesitivity and from the spuce that it cagenders and 'oriemq'b' .
ilnscr{bed ’arigin‘ The inscription is the writien arigia: traced and bcncc;t.rr‘:lr:
inscribed in a system, in a figure which i no longer governs, Without which
there no Zongfcr would be a body proper 1o oneself. If the face of the other was not
also, irreducibly, spatial exteriority, we would stilf have to distinguish between
soa]‘and body, thought and speech; or better, between a true, nonspatial face
and its mask or metaphor, its spatial figure. The entire Metaphysics of the Fac‘
‘we.u[‘éb collapse. Again, this guestion could he desived as much fm.m # classi "IT
infinitisra (duality of thought and language, but also of thought and bod )as} or
the most ‘quvcm piilosophy of finitude, This strange alliance in ihey ueszrz::
perhaps signifies that within philosophy and within language, within pizf?om hi
cal discourse {supposing there are any others), one cannot simultanecus| gv‘
the themes of positive infinity and of the face (the nenmetaphorical tznyit d{){;
body, glance, speech, and thoughi). This last unity, it seems to us c*:: be
;hnghz a;ly. within the horizon of infinste (indefinite) aiterity as the %n‘ec%t;cibly
(:ﬁ;ﬂ;ﬁ;@rgjxm of Death and the Other. The horizon of finitude or the Hnitude
Buz,‘ et us repeat, ali this within philosophical discourse, where the thought of
Death itself {(without metaphor) and the thought of a positive Infinity have .
been‘ able to understand each other. If the face is body, i is mo};mi In{f‘ie\i{:r
alterity as death cannot be reconciled with infinite altt;rity as positi‘xfit :111:2:
presence (God). Metaphysical transcendence cannot be at onee lramccnfien :
towardsthe other as Death and transcendence towards the other as G{;é U:z%e:i:
God means Beath, which after ali has never been excluded by the en:ife; of l%;l
classical philosophy within which we understand God both as Life am{ as zhc
Truth of I{iﬁnily, of positive Presence, But what does this exdm'i"(m mcaﬁ‘if nc:i
‘hf’ ex¢ ii);ii()n of every particutar determination? And that Gad is nathing (deter
mined}, is not life, because he is everything? and therefore is at cmct:gAil am;
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Nothing, Life and Death. Which means that God is or appears, is named, within
the difference between Al and Nothing, Life and Death, Within difference, and
at bottom as Difference itself. This difference is what is called History, God is
inscribed in it

1t wili be said that Levinas stands opposed to precisely this kind of philosophi-
cal discourse, But in this combat, he already has given up the best weapon:
disdain of discourse. In effect, when confronted by the classical difficulties of
language we are referring to, Levinas cannot provide himself with the classical
resources against them. Af arms with the problems which were equally {he
prablems of negative theology and of Bergsonism, he does not give himself the
right to speak, as they did, in & language resigned {o its own failure. Negative
theojogy was spoken in a speech that knew itsclf faifed and finite, inferior to

logos as God's understanding. Above ail, negative theology never undertook a f

Discourse with God in the face to face, and breath to breath, of two free
speeches; and this despite the humility and the haughtiness of breaking off, or
undertaking, the exchange. Analogously, Bergson had the right to announce the
intuition of duration, and to dencunce intellectual spatialization, within a lan-
guage given over to space. It was not a guestion of saving, but of destroying
discourse within ““metaphysics,”” the scignce which allegedly does without sym-
bois” (Bergson}. Antagonistic metaphors were multiplied systematically in his
autodestruction of language which adbBVcated silent metaphysical intuition, Lan
guage being defined a8 a historical residue, there was no contradiction in utilizing
it, for better or for worse, in order to denounce its own betrayal, and then to
abandon it to its own insufficiency as rhetorical refuse, speech lost to
metaphysics. Like negative theology, a philosophy of intuitive communion gave
itself the right (correctly or incorrectly, another preblem) to travel through
philosophical discourse as through a foreign medium. But what happens when
this right is no loager given, when the possibility of metaphysics is the possibility
of speech? When metaphysical responsibitity s responsibility for language, be
cause “‘thought consists of speaking” {77}, and metaphysics is a language with
God? How to think the other, if the other can be spoken only as exteriority and
through exteriority, that is, nonalterity? And if the speech which smust inaugurate
and maintain absolute separation is by its essence rooted in space, which canno
conceive separation and absolute alterity? If, as Levinas says, only discourse
(and not intuitive congact) is righteous, and if, moreover, all discourse essesntially
retains within it space and the Same—does this not mean that discourse &
originaily violent? And that the philosophical iogos, the only one in which peace
may be declared, is inhabited by war? The distinction between discourse and
violence®* always will be an inaccessible horizon, Nonvicleace would be the
telos, and not the essence of discourse. Perhaps it will be said that something ik
discourse has its essence in its telos, and the presence of its present in is futur.
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This certainly is 50, but on the condition that its future and its tetos be nondis-
course! pcacc‘as a cerain silence, a certain beyond of speech, a certain p(}ss}A
bility, 2 certain silent horizen of speech. And telos has always had the f(;m; ‘of
presence, be it a future presence. There is war only after the opening of dis.
course, and war dies out only at the end of discourse, Peace, like silence, is the
sfrange vocation of a language called outside itself by itself, But si:zcx:: f}ﬁffe
sifence is 'f:%so the medium of violence, language can enly indefinitely tend
towlard Justice by acknowledging and practicing the viclence within it, Violence
against vu‘}%enc& Economy of violence. An economy irreducible to wh:a{ Levinag
envisions in the word, If tight is the slement of violence, one must combat I} ht
u{zth a celriam other tight, in order to avoid the worst violesce, the violence of :é?zc
night which pr‘cccdes or sepresses discourse. This vigilance r.\ a viofence chosen
&S }hc least vielence by a philosophy which takes history, that is anita;ic
serimzsiy;‘ # phitosophy aware of itself as hiscorical in each of its a;:[:;ect'; (in :
sense which tolerates neither finite totality, nor positive infinity) az;d a\a.;are af
!:set]f, as i{:viaas says in another sense, as ecanomy, But agaizz' an eccmn?
which in being history, can be ar home neither in the finite totality \:vhich chinaz
calis the Same nor in the positive presence of the Infinite, Speech is doubtiess zh‘c
frat 'dgfleai of violence, but paradoxically, violence did not exist before the
?osszbllz}y of speech. The phifosopher {(man) must speak and write within this
war of {1gh:, a war in which he always aiready knows himself to be engaged: ;
war which he knows is inescapable, except by denying discourse ihagt lg %a
risking the worst violence. This is why this avowal of the war wit}zi'ﬁ discof;mey
an ?vnmyal which is not yet peace, signifies the opposite of beHicosity; Ibe;
htf%lz.c:cs:t‘y ------- and who has shown this better than Hegel?—whase best acmm‘ i
within hr.srf:ry s irenics. Within history which the phifosopher cannot escpa .
bf:caase il is not history in the sense gives to it by Levinas (totality}, but is f:é
history of the departures from totality, histery as the very mcvcme;): of trap-
scenéeacc,l of the excess over the totality without which no totality would » ,
as such. History is not the totality transcended by eschatology, metaph sifspeglr
speech, It is transcendence self. T speech is a movemezzl:'caf mgtayh s%c:(::?
tra‘n_scendefxce, it is history, and not beyond history, 1t is difficult 1o t;:ini the
ongin of history in a perfectly fnite totality (the Same}, as well as moteover, in
2 perfectly pos.;itive infinity. If, in this sense, the movement ﬂf. mietaph si‘cal
trans::{:m'ience is history, it is stifl violent, for——and this is the legitimate tiui‘im
Ifmm which i.z::‘vinas always draws inspiration—history is violence Metaph s‘ic‘;
I8 economy. violence against viotence, light against ight: philos;aphy {in y ‘::ni
er‘:ii). Aboui \’vhict} it can be said, by transposing Claudel's intention, that ev%: -
;};zcng in 1; “zs,}:_;azzzt?d on fight as if with condensed light, like zh;: air whgh
insjr};r:;ﬂ;oaz. This becoming is war. This polemic is language itself. ks
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Of Transcendensal
Violence

In addition, metaphysics, unable to escape its ancestry in light, always supposes
a phenomenology in its very critique of phenomenology, and especially i, like
Levinas's metaphysics, it seeks to be discourse and instruction.

A. Does metaphysics suppose this phenomenology only as 2 method, as a tech-
sique, in the strict sense of these words? Although he rejects the majority of the
literal results of Husser!’s researches, Levinas keeps to the methodologicat in-
heritance: *“The presentation and development of the notions employed owes
everything to the pheromenological method™ (F/; DL). But are not the presenta-
tion and development of ideas but the vestments of thought? And can a method
be bosrowed, Tike a tool? Thirty years earlier, in the wake of Heidegger, did not
Levinas maintain that method cannot be isolated? For method always shejters,
especially in Husserl’s case, “an anticipated view of the ‘sense’ of the being
which one encounters”” (THI). Levinas wrote at this time: *Conseguently, in eur
exposition we cannot separate the theory of intu ition, as & philosophical method,
from what might be called Husserl's ontology™” (THI).

Now, what the phenomenological method refers to, explicitly and in the last
analysis {and this would be too easy fo show), is Westerss philosophy’s very
decision, since Piate, to consider itself as science, as theory: that is, precisely as
that which Levinas wishes to put into question by the ways and means of

phenomenology.

B. Beyond its method, the aspect of ‘*Husserl's essential teaching™” (FI) which
Levinas intends to retain is not only its supple and necessary descriptions, the
fidelity to the meaning of experience, but also the concept of intentionality. An
intensionality enlarged beyond its representative and theoretical dimension, be-
yond the noetico-noematical stracture which Husserl incorrectly would have seen
as the primordial structure. Repression of the infinite would have kept Husser
from access {o the true depths of intentionality as desire and as metaphysical
transcendence toward the other beyond phenomenatity or Being. This repression
would oceur i two ways,

On the one hand, in the value of adequation. As vision and theoretical intui-
tion, Husseslian intentionality would be adequation, This latter would exhaust
and interiorize all distance and all true alterity, ** Vision, in effect, is essentially
an adeguation of exteriority to interiority: exteriority is reabsorbed in the con
templating soul, and, as an adequate idea, is revealed & priort, resulting ina
Sinngebung'” (T}, Now, “intentionality, in which thought remaing adequation
its object, does not define ... consciousness at its fundarnental jevel.” Certainly
Husser! is not named here, at the very moment when Levinas speaks of infention-
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g]ity_as adeguation; one may always suppose that by the expression ‘“intentional-
ity, in which thought remains adequation,’” Levinas means **an intestionality
such that, etc,, an intentionality in which at least, etc.” But the context, numer-
cus other passages and the aliusion to the Sinngebung, ail clearly izzdi;:ate that
Husserl, in the letter of his texts, was unable to recognize that ““as Intentionality
all knowledge already supposes the idea of infinity, which is adequation par
excei!cmfe” {f7). Thus, suppesing that Husserl had foreseen the infinite hcp;:~
zons which overflow objectivity and adequate intuition, he would have inter-
?retf:(i them, literally, as “*thoughts aiming at objects’”: “*What does it matter if
in {fﬁsser%ian phenomenology, understood literally, these unsuspected horizons
are interpreted, in turn, as thoughts aiming at oblects!™ {cited above),
_ Uﬁ the other hand, supposing that the Husserlian Cogito opened onto the
m.fmzt{:, according o Levinas, it would open onto an object-infinity, an infinity
without alterity, a false infinity: “‘If Husser] sees in the cogito a subjectivity with
RO SUPpOIT outside itself, he is constituting the idea of infinity itself, giving it to
hzm:scif as an gbject.”” The “‘false-infinity,”” a Hegelian expression which
Levinas never uses, nevertheless seems to us, perhaps because it is Hegelian, to
hzunt numerous gestures of denunciation in Torality and Infinity. As 0 was for
Fﬂ!egf.:z, the *“false-infinity”” for Levinas would be the indefinite, negative form of
ifinity. But, since Levinas conceives true alterity as nonnegativity (nonnegative
transcendence}, he can make the other the true infinity, and make the same (in
strange complicity with negativity) the false-infinity. Which would have seemed
a?so!zztciy_ mad to Hege! (and to all the metaphysics expanded and rethoughs in
him}: how can alterity be separated from negativity, how can alterity be separated
_from. the “‘false infinity’"? Or inversely, how couid absolute sameness not be
!nﬁmzy? If, as Levinas says, the same is a violent totaiity, (his would mean that it
is 2 finite totality, and therefore is abstract, more other than the other (than an
other totality), ete. The same as fnite totality would not be the same, but stilf the
ather. Levinas would be speaking of the other under the rubric of the same, and
of the same under the rubric of the other, etc. If the finite totality was the san;c it
cc{u lc‘% not be thought, or posed as such, without becoming other than nself (a’nc!
this !s war}, If it did not do so, it could net enter into war with others (finise
totalities), nor could it be violent. Henceforth, not being violent, it would sot be
Fhe same in Levinas's sense (Hnite totality). Entering into war—and war there
is—il is conceived, certainly, as the other's other, that is, it gains access to the
at.ber as an other (seif). But again, it is no longer a totality in Levinas’s sense. In
this language, which is the only language of western phitosophy, can one .m}!
repeat Hegeliantsm, which is oaly this language coming into absolute possession
of iseif? ‘
Under these conditions, the only effeclive position to take in order not o be
enveloped by Hegel would seem to be, for an instant, the following: to consider
the false-infinity (that is, In a profound way, original fiaitude) irreducible,
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Perhaps this is what Husser} docs, ot bottom, by derzmnslrating the }mdu01i?}lzty
of intentional incompleteness, and therefore of ftltcniy; zfnd by showing that since
consciousness is irreducible, it can never possibly, by i own essence, becarry‘:
self-consciousness, nor be reassembled absolutely close to z:seif‘in the .partluszf
of an absolute knowiedge. But can this be said, can one think the ‘ false mﬁm;y :
as such (time, in a word), can one pause a}angs:delzl as alongsz{ie. the! tt}'::t .o
experience, without already {(an already which permits us to think um«?.) . av;t;g
let the frue infinity, which then must be recognized as ‘swzh, be ::}dlcateh.
presented, thought and stated? What we call phitosophy, which perhaps is not the
entirety of thought, cannot think the false, nor even choose :.lie false{ itho
paying homage to the anteriority and the superiority {_}f the true (:»fame rela m::; bi
between the other and the same). This last guestion, which indeed cm.: >
Levinas's question to Husserl, would demonsirate that as soon z;? he .Zspc:; 3
against Hegel, Levinas can only confirm Hclgcl, has cur:ﬁr_med im a} fe ]‘y.
But is there a more rigorously and, especlaily,_a more Z:teraily Huss:nar zan;
theme than the theme of inadequation? OFf the infinite overflowing of ?1<?rlzon?.
Who was more obstinately determined t%zan. Hit?sc‘ri to show i’ha_z v{:s:}né v;;as
originaily and essentially the inadequation of mterz‘orlzy and cx:.cr.mlnty;ld ;1 lvz
the perception of the sranscendent and extended zh:.ngAwas c?%schm_lai y a (}z?m
incomplete? That immanent perceplic_zz occurfed within the :zzfm;.t.c h{)rlzo:; f)b{ Ve
fux of experience? (ef., for example, Ideas §, paragraph 83, passzm}: And a ,.2
alf, who better than Levinas st gave us o um{ers.za:zd these Hu;scrlfan them;s,
Therefore, it is not a question of recalling their existence, %}izF o.i §sk1ng ‘\jvhe(v cz;
Husser] finally summarized inadeguation, and reduced the infinite _befzzt:l))ns ;}
expesience to the condition of available objects. Az;d whether he did so by the
ary i sation of which Levinas accuses num.
W‘;";‘ﬁ;’g ::férgwbeiieve s, In the two imen.iianal éirec'ziomj, of which we ha;c
just spoken, the [dea in the Kantian sense designates _ihe mﬁnllr:a ovcrt}?w%ng(;f @
horizon which, by reason of an absolute and essential necesszi;f w}}-;(d_hl ;tsci ;:
absolutely principled and irreducible, never can hecome anﬁobj,e.c‘t stself, o; P
completed, equaled, by the intuition of an obgf:_ct: Bven by '(;ot'i $ mtmzza;?: Che
horizon itself cannot become an object because itis the uno!:.'ject.lﬁabie we ‘spr;nlg
of every object in general. This impossibility gf a_deqnauc)n is so rdéz‘c‘%l‘lt 'iﬂ}
neither the originality not the apodicticity of ev:denF truths are zzece.‘,sdng)
adequations. {Cf., for exampie, fdeas [, sec. 3;Carfesian f?’fe"(f'l‘f‘dﬂ()!;s’. :EC.-{
passim.) {Of course, this does not imply that certam possibilities o“ac eqxf;;c
evident truths—particular and founded ones—are o\ierl‘ooi‘ccd by Hus.serl!;) e
importance of the concept of horizon lies precisely i #s mabzmy {.0< mcf ¢ any
constitutive act infe an object, and in that it opens t?}c waork o.f ob 3eczzﬁc;]a{1§>n to
infinity. In phemnlmmiogy there is never & cansn'tunozz gf horizons, .b;“ onzfom
of constitution. That the infinity of the Husserl'zan horizon has.thﬁ er(lin o ::
indefinite opening, and that it offers itself without any possible end to t
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segativity of constitution (of the work of obiectification}-—does this not certainly
keep it from all totalization, from the iHusion of the immediate presence of a
plenitudinous infinity in which the other suddenly becomes unfindable? If a
consciousness of infinlte inadequation to the infinite (and even to the finite)
distingsishes a body of thought careful to respect exteriosity, it is difficult to see
how Levinas can depart from Husser, on this point at least. Is not intentionality
respect Hself? The eternal irreducibility of the other to the same, but of the other
appearing as other for the same? For without the phenomenon of other as other
#o respect would be possible. The phenomenon of respect supposes the respect of
phenomenality. And ethics, phenomenology.

In this sense, phenomenclogy is respect iself, the development and
becoming-language of respect itself, This was Husscrl's aim in stating that rea-
son does not tolerate being distinguished into theoretical, practical, ete. (cf,
above), This does not mean that respect as ethics is derived from phenomenol-
ogy, that it supposes phenomesnology as its promise, or as a previous oF superior
value, The presupposition of phenomenofogy is of a unigue kind. 1t *‘com.
marxis”’ nothing, in the woridly (real, political, ¢ic.) sense of commandment. i
isthe very neutralization of this kind of commandment. But it does not neutralize
the worldly type of commandment in order to substitute another type of com-
mandment for it. It is profoundly foreign o all hierarchies, Which is to say that
ethics not oaly is neither dissipated in phenomenclogy nor submitted to it, bui
that ethics finds within phenomenology its own meaning, its freedom and radical-
ity. Morsover, it seems inconiestable to us that the themes of nonpresence
{temporalization and alterity) contradict that which makes phenomenology a

metaphysics of presence, working it ceaselessly, and we emphasize this
¢lsewhere.

C. Can {evinas separate himself from Husser]l more legitimately as concerns
theoretissm and the primacy of the consciousness of the obiect? Let us not forges
that the ‘‘primacy’’ necessarily in guestion here is that of the object or of
objectivity in general. Now phenomenclogy has surely contributed nothiag if not
an infinite renewal, enlargement, and suppling of the notion of object in general.
The uhtimate jurisdiction of evident truths is infinitely open, is open for every
type of possibie object, that is, for every conceivable sense present for con-
scicusness in general. No discourse (for example, the discourse in Totalfty and
Infinity which secks to reawaken ethical truths o their absolute independence,
e1¢.) could be meaningful, could be thought or understood, i it did not draw
spon this layer of phenomenological cvidence in general. 1t suffices that ethical
meaning be thought in order for Hasser} to be sight. Not osly nominal definitions
but, before thers, possibilities of essence which guide ali concepis, are pre-
supposed when one speaks of ethics, of transcendence, of infinity, etc. These
expressions mus! have a meaning for concrete consciousness in general, or no
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discourse and 5o thought would be possible. This domain of absuizz_te%y “;fr:or"
truths is the domain of the tz*azzscendezzta? pbczz_amgnclegy in which a
phenomenology of ethics must take root. Thl§ rooting is not real, ém:,js ::tc;;
signify a real dependence; it would be vain tor repfuac%z zrar;ecei; en
phenomenology for belng in fact incapable of gngendetmg ethical values or
behaviors (or, amounting to the same thing for being able to repress th_cm, more
or less directly). Since every determined meaning, every t%zoug?zl. zpcaz:;ng, every
noema (for example, the mesning of ethics) supposes the possibility of neema ;f:
general, it is fitting to begin rightfully with zranscemienzal. phenomenologz. hlu
begin rightfully with the general possibility of a noema whlchmie; us Tfl:ca.t ;: ::
decisive point—is not a real (reeil) oment for Hus:.:eri, and there ore zs], }a:flbca.)
any real (hicrarchical or other) relationship w anymt_ng else: z.my:h:‘ng cl:c . ing
capable of conception only in noematicity. ‘in parzzculaf, t}ElS means :2 at ro:;
Husserl’s point of view ethics in facr, in existence and 1n ‘izzstory,_ cou ¢ not
subordinated to transcendental ncutralization, sor be submitted to it in any way,
Neither ethics, nor anything else in the world, moreover. Tfanscende'mal neu-
tralization is in principle, by its meaning, foreign to all facl'tzahty, all exlstenc:(; in
general. In fact it is neither before nor after ethics. Neither before nor after
E: i5. ) .
dﬁ?:;i,g;i’:tmay speak of ethical objectivity, or of ethical }faiues: or zz.n;?c_ra.zzves
as objects (noemas) with all their originality, w’:thom reducmgf this ob;gumty to
any of those which incorrectly (but the fault is not .I-izzsserl 5} ‘fuzzc:zoln as lthe
mode} for what commoaly is understood as objectivity (theoretical (}b_]ecii\':i!y,
potitical, technical, natural, etc. oblectivity). Truthfuily, there are two meanings
of the theoretical: the cument meaning, the one Levinas’s protest pax:tlcuia{iy
aims ag; and the more hidden sense in which appearance in gezzeral_ is main-
tained, including the appearance of the nontheoretical {in the ﬁrsi sens?)’m particu-
tar. In this second sense, phenomenology is indeed a theemt]smj but it is so inthe
exient to which sil thought and ail language are tied to theoretlsrp, de facto and
de jure. Phenomenology measures this extent. I know {he: meaning of, the non-
theoretical as such (For example, ethics of the metaphysical in Levinas’s s_:cf:se},
with a theoretical knowledge (in general), and 1 mspeaft it as such, as what it is, in
its meaning. I have regard®® for recognizing that which cannot be regarded as 2
thing, as a fagade, as a theorem. | have regard for the face iself.

D). Bus, as we know, the {undamental disagreement betwe_cn Le}finas {mé i-Ias'serl
is not here. Nor does it bear upon the ahistoricity of meaning with »‘\:hlch E‘.,evmas
formerly reproached Husserl, and concerning which Fhe latter ?zad held m store
surprises’’ (as Leévinas’s eschatology was 1o m}z:pnsc us z?::‘ty ycars‘t l.dter in
spesking “‘from beyond the totality or history™’ T7 }“ Wh.}ch s‘up‘pose:,, ance
more, that the totality is finite {a supposition in no way lr}scrlbefi in its concept),
that history as such can be a finite totality, and that there 15 no history beyond the
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finite totality. Perhaps one would have to show, as was saggested above, that
bistory is impossible, meaningless, in the finite totality, and that it is impossible,
meaningless, in the positive and actual infinity; that history keeps to the dif-
ference between fotality and infinity, and that history precisely is that which
Levinas calls transcendence and eschatology. A system is neither finite nor infi-
nite, A structiral totality escapes this alternative in its functioning. ¥t escapes the
archaeological and the eschatological, and inscribes them in itself.

The disagreement appears definite as concerns the Other. As we have seen:
according to Levinas, by making the other, notably in the Cartesian Meditations,
the ego’s phenomenon, constituted by analogical appresentation on the basis of
belonging to the ego’s own sphere, Husser] allegedly missed the infinite alterity
of the other, seducing it to the same. To make the other an after ego, Levinas sAYS
frequestly, is to neutralize its absolute alterity.

(2) Now, it would be casy to show the degree to which Husser} takes pains to
respect, in its meaning, the alterity of the Other, particularly in the Cartesian
Meditations. He is concerned with describfig how the other as other, in its
iredecible alterity, is presented to me. Is presented to me, as we will see later, as
originary nonpresence. it is the other as other which is the ego's pheromenon:
the phenomenon. of a certain non-phenomenality which is irreducible for the oL
85 ego in gencral (the eidos ego). For it is impossible to encounter the alter ego
{in the very form of the encounter™ described by Levinas), impossible 1o respect
it in experience and in language, if this other, in its alterity, does not appear for
an ego (in general). One could neither speak, nor have any sense of the totatly
other, if there was not a phenomenon of the totaily other, or evidence of the
totally other as such. No one more than Husserl has been sensitive to the singular
and irreducible style of this evidence, and to the original non-phenomenalization
indicated within it, Even if one neither seeks nor is able to thematize the other af
which one does not speak, but to whom one speaks, this impossibility and this
imperative themselves can be thematized (as Levinas does) onl y on the basis of a
certain appearance of the other as other for an ego. Husserl speaks of this system,
of this appearance, and of the impossibility of thematizing the other in person,
This is his problem: ““They, (the other egos) however, are not simple representa-
tions of objects represented within me, syathetic unities of a process of verifica-
tion taking place ‘within me,” but precisely ‘others’ .., ‘subjects for this same
world . . . subjects who perceive the world .. . and who thereby experience me,

Just as [ experience the world and in it, ‘others’ " {Cartesian Meditations). 1t is
this appearance of the other as that which 1 can never be, this originary non-
phenomenality, which is examined as the ego’s intentional phenomenon.

{b} For—and here we are keeping to the most manifest and most massively
incontestable meaning of the fifth of the Cartesian Meditations whose course is
so mazelike—Husserl's most central affirmation coacerns the irreducibly
mediate pature of the intentionality aiming at the other as other. It is evident, by
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an essential, absolute and definitive self-gvidence that the other as transcendental
other (other absolute origin and other zero point in the orientation of the world),
<an never be given to me in an original way and in person, but only through
analogical appresentation. The necessary reference to analogical appresentation,
far from signifving an analogical and assimilatory reduction of the other io the
same, confirms and respects separation, the unsurpassable necessity of (nonobjec-
tive) mediation. If 1 did not approach the ather by way of analogical appresenta-
tion, if | attained to the other immediately and originally, sileatly, in communion
with the other's own experience, the other would cease to be the other. Contrary
to appearanices, the theme of appresentative transposition transiates the recogni-
sion of the radical separation of the absolute origins, the relationship of absolved
absolutes and nonviolent respect for the seeret: the opposite of victorious assimi-
fation.
Bodies, transcendent and natural things, arc others in general for my con
sciousness. They are outside, and thelr transceadence s the siga of an already
irreducible alterity, Levinas does not think so. Husser does, and thinks that
“‘other”” already means something when things are in question. Which is to take
seriously the reatity of the external world. Anocther sign of this alterity in general,
which things share here with others, is that something within them too is always
hidden, and is indicated only by anticipation, analogy and appresentation. Hus.
serl states this in the ffth of the Cartesian Meditations; analogical appresentation
belongs, to & certain Extent, to every perception. Bui in the case of the other as
transcendend thing, the principled possibility of ap originary and original
presentation of the hidden visage is always open, in principle and a priori, This
possibifity is absolutely rejected in the case of Others, The alterity of the tras-
scendent thing, although already irreducibie, is such only by means of the in-
definite incompleteness of my original perceptions. Thus it is incomparabie to the
alterity of Others, which is also irreducible, and adds to the dimension of in-
completeness (the body of the Other in space, the history of our relations, etc.) 4
more profound dimension of nonoriginality--the radical tmpossibility of going
arcuind to see things from the other side. But without the first alterity, the alterity
of bodies (and the Other is also a body, from the beginning), the second alterity
could never emerge. The system of these two alterities, the one inscribed in the
other, yust be thought together: the alterity of Others, therefore, by a double
power of indefinitencss. The stranger is infinitely other because by his essence no
enrichiment of his profile can give me the subjective face of his experience from
his perspective, such as he has lived #t. Never will this experience be given to me
originally, like everything which is mir eigenes, which is proper to me. Fhis
transcendence of the nonproper no longer is that of the entirety, always inacces-
sibie on the basis of always partial attempts: transcendence of Infinity, not of
Totality.
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' Levinas apd Husser! are quite ¢lose here. But by ackaowledging in this infi-
aitely o%bhez‘ 4s such (appearing as such) the status of an intentional modification of
the ego in general, Husser] gives himself the right to speak of the infinitely gther
as such, accounting for the origin and the legitimacy of his language. He de-
scribes the phenomenal system of nonphenomenality. Levinas in fact speaks of
the infinitely other, but by refusing to acknowledge an intentional modification of
the ego—which would be & violent and totalitarian act for him—bhe deprives
himself of the very foundation and possibility of his own language. What
authorizes him to say “infinitely other’” if the infinitely other does not appear as
such in the zone he calls the same, and which is the nestral level of an.
scendental description? To return, as to the oaly possible point of departure, to
the intentional phenomenon in which the other appears ss other, and lends itscif
to language, to every possible langrage, is perhaps to give oneself over to
via_}l‘cncc, of to make oneself #ts acconplice at feast, and to acguiesce—in the
eritieal sense—to the violence of the fact; bt in question, then, is an irreducible
zone of factuatity, an original, transcendental violence, previous to every cthical
choice, #ven supposed by ethical nonvioleace, Is it meaningful © speak of o
preethicat violence? [f the transcendental **violence™ to which we alluge is tied
to phienomenality itself, and to the possibitity of tanguage, it thea would be
er?beéded in the root of meaning and logos, before the Iatter had to be deter-
mincd as rhetoric, psychagogy, demagogy, ete.

{c} Levinas writes: *“The other, as other, is pot only an alter ego. It is whae 1
myself am not” (EE and T ). “‘Decency”’ and Veveryday life’” incorrectly lead us
to believe that “the other is known through sympathy, as an other like myseif, as
aiter ego’" (TA4). This is exactly what Husser! does not do, He seeks fo fecognize
the other as Cther only in its form as ego, in its form of alterity, which canaot be
that of things in the world, ¥ the other were not recognized as i transcendental
alter ego. it would be entirely in the world and not, as ego, the origin of the
wotld, TFo refuse to see in it an ego in this sense is, within the ethical order, the
very gesture of all violence. If the other was not recognized as ego, #s entire

‘ahterity would collapse. Therefore, it seems that one may not suppose that Hus-

serl makes of the other an other like myself {in the factual sense of the word), ot a
read modification of my life, withous misconstruing his most permanent and
oPeniy stated intentions. If the Other was 4 real moment of my egological Yife, if
“incluston of an other monad within my own”’ (Cartesian Meditations} was real,
P would perceive i originaliter. Husser! does not cease to emphasize that this is
an absolute impossibility. The other as alter ego signifies the other as other,
irreducible to my ego, precisely because it is an ego, because it has the form of
the ego. The egoity of the other permits him to say “'ego’ as i do; and this is why
he is Other, and not a stone, or 2 being without speechin my real gconpmy, This
is why, il you will, he is face, can speak to me. understand me, and eventually
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command me. Dissymmetry itself would be impossible without this symmetry,
which is not of the world, and which, having no real aspect, imposes no lmit
vpon alterity and dissymmetry—makes them possible, on the contrary. This
dissymmetry is an ecoromy in a new sense; a sense which would probably be
intolerable to Levinas,

Despite the logical absurdity of this formulation, this economy is the tran-
scendental symmetry of two empirical asymmetries. The other, for me, is an ego
which I know to be in relation to me as to an other, Where have these movements
been better described than in The Phenomenology of the Mind? The movement of
transcendence toward the other, as invoked by Levinas, wouid have no meaning
if it did not bear within it, as one of its essential meanings, that in my ipseity I
know myself to be other for the other. Without this, **I'" {in general: egoity},
unable to be the other’s other, would never be the victim of violence. The
violence of which Levinas speaks would be a viclence without victim. But since,
in the dissymmetry which he describes, the author of violence could never be the
other himself, but always the same (ego}, and since all egos are others for others,
the violence withous victims would be alsc a violesce without author., And ali
these propositions can be reversed without difficulty. It will be easily understood
that if the Parmenides of the Poem gives us to believe, through interposed
historical phantasms, that he lent himself to parricide several times, the great and
fearful white shadow which spoke to the young Socrates continues to smile when
we undertake grand distourses an separate beings, unity, difference, the same
and the other. To what exercises would Parmenides give himself over, at the
frontiers of Totality and Infinity, i we attempted to make him understand that ego
equals same, and that the other is what it is only as the absolute infinitely other
absolved of its relationship to the Same. For example: (1) The infinitely other, he
would say perhaps, can be what it is only if it is other, that is, other than. Other
than must he other than myself. Henceforth, it is ao longer absolved of a relation
to an ego. Therefore, it is no loager infinitely, absolutely other. it is no longer
what it is. If it was absolved, it would not be the other either, but the Same.
(2) The infinitely other cannot be what it is—infinitely other—except by being
absolutely not the same. That is, in particular, by being other than. itself (non
ego). Being other than itself, it is not what it is. ‘Fherefore, it is not infinitely
other, ete.

At bottom, we belifyc, this exercise is not just verblage, or dialectical virtuosity
in the *‘play of the Same,”” i would mean that the expression *'infinitely other™
or **absolutely other’' cannot be stated and thought simultaneocusty; that the other
cannot be absolutely exterior™ to the same without ceasing to be other; and that,
consequently, the same is not a totality closed in upon itsell, an identity playing
with itself, having only the appearance of alterity, in what Levinas calls
economy, work, and history. How could there by a **play of the Same™” if alterity
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itself was nof already in the Same, with a meaning of inclusion doubtless pe-
trayed by the word in? Without alterity in the same, how could the ““play of the
Same"” occur, in the sense of playful activity, or of dislocation, in a machine or
organic totality which plays or works? And it could be shown that for Levipas
work, always enclosed inside totality and history, fiumdamentally remaing 2
game. A proposition that we can accept, with several precautions, more easily
than he.

Finally, let us confess our total deafness to propositions of this type: “Beiag
occurs as muitiple, and as divided into Same and Other. This is its ultimate
structure” (F7}, What is the division of being between the same and the other? Is
it a division between the same and the other, which does not suppose, at very
least, that the same iy the other’s other, and the other the same as onescH? We ase
sot only thinking of Parmenides” exercise, playing with the young Socrates. The
Stranger in the Sophist who, like Levinas, seems to break with Eleatism in the
name of alterity, knows that alterity can be thought only as negativity, and above
all, can be said enly as negativity, which Levinas begins by refusing; he knows
too, that differing from Being, the other is aiways relative, 1s stated pros eteron,
which does not prevent it from being an efdos (or a genre, in a nonconceptual
sense), that is, from being the same as itself (*‘same as itsel™” already supposing,
a5 Heidegger notes in Identity and Difference, precisely as concerns the Sophist,
mediation, relation, and difference: eksastan auto tauwion}. Levinas, from his
perspective, would refuse to assimilate the Other to the eteron in question here,
But how can the “Other’” be thought or said without reference—we do not say
reduction--4¢ the alterity of the ereron in general? This last notics, henceforth,
a0 fonger has the restricted meaning which permits its simple opposition to the
notion of Other, as if it was ¢confined to the region of real or logical objectivity.
The eteron, here, belongs to & more profound and original zone than that in
which this philosophy of subjectivity (that is, of obiectivity), stili implicated in
the notion of the Other, is expapded.

The other, then, would not be what he is (my fellow man as foreigner) if he
were not alier ego. This is a seif-evidence greatly prior to “decency™ and to the
dissimulations of **daily iife.”” Does not Levinas treat the expression alter ego as
if alrer were the epithet of a real subject {on a pre-eidetic level)? As an ephitheti-
cal, accidental modification of my real (empirical}y identity? Now, the tran-
scendental syntax of the expression alter ege tolerates no relationship of substan-
tive to adiective, of absolute to epithet, in one sense or the other, This is #s
strangeness. A necessity due to the Saitude of meaning: the other is absolutely
other only if he is an ego, that is, in a certain way, if he is the same as L.
Inversely, the other as res is simultancously less other {not absolutely other) and
less “‘the same’’ than 1. Simultaneousiy more and less other, which means,
once more, that the absolute of alterity is the same. And this contradiction (in
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terms of a formal logic which Levinas foflows for once, séa?c he refuses o f:ail
the other alter ego), this impossibility of translating my relazz(?n o the Ot%zer into
the rational coherence of kanguage-—this contradiction and this impossibiiily are
not the signs of “‘irrationality”’: they are the si gn, rather, that one may no longej'r
draw inspiration from within the coherence of zhe' Legos, but (.hat though} is
stified in the region of the origin of janguage as dzaif}gue and ﬁlf{?f’ﬁl‘lcr} ”itzfe:.
origin, as the concrete condition of rationatity, is aa:?zzfzg biess :?wn 41mt_umal‘,
but it could not be ‘included”’ in language. This origin is an inscribed inscrip-
tion,

Further, every reduction of the other to areal moment of my life, its reduction

to the state of empirical alter-ego, is an empirical possibility, or rather evc:}l'ua]—
ity, which is called violence; and violence presupposes the aecessary elde{}c
relationships envisaged in Husserl's descriptions. I?or,I on ti:le contrary, (o gain
access to the egoity of the alter ego as if to its alterity itself is the most peaceful
gesture possible. We do nor say absvlutely peaceful. WF say economical, Thefe
is a transcendental and preethical violence, a {general) dissymmetry whose f:zrch:a
is the same, and which eventually permits the inverse dissymmctry,.afha: is, the
ethicai nonviolence of which Levinas spesks. 1n effect, either t%zere. is @]y the
same, which can no longer even appear and be said, nor even exercise violence
{pure infinity or finitude); or indeed there is the same a:wj the other, and ihr;?,zz 1113.
other cannot be the other—of the same-—except by being the same (as nse]’f.‘
ego}, and the same cannot be the same {as itself: ego) except by being the ot%z‘cr §
other: alter ego. That § am also essentialiy the other’s other, and that Z_ knaw.} an’l,
is the evidence of a strange symmetry whose trace appears nowhere in chznas_ §
descriptions. Without this evidence, § could not deszml{or) respect zhe_ot%zer in
ethical dissymmetry. This transcendental violence, which does not spring from
an ethical resolution or freedom, or from a certain way of encoustering or
exceeding the other, originally institutes the selationship bf:twcen two t"mz.te
ipseities, kn effect, the necessity of gaining access (o the meaning of the other (in
its reducible alterity) on the basis of its “*face,” that is, its n?nphenor_nenal
phenomenon, its ponthematic theme, in other words, on the bas:ls of f"‘ inten-
tional modification of my ego (in general), {an intentional modification upon
which Levinas indeed must base the meaning of his discourse); and the necessity
of speaking of the other as other, or to the other as oiher,‘ on ti}e bbasm of 1{5
appearing-for-me-as-what-it-is: the other (an appearing Iwhzfzh ézssm?u?azes its
esseatial dissimulation, takes it out of the light, stripping it, and. hiding that
which is hidden in the other), as the necessity from which. no discourse can
escape, from its earliest origin--these necessities arg vml(":ncc itself, or ‘rather the
transceadeatal origin of an ireducible violence, supposing, as we said .abovc,
that it is somchow meaningful to speak of preethical violence. For th‘m tran-
scendental origin, as the irreducible violence of the relation to the other, is af the
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same time ponviolence, since it opens the relation to the other. It is an econgmnty.
And it is this economy which, by this opening, will permit access io the other to
be determined, in ethical freedom, as moral violence or nonviolence. It is difficult
to see how'the notioss of violence {for example, as the dissimulation or oppres-
sion of the other by the same, a notion which Levinas employs as self-evident,
and which, however, already signifies alteration of the same, of the other as what
it is} could be determined rigorously on a purely ethical jevel, without prior
eidetic-transcendental analysis of the relations betwsen ego and aller-ego in
general, betweeen several origins of the world in general. That the other appears
as such only in its relationship to the same, is 2 seif-evidence that the Greeks had
no need to acknowledge in the transcendental egelogy which would confirm it
tater; and, it is violence as the otigin of meaning and of discourse in the reign of
finitude. ** The difference between the same and the other, which is not a «if-
ference or 4 relation among others, has no meaning in the infinite, except to
speak, as Hegel does and against Levinas, of the anxiety of the infinite which
determines and, negates itself. Violence, certainly, appears within the horizon of
an idea of the infinite. But this horizon is not the horizon of the infinitely ather,
but of a reign in which the difference between the same and the other, différance,
would no jonger be valid, that is, of a reign in which peace itseif would no longer
have meaning. And first of all because there would be a0 more phenomenality or
meaning in general. The infinitely other and the infinitely same, if these words
have meaning for a finite being, is the same. Hegel himself recognized negativ-
Hy, anxiely of war in the infinite absolute only as the movement of the absolute’s
own history, whose horizoa is a final pacification in which alterity would be
absolutely encapsulated, if not lifted up, in parousia.’” How are we to interpret
the necessity of thinking the fact of what is first of ail on the horizon in what is
generally called the end of history? Which amousts to askin g what the thoughs of
the other as other means, and whether or not the Hght of the “‘as such™ s
dissimulation in this unique case. Unique case? No, we must reverse the terms:
“other™ is the name, “other” is the meaning of this unthinkable unity of light
and night. What “other™ means is phenomenatity as disappearance. is it g
guestion, here, of a “*third route excluded by these contradictory ones” {revela-
tion and dissimulation, The Trace of the Other)? But this route cannot appear,
cannot be stated as tertiary. If it i calied “trace,” the word can emerge only as a
metaphor whose philesophical elucidation will ceaselessly call upon “*contradic-
tions.”” Without which its originality—that which distinguishes it from the Sign
{the word conventionally chosen by Levinas}—would not appear. For it musr be
mide to appear. And the phenomenon suppoeses original contamination by the
sign.
War, therefore, is congenital to phenomenaiity, is the very emergence of
speech and of appearing, Heget does not abstain by chance from pronpouncing the
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word “man"’ in the Phenomenology of the Mind: and ?m describes w?r gfotl*
example, the dialectic of the Master and the Siave) w]:hm.lz anthropo aglcal
reference, within the realm of a science of consciousness, }haz is, of phepemeaa(;
ity itself, in the necessary structure of its movement: a science of experience an
o g?isg;gfﬁszcm. if it is originally violent, can only do itself vfofgnce', carf
onky negate itseif in order to afrm itsei_f . maicle war ll}.}(}.ﬁ the war which m;:ztz_z:(?s
i without ever being able 1o reappropriate this negazz\iztg.;, to the extent t at i zs;
discourse. Necessarily without reappropriating it,‘for if it did so, _t?ze honmﬂ;;:‘:
peace would disappear into the night (worst violesce a3 pre.:vmie‘:}cc;. ;s
secondary war, as the avowal of violence, is: the jeast poss.lb!c‘ vmle;:;,c, H le on );
way 1o repress the worst violence, the violence of primitive and pre ?%;,Ca
silence, of an unimaginable night which would not even be t_ize opposite o ay:
an absolute violence which would not even be the qpposm::, of zzar?vznlencE‘
nothingness or pure non-sense. Thus discotzrga ch(.mses itself vn‘:}ie.z:ti‘;;z z;z f}pp{?l;
tion to nothingness or pure pon-sense, and, In phllOS})ph‘y‘, a‘gamsz aihi ts;;% O
this not to be 50, the eschatology which animates Levinas's discourse  pou : bla\ée
to have had kept its promise already, even to the cxzen% of no longer bem‘g‘ ;e & {{)l
occur within discourse as eschatology, and as the z&%esa of a pe.a:ce {:}n
history.”” The **messianic triumph™’ ““armed against evil § revenge woxz}d avr;
to have been ushered in. This messianic triumph, \‘vhlch is zhe‘hcr}zm o
Levinas's book, but which “‘overflows its framcv?rork‘ {11}, c.:(?zzid aholish vz;:“
lence only by suspending the differencc_ {conjuzfctzon ar opposition} betwc:lm the
came and the other, that is, by suspending the idea of peace. But here an no{\iv
(in a present in generad), this horizon cannoi be s}aieé, an enfi\ c‘annc_l be stated,
eschatology is not possible, except through violence. 'Z"l_u:, 1nﬁ_::.t; pasgsafii
through viclence is what is called history. To o\ferlook .{he lr.recfizc; i 1zy‘oht :
last violence, is to revert—within the order of phllosoph}cai discourse wi.nc one
cannot seek 1o reject, except by risking the worst vmience—»!(? an fmﬁmzist
dogmatism in pre-Kantian style, one which does ot pose the questmz;o rc.spen;
sibitity for its own finite philosophical disa?aurse. itis true that :hg de gg{?jzzonn(}’
this responsibility to God is not an abdication, God not %}emg_ a'ﬁpite t ; party:
thus conceived, divine responsibility neither excludes not d]mfmshe;l i mtel%—
rity of my own responsibility, the responsibility of the {imze philosop e;ﬁn taz
contrary, divine responsibility requires and c‘ails for th.m latter responsibility,
its telos or its origin. But the fact of the madcquat}on‘ of these two rt:s?a:
sibilities, or of this unique responsibility for iz§elfw~tizis history of anxz;;ty 01‘{ ¢
infinite~is not yet a theme for the pre-Kantian, or rather ¢ven pre-Hegelian,
mi;{l};? 1:::2 it be ;o for as long as the absolutely principial selfievzdcfm:e, i
Levinas's own terms, of “the impossibility for the ego ol to be itseif’” is not
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dissolved. The ego cannot not be itself even when it ventures out toward the
other, sor could it venture forth with this impossibility, which thus “*marks the
innate tragedy of the ego, the fact that it is riveted to its own being™ (EE),
according o Levinas's strong statement. And above ali, marks the fact that
the ego knows this, This knowledge is the first discourse and first word of escha-
tolegy; it is that which permits separation and speaking to the other. It is not a
knowledge among others, but is knowledge itself, It is this ‘always-being-one-
and-yet-always-other' which is the fundamental characteristic of knowledge,
efc.”” (Schelling). No philosophy responsible for its language can renounce ip
seity in goneral, and the philosophy or eschatology of separation may do so less
than any other. Between original tragedy and messianic triumph there is philos-
ophy, in which violence is returned against violence within knowledge, in which
original finitude appears, and in which the other is respected within, and by, the
same. This finitude makes its appearance in an irreducibly open question which is
the philosophical question in general: why is the essential, irreducible, abso-
lutely general and unconditioned form of experience as a venturing forth toward
the other still egoity? Why is an experience which would not be lived as my own

tfor an ego in general, in the eidetic-transcendental sense of these words) im-

possible and enthinkable? This unthinkable and impossible are the limits of
season in general. In other words: why finitude, if, as Schelling had said, “egoity

is the general principle of finitude™"? And why Reason, if # is true that **Reason

and Egoity, in their true Absoluteness, are one and the same® (Scheliing), and

true that “‘reason ... is a kind of universal and essential structure of tran-

scendental subjectivity in general” (Husser)? The philosophy which is the dis-

course of this reason as phenomenology cannot answer such a question by es-

sence, for every answer can be made only in language, and language is opened

by the question. Philosophy (in general) can only open itself to the question,
within it and by it. It can only let itself be questioned,

Husser! knew this. And he called the irreducibly egoic essence of experience
“archi-factuality”” (Uriarsache }, nonempirical factuality, transcendental factual-
ity (a notion to which attention has never been paid, perhaps). **“Thisf am is for
me, for the I who says it and understands it accordingly, the primordial inten-
tional foundation of my world {der intentionale Urgrund fiir meine Welt)." ** My
world is the opening in which all experience occurs, inclading, as the experience
par excelience, that which is transcendence toward the Other as such. Nothing
can appear cutside the appurtenance to “*my worid"” foran *'Tam.” “Whether it
is suitable or not, whether it appears to me monstrous {die to whatever preiudices)
ar aot, [ must stand firm before the primordiat fact {die Urtatsache, der ich
standhaiten muss),from which I cannot tusn my glance for an instant, as a
philosopher. For philosophical childres this indeed may be the dark comer to
which the ghosts of solipsism, or of psychologism or relativism, return. The true
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philosopher will prefer, instead of fleeing from these ghosts, to illuminate the
dark corner.” ** Understood in this sease, Lhe intentional relationship of *'ego to
my world”’ cannot be opened on the basis of an infinite-other radically foreign to
“my world,”” nor can it be irmposed upon me by a God who determines thiy
refationship: *“The sublective a priosi is that which precedes the Being of God
and of everything, without exception, which exists for me, a thinking being, God
100, s for me what he is by my own conscious production; I cannot look away
from this in the anguished fear of what may be considered blasphemy, but on the
contrary must see in it the problem. Here too, just as concerning the after ego,
‘conscious production’ dogs not mean that 1 invent and fashion this supreme
transcendence.”” 3 God no more really depends upon me than does the alter-ego.
But he has megning only for an ego in general, Which means that before all
athetsm or ali faith, before all theology, before all language about God or with
God, Geod's divinily {the infinite alterity of the infinite other, for example) must
have # meaning for an ego in genceral, Let us note in passing that the “*subjective
a priori’” recognized by franscendental phenomenrology is the only possible way
to check the totalitarianism of the neutral, the impersonal **absolute Legic,”” that
is, eschatology without dislogue and everything c¢lassed under the
conventional-—quite conventionai—rubric of Hegelianism,

The question about ¢goily as transcendental archi-factuality can be repeated
more profoundly in the direction of the archi-factuality of the *‘living present.””
For egological fife has as its ifreducible and absclutely sniversal form the living
present, There is no experience which can be fived other than in the present. The
absolute impossibitity of liviag other than in the present, this eternal impossi-
bility, defines the unthinkable as the limit of reason. The notion of a past whose
meaning could ot be thought in the form of a (past) presest marks the
impossible-unthinkable-unstatable not only for philosophy in general but even
for a thought of being which would seek to take a step outside phitosophy. This
notion, however, does become a theme in the meditation of the trace announced
in Levinas's most recent writings, In the Hving present, the notion of which is at
once the most simple and most difficult of notions, all temporal alterity can be
constituted and appear as such: as other past present, other future present, other
absolute origins relived in intentional modification, in the unity and actuality of
my living present. Only the actual unity of my living present permits other
presents {other absolufe origins) from appearing as such, in what is called mem-
ory or anticipation (for exampie, but in truth in the constant movement of tem-
poralization), But only the alterity of past and future presents permits the abso-
lute identity of the living present as the self-ilentity of non-self identity. One
would have to show, ® on the basis of the Cartesian Meditations, and given the
reduction of every problem of factual genesis, how the question of anreriority in
the relation between the constitution of other as other presens and the constitution
of the other as Others is a false guestion, which must refer to a common
structural root. Although in the Cartesian Meditations Husserl evokes only the
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analogy of the two movements (Sec. 52), in many of the unpublished works he
seems {o hold them to be inseparable,

In the last analysis, if one wishes to determine violence as the necessity that the
other not appear as what it is, that it pot be respected except in, for, and by the
same, that it-be dissimulated by the same in the very freeing of its phenomenon,
then time is violence. This movement of frecing absolute alterity in the absolute
same is the movement of temporalization in its most absolutely unconditioned
universal form: the living present. If the living present, the absolute form of the
ope_ning of time {0 the other in itself, is the absolute form of egological life, and if
egoity is the absolute form of experience, then the present, the presence of the
present, and the present of presence, are all originally and forever violent. The
fiving present is originally marked by death. Presence as violence is the meaning
of finitude, the meaning of meaning as history.

But why? Why finitude? Why history?5? And why may we, on what basis raay
we, examine this violence as finitude and as history? Why the why? And from
whence does it permit itself to be understood in Hs philosophical determination?

Levinas's metaphysics in a sense presuppeses—at least we have attempted to
show this—the transcendental pheaomenology that it seeks to put into guestion,
And yet the Jegitimacy of this putting into question does not seem to us any less
radical. What is the origin of the question about transcendental archi-factuality ag
violence? Upon what basis does one ask questions about finitude as violence?
Upon what basis does the original violence of discourse permit itself to be
cezz}mamied 1o be returned against itself, to be always, as language, the return
against itself which recognizes the other as other? OFf course, one cannot ansiwer
these questions (for example, by saying that the question about the violence of
finitude can be posed only on the basis of finitude’s other and the idea of infinity),
except by undertaking a new discourse which once more will seek to justify
trans“:cn{ienzal phenomenology. But the naked opening of the question, its silent
opening, escapes phenomenclogy, as the origin and end of phesomenclogy's
logos. The silent opening of the question about history as finitude and violence
permits the appearance of history as such; it is the call (to) {of) an eschatology
which dissimulates its own opening, covers this opening with #s own noise as
spon a8 the opening stands forth and is determined. This is the opening of a
question, in the inversion of transcendental dissymmetry, put o philosophy as
logos, finitude, history, vicleace: an interpellation of the Greek by the non-Cireck

. at the heart of a silence, an ultrajogical affect of speech, a guestion which can be

stated only by being forgotten in the language of the Greeks; and a question
which can be stated, as forgotten, only in the fanguage of the Groeks, The strange
dialogue of speech and silence. The strange community of the sifent question of
which we spoke above. It seems to us that this is the point at which, beyond any
misunderstandings about Husser’s literal anshitions, phenomenology and es-
c?atoiogy canopen a dialogue interminably, be opened in it, calling each other to
SHERCE,
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Silence is 2 word which is not &
waord, and breath an vbiect which
is not an object, {G. Bataiile}

Does not the movement of this dialogue also govern the explication with Heideg-
ger? It would not be surprising. To be persuaded of this, it would suffice to
notice, in the most schematic way possible, the following: in order to speak, as
we have just spoken, of the present as the abselute form of experience, one
already must understand what time is, must understand the ens of the praes-ens,
and the proximity of the Being of this ens. The present of presence and the
presence of the present suppose the horizon, the precomprehending anticipation
of Being as time. If the meaning of Being always has been determined by
philosophy as presence, then the question of Being, posed on the basis of the
transcendental horizon of time (first stage, in Being and Time) is the fisst tremor
of philosophical security, as it is of self-confident presence.

Now, Husser! never unfolded this question of Being. If phenomenology car-
ries this question within itself each time that it considers the themes &7 temporali-
zation, and of the relationship to the alter ego, it nonetheless remains dominated
by a metaphysics of presence. The guestion of Being does not govern its dis-
course.

Phenomenology in general, as the passageway to essentiality, presupposes an
anticipation of the esse of essence, the unity of the esse prior to its distribution
into essence and existence. Via another route, one could probably show that
Husses| silently presupposes a metaphysical anticipation or decision when, for
example, he affirms Being (Sein} as the nonreality (Realitér) of the ideal (deal),
Ideatity is unreal, but itis—as object or as thought-being. Without 2 presupposed
access to a meaning of Being not exhausted by reality, the entire Hussertian
theory of ideality wouid collapse, and with it all of transcendental phenromenol-
ogy. For example, Husserl could no longer write: “*Offenbar muss tiberhaupt
jeder Versuch, das Sein des Idealen in ein mdgliches Sein von Realesm um-
zudeuten, daran scheitern, dass Moglichkeiten selbst wieder ideale Gegenstande
sind. S0 wenig in der realen Welt Zahlen im aligemeinen, Dreiecke im
allgemeinen zu finden sind so wenig Moglichkeiten” {**Manifestly every attempt
to reinterpret the Being of the ideal as a possible Being of the real must fail, on
the whole, for the possibilities themselves are in tumn ideal. In the real world, one
finds as few possibilities as one does numbers in general, of triangles in gen-
eral).””*® The meaning of Being—before each of its regional determinations—
st be thought firgt, if one is to distinguish the ideal which is not only from the
real which it is not, but also from the fictional which belongs to the domain of the
possible real. {**Naturaily, # is not our intention to place the Being of the ideal on
the same level as the Being-thought of the fictional or the absurd.”* ™ Hundreds
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of analogous texis could be cited.) But if Husser] can write this, and if, thercfore,
lzfz PIESUppOses 4ccess to a meaning of Being in general, how can he distingnish
his idealism as a theory of knowledge from metaphysical idealism? The latter
too, posited the unreal Being of the ideal. Husser] doubtiess would respond,
thinking of Plate, that the kleal was realized within metaphysical idealism, that
is, that it was substantified, hypostasized, as soon as H was not understood
essentially, in cach of its aspects, as noema, and as soon as one imagined that it
could be without in some way being thought or envisaged. This siteation would
not have been totally medified fater when the eidos became originally and essen-
tially noema only in the Understanding or Logos of an infinite subject; God. But
to what extent does transcendental idealism, whose way is opened thereby,
escape the horizon—at the very least—of this infinite subjectivity”? This cannot
be debated here,
" However, if he had previously opposed Heidegger to Husserl, Levinas now
conlests what be calls “*Heideggerean ontology™: *The primacy of ontology For
Heidegger does not rest on the truism, “To know the existent it is necessary to
have comprehended the Being of the existent.” To affirm the priority of Being
over the existent is to decide the essence of phitosophy; it is to subordinate the
relation with someone, who is an existent, {(the ethical reiation) to a relation
with the Being of the existent, which, impesrsonal, permits the apprehension,
the domination of the existent {a relationship of knowing), subordinates justice
o freedom’™ (I1, p. 45). This ontology would be valid for every existent,
“except for the Other.”?®

Levinas’s phrase overwhelms “‘oatology’™: not only would the thought of
the Beiag of the existent have the impoverished logic of the truism, but it escapes
this poverty only in order to seize and to murder the Other. It is a laughably
self-evident but crimingl truism, which places ethics uader the heel of ontology.

Therefore, what of *“‘ontology”’ and the *‘truism™” (*'in order to know the exis-
fent it is necessary to bave comprehended the Belng of the existent’’)? Levinas
says that *'the primacy of ontology does not rest™ on a “truism.”" Is this certain?
If the trielsm {triee, rurh) is fidelity to truth (that is, to the Being of what is as what
itis, and such as i is), it is not certain that thought (Heidegger, for example) has
ever sought to avoid it. *“What is sirange about this thought of Being is its
simplivity,” says Heidegger, at the very moment, moreover, when he demon-
strates that this thought entertains no theoretical or practical aims. “The accom-
plishment of this thought is neither theoretical nor practical; no more does it
consist in the union of these two modes of behavior.” *# Is not this gesture of
retura Lo what is within the dissociation of theory and practice also Levinas's
gesture ™7 Does he not have to define metaphysical transcendence, therefore, asa
not (yet) practical ethics? We are concerned here with some rather strange
taismns, H is “*by the simplicity of its essence™ that “*the thought of Being makes
itself unknowabie for us, ™38
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If, on the contrary, by "truism’’ one understands, in the realm of judgment,
analytic affirmation and the poverty of tavtology, then the incriminated proposi-
tion is perhaps the least anaiytic of all; for if there were to be only one thought in
the world which escapes the form of the truism, it would be this one. First, what
Levinas envisages in the word * ‘truism’’ is not a judicative proposition but a truth
previous to judgment, which in turn founds all possibie judgment. A banal truism
is the repetition of the subject in the predicate. Now, Being is not simply a
predicate of the existent, no more than it is the existent’s subject, F it is taken as
essence o as existence (as Being-such or Being-there), if it is taken as copula or
as position of existence, or, more profoundly and more originally, if it is taken as
the unitary focal point of all these possibifities, then the Being of the existent
dogs not belong to the realm of predication, because it is already implied in all

predication in general, and makes predication possible. And it makes every syn-

thetic or analytic judgment possible. 1t is beyond genre and categories, tran-
scendental in the scholustic sense, before scholasticism had made of the {ran-
scendental a supreme and infinite existent, God himseif. It must be a singular
truism that, through which is sought, in the most profound way, 25 the most
concrete thought of all thoughts, the common root of essence and existence,
without which no judgment, no language would be possible, and which every
concept can only presuppose, by dissimulating #.5° But if “ontology™ is not a
truism, or at lesst a truism arsong others, asd if the strange difference between
Being and the existent has a meaning, or is meaning, can one speak of the
“priority”’ of Being in relation to the existent? An important guestion, here, for it
is this alleged *priority’" which, for Levinas, would enslave ethics to “ontol-
ogy.”

There can be an order of priority only between two determined things, two
existents. Being, since i is nothing outside the existent, a theme which Levinas
had commented upon so well previously, could in no way precede the existent,
whether in tine, or in dignity, ete. Nothing is more clear, as concerns this, in
Heidegger's thought. Henceforth, one cannof legitimately speak of the *‘subor-
dination™" of the existent to Being, or, for example, of the ethical relation to the
ontojogical refation. To precomprehend or explicate the implicit relation of
Being to the existent® is not to submit the existent {for example, someone) to
Being in a violent fashion. Being is but the Being-of this existent, and does not
exist ousside it as a foreign power, or as & hostile or neutral impersonal element.
The neutratity so often depounced by Levinas can only be the characteristic of an
undetermined existent, of an anonymous ontic power, of a conceptual generality,
or of a principle. Now, Being is not & principle, s not a principial existent, an
archia which would permit Levinas to insert the face of a faceless tyrant under
the name of Being. The thought of Being {of the existent) is radically foreign fo
the search for a principle, or even for a root (although certain images lead us to
believe this, cccasionally), or for a “'tree of knowledge’”: it is, as we have seen,
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beyond theory, and is not the first word of theory. It is even beyond all hierar-
chies. If every “philosophy,’” every *‘metaphysics,”” has always sought to
determine the first existent, the excellent and truly existent existent, then the
thought of the Being of the existent is sot this metaphysics or frat phitosophy. K
is. not even ontology (of. above), if ontology is another name for first phifosophy.
Since it is not first philosophy concerned with the archi-existent, that is, the Srst
thing or first cause which governs, then the thoughs of Being is neither concermned
with, nor exercises, any power. For power is a relationship between existents.
“Such thinking has no result. 3t produces no effect’” (Fumanismus), Levisas
writes: “‘Ontology, as fisst phifosophy, is a philosophy of power’” (7). This is
perhaps true. But we have just seen that the thought of Being is neither ontology,
nor first philosophy, sor a philosophy of power. Foreign to ¢very first philos-
ophy, # i not opposed to any kind of first phifosophy. Not even to morals, if, us

- Levinas says, *‘morals is not a branch of philesophy but first philosophy” (1),

Fareign to the search for an ontic archia in general, for an ethical or political
archiu in particular, it is not foreign, in the sense undersiood by Levinas who
accuses it preciszly of this foreignness, in the way violence is foreign to noavio-
lence, or evil to good. Ose may say of it what Alain said of philosophy: it “is a0
more politics’” {or ethics}. .. ““than i is agricultuge.” Which does net mean that
& is an industry. Radically forcign to ethics, it is aot a counterethics, nor a
subordination of ethics to a function in the realm of cthics that is already secretly
violent: the neutral. Levinas always reconstructs, and not enly in the case of
Heidegger, the polis or kind of social organization whose delicate outline he
believes can be traced through a discourse offered neither as sociological, sor as
political, nor as ethical, Thus it is paradoxical to see the Heideggerean city
governed by a neutral power, by an anonymous discourse, that is, by the “one™
man} whose inauthenticity Heidegger was the first 1o describe. And if i s true,
in & difficult sense, that the Logos, according to Heidegger, **is the Logos of no
one,”” this certainly does not mean that i is the anonymity of oppression, the
impersonality of the State, or the neutrality of the “‘one says.” It is anonymocus
only as the possibility of the name and of responsibility. *“*But if man must one
day arrive in the neighborhood of Being, he mast first learn to exist in that which
has no name”’ (Fumanism), Did not the Kabhata also speak of the unnameable
possibility of the Name?

The thought of Being, therefore, can have no fuwnan design, secret or aot,
Taken by itself, it is doubtless the only thought whick ne anthropology, no
ethics, and above all, no ethico-anthropological psychoanalysis wili- ever
enclose. ¥

Quite the contrary. Not only is the thought of Being not ethical violence, but it
seems that no ethics—in Levinas's sense-~-can be opened without #, Thought—
or at least the precomprehension of Belng-—conditions (in its own fashion, which
excludes every ontic conditionslity: principles, causes, premises, ete.) the
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recognition of the essence of the existent {for example someone, cxisterft as
other, as other self, ete.). It conditions the respect for the other as what i is
other. Without this acknowledgment, which is not a knowlcdge: or fet us say
without this *“letting-be’" of an existent (Other) as something existing optsndc me
in the essence of what it is (first in its alterity), no ethics would be pos:‘;zbk. *“To
let be™” is an expression of Heldegger’s which does not mean, as Levinas seems
10 think, " to let be as an *"object of comprehension first,” and, in the case cf‘the
Other, as “‘interlocutor afterward.’’ The “letting-be’’ concems all possible
forms of the existent, and even those which, by essence, cannol be transformed
into *‘objects of comprehension.”” % If it belongs 10 the essence of the Other first
and foremost to be an ““interlocutor’ and to be “iatcmeiiateq,“ then the
“fetting-be’’ will let the Other be what it is, will respect it as mtcrpe_ilatcd»
interfocutor. The “‘letting-be’" does not only, or by privilege, concem Imper-
sona! things. To let the other be in its existence and essence as o{hc_r mcans z?ml
what gains access to thought, or {end} what thought gains access to, is th;}z which
is essence and that which is existence; and that which is the Being which they
both presuppose. Without this, no letting-be would be possibie, and fxrgz of all,
the letting be of respect and of the ethical commandment addregSing itself to
freedom. Violence would reign to such a degree thal it would no longer even be
able to appear and be named. ) ‘
Therefore, the *‘relation to the Being of the existeat’” cannot possibly éa{m»
nate the *‘relation to the existent.”” Heidegger not only would criticize the notion
of arelation to Being, iust as Levinas criticizes that of arelation to the other, but
also the notion of dominarion: Being is not elevated, is not the fand of the
existent, for elevation belongs to the existent. There are few themes which ha_ve
dernanded Heidegger's insistence to this extent Being is not an excellent exis
le{zll I - - iy
That Being is ot above the existent does not imply that it 1s beside . For {hen
it would be another existent. Therefore, it is difficult to speak of “1!1{: onzgti}gzcai
significance of the existent in the general ceonomy of Be—i ng—‘»—whzch Hesdegger
simply places beside Being through # distinction .. " (EEY K s true that chmas
acknowledges elsewhere that “'if there is distinction, there i not sepafatmn‘
(TA); and this is already to acknowledge the impossibility of every relationship
of ontic domination between Being and existent. [n reulity, there is not even &
distinction in the usual sense of the word, between Reing and existent. For
reasons of essence, and first because Being is nothing outside the e{cis}et}i, and
because the opening amounis to the ontice-ontologics diffcrcnce, it is impos-
sible to avoid the oatic metaphor in order to articulate Being in language, n oréc’r
to let Being circulate in language. This is why Heidegger says of language that it
is “Hchtend-verbergende Ankunft des scins sothst™ (Humanissus}, At one a}nd
the same time language illuminates and hides Being #tsetl, cher&l}eicss, Belvng
itself is alone in ils absolute resistance fo every moetaphor. Every philology which
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atiegedly reduces the meaning of Being to the metaphorical origin of the word
“'Being,”” whatever the historical {scientific) value of Hs hypotheses, misses the
history of the meaning of Being. This history is to such an extent the history of 2
liberation of Being as concerns the determined existent, that one existent among
others has come to be thought of as the eponymous existent of Being, for
example, respiration. Renan and Nietzsche, for example, refer to respiration as
the etymological origin of the word Being when they wish to reduce the meaning
of what they take to be a concept—ihe indeterminate generality of Being—3o its
rmodest metaphoricat origin, (Renam On the Origin of Language. Nietzsche: The
Birth of Philosophy).®! Thus is explained ail of empirical history, except pre-
cisely for the essestial, that is, the thought that respiration and non-respiration
are, for exampic. And arc in a determined way, among other ontic determina-
tions, Etymological empiricism, the hidden root of all empiricism, explains
everything except that at a given moment the metaphor, has been thought as
metaphor, that is, has been ripped apart as the veil of Being. This momesnt is the
emergence of the thought of Being itself, the very movement of metaphoricity.
Eor this emergence still, and always, occurs bencath an other metaphor. As
Hegel says somewhere, empiricism always forgets, at very least, that it employs
the words to be. Empiricism is thinking by metaphor without thinking the
metaphor as such.

Concerning *‘Being'’ and “‘respiration,”” et us persmit ourselves a juxtaposi-
tion which does not only have the value of a historical curiosity. In a letter to
X.. ., dated March 1638, Descartes explaing that the propesition *** breathe,
therefore I am” concludes nothing, i it has not been proven previocusly that one
exists, or if one does not imply: [ think that T breathe (even if I am mistaken in
this), therefore I am; and it is nothing other to state in this sense ! breathe,
therefore I am than ] think, therefore 1 am.”” Which means, in terms of what
concens us here, that the meaning of respiration is always but a dependent and
particular determination of my thought and my existence, and a fortiori of
thought and of Being in general. Supposing that the word *‘Being’” is derived
fror: a word meaning “‘respiration”’ {or any other determined thing}, no etymol-
ogy or philology—as such, and as determined sciences—will be able to account
for the thought for which “‘respiration”” (or any other determined thing) becomes
a determination of Being among others. Here, for example, no philology wili be
able to account for the gesture of Descartes’s thought, One must travel other
soads-—or an other reading of Nietzsche—in order to trace the genealogy of the
unheard-of meaning of Being,

This 15 a first reason why the “refation with an existent,”” with someone {the
ethical relation), canmo! be “‘dominated’ by “‘a relation with the Being of the
existent {a refation of knowledge}).”’

Second reason: the “relation with the Being of the existeat,” which is in no
way a refation, above all is not & “relation of kaowledge.” % It is not a theory, as
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we have seen, and eaches us nothing about what is. it is because it is {zez seience
that Heidegger sometimes refuses it even the name of oniology, a!:ersbtavm‘%
distinguished it from metaphysics, and even from fundamental f.:‘nmlogy‘ .mce :f
is not knowledge, the thought of Being is not to be cezzfzzs;d with zhe‘comept o
pure Being as undetermined generality. Formerly, Lev.mas ha’d given us to
understand this: *‘Precisely because Being is natnan existent, it must not be
apprehended per genus ef differentiam specificam’ (EDE). Now, accordmi 0
Lév%zzas, alt violence is & violence of the concept; and both l._s Ontology Fun a-f
mental? and Totality and Infinity interpret t%m zb(}zzglﬁ of Being as a concept o
Being. Opposing himseif to Heidegger, Levinas wriles, among magy other sn:;;
lar passages: ‘*In our relation with the Other, 2]‘1{? latter does:. not affefzibzz)s ‘onb 3
basis of 2 concept’’ (s Ontolugy Fi m;drmwrzm!?}: Accm:dmg to L{.vnmsl, it i
finaily the absolutely undetermined concept of chg which offers li}f Other t.{}
our understanding, that is, to our power and our vzq%ence. Now Hudegge;r. ‘112
emphatic on this point: the Being which is in question is sot the concept to whic
the existent {for example, someone} is lo be suhmzztcdr{subsumcfi}, BC!E‘lg is n}?i
the concept of a rather indeterminate and a%}:_s!mcz predicale, f;c??zng%{) m:;c‘:l"'zt e
totatity of cxistents in its extreme universatity: {].} b‘ccausc’fz is not a predicate,
and suthorizes alf predication; (2) because it is “oider than the ccnc@fe
presence of the ens; {3) because belonging to Being does not cancel any ?‘Sf%fc'i'
tive difference, but, on the contrary, permits the emergence of every po:,.sli}i.c
difference. % Being ix'therefore transcategorical, and Heidegger w‘{:uid say ‘O{hﬁ
what Levinas says of the othert it is “refractory to the category {?fl). T &
guestion of Being as a question of the possibfiity of the concept of Being arises
from the preconceptual comprehension of Bemg,“f’ writes Heidegger, opening
a dialogue and a repetition, (as concerns the Hege]zgn concept of pure 'i?erlng a3
nothingness), which will not cease to deepen z?r;d, in the sty%e Whl(?h is & mlosi
always that of Heidegger's dialogue with the thinkers of tr:fd;tfon, wfil nez’:easi
to permi{ Hegel's discourse to grow and to speaifwﬁcgei 8 (‘hSC{)UI‘b{.’,‘aS}; at;;
all of metaphysics (Hegel inciuded, or rather, being eatirely inciuded is Hegel}.

Thus, the thought or pre-comprehension of Being s%.gnit_‘les no_thmg ]ef;s z}janzz
conceptual of totalitarian com-prehension. What we have just said o.f Beil*:g ey

aiso be said of the same. %% To treat Being (and the same) as categories, or to sreat
the *‘relationship to Being’” as a relation to a categox:y which iseif ceu}d be (by
*‘reversal of terms,”" T7) posed afterward, o¢ subordmate{‘i to a determined rela-
tion (an ethical relfation, for exainple)—is this not o forbid oneself e\{eryvdetelrm
mination {the ethical one, for example) from‘ the mftscz‘? Every delerfm,nan(m,' in
effect, presupposes the thought of Being. .Wizhot}t it, how can Dn'{:. give mcz:ln:r;g
to Being as other, as other self, to the rreducibifity of th_e ‘e?cl&;enc*c azf"rh'a-
essence of the other, and to the consequent resp9nszbzlzzy. . .etc. I i
prevogative . . . of being answerable 1o oneself as essent, in shott, this prerogative
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of existing, involves in itself the necessity of a comprehension of Being.""%® [f o
understand Being is to be able to et be (that is, to respect Being in essence gad
exisience, and to be responsible for one’s respect), then the understanding of
Being always concerns alierity, and par excellence the alterity of the Other in all
its originality: one can have to let be only that which one is not, If Being is
always to be let be, and if {o think is to ket Being be, then Being is indeed the
ather of thought. But since it is what it is only by the letting-be of thought, and
since the latter is thought only by virtue of the presence of the Being which it jets
be, then thought and Being, thought and the other, ase the same; which, let ug
recall, does not mean identical, or one, or equal.

This amounts to stating that the thinking of Being does not make of the other a
specics of the genre Being. Not only because the other is “refractory (o the
cstegory.’ but beeause Being is not s category. Like the Other, Being is not at
all the accomplice of the totality, whether of the Snite totatity, (the violent
totality of which Levinus speaks) o of an infinite totality. The notion of totatity is
always related to,the existent, It is always a “metaphysical’ or “theological™
notion, and the notions of fintte and infinite take on meaning in relation to .7
Fareipn to the finite totality, or to the infinity of existents, foreign in the sense
specified above, foreign without being another existent or another totality of
existents, Being could not oppress or enclose the existent and its differences, If
the glance of the other is to command me, as Levinas says, and is to command
me to command, then | must be able to let be the other in his freedom as Other,
and vice versa. But Being itself commands nothing or no one. As Being is not the
lord of the existent, ig priority {oatic metaphor)} is not an archia. The best
liberation from violence is a centain putting inte question, which makes the
search for an archia trembie, Only the thought of Being can do so, and not
traditional “*philosoply”’ or “‘metaphysics.’’ The latter are therefore “notitics”’
which can escape ethical violence only by econamy: by battling violently againss
the violences of the an-grchy whose possibility, in history, is stil the accomplice
of archism,

Just as he implicitly had (o appeal to phenomenological seif-evidences against
phenomenclogy, Levinas must ceaselessly suppose and practice the thought of
precomprehension of Being in his discourse, even when he directs it against
“ontology.”” Otherwise, what would “exteriority as the essence of Being'' mean
{Th)? And that “eschatology places ore in relation to Being, beyond the totality or
history, and not with Being beyond past and present” Iy And “'to support
pluralism as the structure of Being”™” (DL)? And that ““the encounter with the face
is, absolutely, a relution to what s, Perhaps man alone is substance, and this is
why he is face”"?"! Ethico-metaphysical transcendence therefore presupposes
sntelogical transcendence. The epekeina tes ousias (in Levinas’s interpretation)
would not lead beyond Being itself, but beyond the totality of the existent or the
existenl-hood of the existent (the Being existent of the existent), or beyond ontic
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history. Heidegger also refers to the epekeina tes ousias in order to announce
ontological transcendence,™ but he also shows that the undetermined agathon
toward which transcendence breaks through has been determined foo guickly.
Thus, the thought of Being could not possibly occur as ethicai violeace. On the
contrary, without it one would be forbidden to let be the existent, and one would
enclose transcendence within identification and empirical economy. By refusing,
in Fotality and Infinity, to accord any dignity to the ontico-ontological difference,
by séeitig in it'only a ruse of war, and by cailing the intra-ontic movement of
anscendernice (the movement respectful of one existent toward another}
Levisas confirms Heidegger in his discourse: for does not the latter
otaphysics (in metaphysical ontology) the forgetting of Being and the
5t the ontico-ontological difference? **Metaphysics does not pose
“the-question of the truth of Being itgeif. 73 It thinks Being in an implicit fashion,
" 45 s inevitable in every language. This is why the thinking of Being must take its
driving force frors metaphysics, and must first oceur as the metaphysics of
metaphysics in the question *“What is Metaphysics?"” But the difference between
the imsplicit and the explicit is the entirety of thought; and if correctlwetermined,
it imprints its form on ail rupt 4 on the most radical questions, *'Itis true,”
. says: Heidegger. once. ot presents the existent in its
But.it does not think the

physics (or metaphysical ontology) which
£ the totality, and transtends the existent only toward the
(superior) existent, or toward the (finite or infinite) totality of the existent, This
tially would be tied to a humanism which never asks itself *in
{he cstenice of man belongs to the truth of Being.”"™ “"What is
metaphysics is revealed in its ‘humanism.’ >'7® Now, Levinas simul-
oposes to us a humanism and a metaphysics. It is a question of

the toyal road of ethics, the supreme existent, the fruly existent
€' and “‘in itself”” are Levinas's expressions) as other. And this
‘¥5-han, . determined as face in his essence as man on the basis of his
-~ resernblance to God. Is this not what Heidegger has in mind when he speaks of

thié unity of metaphysics, humanism and onto-theology? *“The encounter with the

what is. Perhaps man alone is substance, and this is why he is face.”” Certainly.
But it is the analogy between the face and God's visage that, in the most classical
fashion, distinguishes man from animai,

blance to God, who is therefore both The Face

and absolute substantiality, The theme of the Face thus calis for a second refer
ence to Descartes. Levinas never formulates it it is, as recognized by the
Schoolmen, the ambiguity of the notiont of substance as Concems G__qc_l ar_nd his

face, is thus founded in his resem

face is not onty an anthropoiogical fact. M is, absolutely speaking, a relation with
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creat‘urf:s {cf. for example, Principes, I, sec. 51). By means of more than one
mec{zat:on we thus are referred to the Scholastic problem of the anafogy, We do
sof intend to enter info it here.™” Let us simply sotice that conceived on t‘hc basis
of a doctrine of analogy, of *‘resemblance,’’ the expression ““human face” is no
fonger, at bottom, as foreign to metaphor as Levinas seems to wish, **, .. The
Other resembles God ... ."" Is this not the original metaphor? The ;;ue‘séi;}n of

. Being is nothing less than a disputation of the metaphysical truth of this schema;

which, Jet us note in passing, ‘*atheistic humanism”” employs precisely in order
%o dengunce the very process of alienation. The question of Being draws back
mtf? this schema, this opposition of humanisms, in the direction of the thm;ght of
Being presupposed by the determination of the existent-man, the existent-God
an.ci the analogical relationship between them; for the possibitity of this a‘clalzi«ani
sln? can ’be opened solely by the pre-conceptual and pre-analogical unity of
Bemg: It is & question neither of substituting Being for God, nor of foundin )é‘zod
on Being, The Being of the existent {for example, God)™ is not the 'lbft}iiitc
existent, nor bthe*infmi(e existent, nor even the foundation of the exi‘sz;:zzt in
general. ‘Thls 1s why the question of Being cannot budge the metaphysical edifice
if- To:ai‘_uy and infinity (for exampie). 1t is simply forever out of reach for the
inversion of the terms”” ontology and metaphysics that Levinas proposes. The
Ihemc? of t};is inversion, therefore, does not play an indispensable ro!e‘ ‘havc
meaning and necessity, ex i - Levinas's |
st i;m:y‘ ¥y, except in the economy and coherence of Levinas's book
What would it mean, for metaphysics and for humanism, to ask “‘in what
manner lhft essence of man belongs to the truth of Bcing:' Humanismus y?
Perhaps this: would the experience of the face be possible, could it be stated‘ ii‘
Fhe thought of Being were not already implied in it? In effect, the fa;:e is ;he
maugural unity of a raked glance and of a right to speech. But ,eyes and mouth
make‘a face only if, beyond need, they can “let be,”" if they see and they sa
what is x?uch as it is, if they reach the Being of what is, But since Bein }isL l};
cannot simply be produced, but precisely must be respected by a glazzcegaz;é 2

speech; Being must provoke them, interpeilate them. There is no speech without

ihf: 1h0ug?xt and statement af Being. But as Being is nothing outside the deter-
mined existent, it would not appear as such without the possibitity of speech

F Being itself can only be thought and stated. It is the contemporary of the Logos

which itseif can only be as the lLogos of Being, saying Being. Without this

?:: double genitivity, speech, cu ; . .
and determines man's substantiality: | ¥, speech, cut off from Being and enclosed in the determined

“The Qther resembies God.” Man's substantiality, which permits him to be

existent, v\:f{)uid be only {according to Levinas’s terminology) the cry of need
befnre‘ desire, the gestz:re of the seif in the realm of the homogenous. It is only
then, in the reduction or subordination of thought to Being, that **phitosophical

. discourse itself” would not be “only a failed act, the pretext for ar uninterrupted

px.y?hoan.afysis or phii.qiogy_qr _s&)ciol_ogy in which the appearance of discourse
i ; ation 1o exteriority. . would
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no longer catch its breath. ‘The metaphysics of the face therefore encloses the
thought of Being, presupposing the difference between Being and the existerd at
the same time as it stifles it.

If this difference is original, if 10 think Being outside the existent is fo think
nothing, or if itis to think nothing no more than it is to approach the existent
other than in its Being, doubtless one has some right to say with Levinas {except-
ing the ambiguous expression **Being in general’’) that “‘the relation o the
expressed existent preexists ... the unveiling of Being in general ... . at the
ontological plane, the ethical one'” (TF; my italics). If preexistence has the ontic
sense which it must have, then this is incontestable. In fact, in existence the
relationship with the expressed existent precedes the unveiling, the expiicit think-
ing, of Being itself. With the limitation that there is 5o expression, in the sease of
speech and not of need, except if there is already, implicitly, thought of Belng.
Likewise, in fact, the natural attitude precedes the transcendental reduction, But

we know that ontological of transcendental *“priority”” is not of this order, and no ~§-

one has ever aileged that It was. This “priority’” no more contradicts than. it
confirms ontic or factual precedence. It foliows that Being, since it is always, in
fact, determined as an existent and is noﬁlit}g outside the existent, is always
dissimulated. Levinas's phrase~-the pre¢istence of the relation to the
existent—is the very formuia of this initial concealment. Being not existing
before the Existent—and this is why it is History—it beging by hiding iself
beneath its determination. This determination as the revelation of the existent
{Metaphysics) is the very veiting of Being, There is nothing accidental or regret-
table about this. *"The unconceating of the existent, the clarity accorded to it,
darkens the light of Being. Being draws back in that it is disclosed in the
axistent” {Holzwege . 310). Is it not risky, thes, 0 speak of the thinking of
Being as of 2 thought dominated by the theme of wnveiling (T 7y Without this
dissimulation of Being by the existent there would be nothing, and there would
be no history. That Being occurs in all respects as history and as world means
that it can only retire beneath ontic determinations in the history of metaphysics.
For historical *‘epochs’” are metaphysical (ontotheological) determinations of the
Being which thus brackets itself, Teserves itseif beneath metaphysical concepts.

In the strange light of this being-history Heldegger permits the reemergence of §

the notion of seschatology,’’ as it appeass, for example, in Holawege! “‘Being
iself ... is in itself eschatological” (p. 300). The relationship between this
eschatology and messianic eschatology requires closer examination. The first
supposes that war is not an accident which overcomes Being, put rather Being

itself. *Das Sein seiber das Stristige st (Brief ither den Humanismus, p. 189 ¥

A proposition which must not be understood in CORSORANTE with Hegelianisn:
here, negativity has its ori gin neither in negation, nor in the anxiety of an infinite

and primary existent. War, perhaps, is no longer even conceivable as negativity. §
Heidegger, as is well known, calis the original dissimuiation of Being beneatt §
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zi;etzx:s:er}t, which is ;.)rim‘ to the error in judgment, and which nothing precedes
o ¢ ontic order, erring rren: erring, going astrayl: “Bvery epoch of world
ory is an epoch of erring”” (Holowege p. 3H). i Seing is ti
o crns e epecha 8¢ P- }.  Being is time and history
essence of Being are irreducible. H :
can one accgse this thought of interminable i e
: wandering of being a new i
Zf :}hc{S;i&, 3 complacent cull of the Sendentary? (¥, DL).*® gerc thep i(g}laim;;ﬁ
3::3;1 m{ e Site al?d the Land i§ in no way, it must be emphasiZed,’a pa:;si(::ta:e
stachn izi;?ci:gztm}; (}; Z?‘Ci’ ztg, i in no way a provincialism or partic;riarism :
8, it, as fittle linked to empirical “nationalism’ as i .
b _ g alism'” as is, or should
passtie;]br?}mt g{:s:a]g{a forbzhe Land, a nostalgia provoked not by an cmpir:a;
Hei{zeg;;e I;] i/ h::he: zn'fu;ﬁ:m of a speech or a promise,® Is not (o interpret the
an there of the Land or the Dwellin ionali
e g as a nationalism or a Barrésism
ergy--the word, the accusation, which Levi
n all - ord, ) vinas ph
Zép;:gm:n {:}fzenmia the ‘c] ffnate f’f Heidegger's philosophy? Levinas acki:)o:?:
e 'h;; z-em;::r, that hle reﬁf::ctlons,” after having submitted to inspiration b
) phifosophy. cf Martin Heidegger,"" *‘are governed by a profound need :
wehp::% fmtm tli‘:tl: climate of this philosophy™ (EE). In question here is a n&ég
se natural legitimacy we would be the fast i
: al Jeg . to guestion; what is mo
:ea;::;t; 3;13: ,nfs tchlzma;e is never totaily exterior to thought itseif. But does ::f)’t :l::
of the other appear beyond *‘need,”’ “*climate,” i
G . , " and ac *hig.
zor?reh? !’.kzzd who has tasght us this better than Levinas? 7 ceran Ths
- :SS{I:)? .tﬂ;ez;efare, :js z;e: #n empirical Here but always an fiic; for Heideg
: ew and the Poet. The proximity of the Site &s ‘ n
reserve, says Holderdin as commented on by Heide iy e th _&2\’_\’3)’5 Beine
thus is not 2 pagan cult of the Sit e Site o e o
: ¢, becauge the Site is never i gi imi
2 promised one. And then also because it | e Soered o
oM ¢ it i1s not a pagan cuft. Th
which i speaks belongs neither to religion perticalas aon
4 religion in general, nor to ¢ i
ogy, and thus canpot be determined b i ‘ et st e
! ‘ c de y any history of religion. it is first
::Tj?;laite;pel;mnce %f divinity or of deity. As the latter is neither a conce;?n(}zil z
, ust provide access to itself in a proximity forei i
or affectivity, foreign 1o theolo o Agste in et
: , gy and to enthusiasm. Again, ih i
seither chronological nor logd icat i o it precndon ceary i
either gical, nor ontical in general, it
tionship 10 God or to the Gods. Thi i i oot e o
‘ s. This last relationship, of wh j
to be lived and stated supposes s " Do Gods
¢ pposes some precomprehension of th i ’
Being-god, of the *'dimension of ivi s stse sk by
. s the divine'’ of which Levinas als :
: of : s also s
;::ij:g{t?za: ‘zl ;a oidcned on the basis of the humas face”” (77} This is alz;eiisd t;i
al i is simpie and difficult. The sacred is the *‘onl i divi
which in trn Opens only a dimensi e P o
. § sion for the gods and the god " (H ]
) L > k PR H -
::;‘z;r'im[;jg}ace (in which Heidegger also names Elevation)®® is wiihig fa’i?:l?;trfé
st presuppose it it is only on the basis of the t i
essence of the Sacred can be thou is only on ¢ X o the cactre of he
ght. It is only on the basis of the esse
, : thot 318 SN0
Sacred that the essence of Divinity must be thought. It is enly in the iig%}tt: gt{ :::
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essence of Divinity that one can think and say what the wef‘d_‘ch’ must desig-
pate” ‘@FHumanismus}. This precomprehension of the Divine cannot not be
presupposed by Levinas's discourse af the very moment wl‘wzz‘he seeks (o appose
God to the Sacred divine. That the gods or God cannot be indicated f?xc.cpt in the
Space of the Sacred and in the light of the deity, is at once t_he Yt and the
wellspring of finite-Being as history. Limit, because divinity 15 not Goq. En. a
sense it is nothing. ‘‘The sacred, it is trug, appears. But the god refmazzzs dlis-
tant.” 88 Wellspring, because this anticipation as 2 t_hc‘xfght of Being {(.:If the
existent God) always seex God coming, 0pens the possibility (the eventuaiity) of
an encounter with God and of a dialogue with God:”‘ ‘ _
That the Deity of God, which permits the :hinim?g and naming of qu, is
nothing, and above all is not God himself, is what Meister Eckhast, in ;mn:cu‘lar‘
said this way: *'God and the deity are a5 different from one ‘unothcr as hoaven and
earth . .. . God operates, deity does not operate, has mzbmg_m (?pcraZe, has no
operation in it, has never any operation in view"’ (Sexmon Nolite timere cos). But
this deity is stiil determined as the essencc-of»thc«%i}rccfo]d-(iod. And wi‘%en
Meister Eckhart seeks to go beyond these determinations, the movement }»h ich
he sketches seems to remain eaclosed In ontic transcendence, <“When ilsa:d ‘that
God was not a Being and was above Being, 1 did not the:‘eby‘ ceplesi h:s‘Bemg,
but on the contrary attributed to him a maore elevated Bemg “ (Q{aasz .?:ella
matuting . . .). This negative theology is stili a theoiﬂgy_and, in its literality at
leasr, it is concemed with liberating and ac:knewle_dgmg the z#effal?lc tran-
scendence of an infinite existent, *‘Being above Being and supcz‘e.sscn!za‘il nega
tion.”” In its Hiterality at least, but the difference hetweeh fne:.aphyszcal on-
totheology, on the one hand, and the thought of Being (of dszerfince), on t}?e
other, signifies the essential importance of the Ier:er_: Since e_vcrytbmg oceurs in
movements of increasing explicitness, the literal difference 18 a‘imosz the entire
difference of thought. This is why, here, when the thought of Bezng goes beyond
ontic determinations it is sot a negative theology, nof even a negalive ontology.
“Ontological’ anticipation, transcendence z.ow:ard ABemg, permfls, _l%mn. an
understanding of the word God, for example, even if this uaéa?rstan_dmg is but the
ether in which dissonance can resonate. This transcendence inhabits a_nc} fo‘zmtis
language, and along with it the possibility of all Being-together; lele poss:zbzl.lty of
4 Mitsein much more original than any of the eventual farfns with W.hlch it has
ofter been confused: solidarity, the feam, companionship.® Im.pheé.by the
discourse of Totality and Infinity, alone permiting to fet be o{hers in their truth,
frecing dialogue and the face to face, the thought of Being is thus as close as
possible to nonviotence. ) ) 3
We do not say pure nonviclence. {.ike pure vzoiezzf:e, pure rjtlmvmience is ‘a:
contradictory cozzcépz‘ Contradictory beyond what Levinas Fails form_ai Iogzc.‘
Pure viclence, & relationship between beings without face, s not yct vioience, 18
pure nonviolence. And inversely: pure nonviolence, the nonrelation of the same
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to the other (in the sense understood by Levinas) is pure viclence. Only a face
can arvest violence, but can do so, in the first place, only because a face can
provoke it. Levinas says it well: “* Violence can only aim at the face™ (*'La
vioience ne peut viser qu'us visage'™ 77). Further, without the thought of Being
which opens the face, there would be only pure viclence or pure nonviolence.
Therefore, the thought of Being, in Hs unveiling, is never foreign to a cerain
violence. 8% That this thought always appears in difference, and that the same—
thought (and} (of) Being—is never the identical, means first that Being is history, -
that Being dissimulates itself in its occurrence, and originally does violence o
itseif in order to be stated and in order to appear. A Being without violence would
be a Being which would occur outside the existent: nothing; nonhistory; nonoc-
cusrence; nonphenomenality, A speech produced withowt the least violence
woukt determine sothing, would ssy nothing, would offer nothing to the other; it
wotld not be Aistory, and # would show nothing: in every sense of the word, and
first of all the Greek sense, it would be speech without phrase,

In the last analysis, according to Levinas, nonviolent language wouid be a
tanguage which would do without the verb 7o be, that is, without predication.
Predication is the first violence. Since the verb ro be and the predicative act are
implied in every other verb, and in every commen nousn, sonviolent ianguage, in
the fast analysis, would be a language of pure invocation, pure adoration, proffer-
ing only proper nouns in order to call to the other from afar. In effect, such a
language wouid be purified of all rhetoric, which is what Levinas explicitly
desires; and purified of the first sense of rhetoric, which we can invoke without
artifice, that is, purified of every verd, Would such a language siili deserve its
name? Is & tanguage free from ail rhotoric possibie? The Greeks, who taught us
what Logos meant, would never have accepted this. Plato tells us in the Craryius
(425a}, the Sophist {262 ad) and in Letter VH (342b), that there is no Logos
which does not suppose the inferlacing of nouns and verbs,

Finally, if one remains within Levinas’s intentions, what would a janguage
without phrase, a language which would say nothing, offer to the other? Lan-
guage must give the world to the other, Totelity and Infinity tells us. A master
who forbids himself the phrase would give nothing. He would have no disciples

- but only staves. The work—or liturgy——that is the expenditure which breaks with

economyy, and which must not be thought, according to Levinas, as & Game,
would be forbidden to him.

Thus, in its most elevated nonviolent urgency, denouncing the passage
through Being and the moment of the concept, Levinass thought wouid not only
propose an ethics without law, as we said above, but also a language without
phrase. Which wouid be entirely coherent if the face was only glance, but it is
also speech; and In speech it is the phrase which makes the cry of need become
the expression of desire. Now, there is no phrase which is indeterminate, that s,
which does not pass through the violence of the concept. Violesce appears with
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articulation. And the latter is opened only by {the at f%rsilg}r(?cqnccpzuzi‘) ’c:ri:wu;a;
tion of Being, The very elocution of nonviﬂlenz_ metf&physzcs is rt-s fzmt m\;:hin ;;
Levinas doubtiess would not deny that every historical langaagc Lames}:w "
an irreducible conceptual moment, and therefore a certain vmience.hez;;m h‘(
poiat of view, the origin and possibility of the concept are szmplyfno; H {mgge
of Being, but the gift of the world to the othm: as sozatliy-‘othen.' {c ., for Tx:rr:}g; é
71, p. 175). In its original possibi%ity\aso_ﬁ’gr, in ::s: stil glegi intention, tiv%elegﬁ z
is nonviokent (but can it be language, in this pure intention?), R. b;:cog:% ioent
only in its history, in what we have caileé‘{he phras_;c, w@u Of zbgcssamc
articulate iself in & conceptual syniax opesing t!}? c1r<;uiatlotr; of t e m &};
B e s oomsentt int. Now. o Levinas e concept of Beiog
ing concept of concopts: Being. Now, { as,
E:a\:;:f;’;:i%y an ;)bs{ract means produced {{‘n" the gi'ft. of the w?rig fo :hc c:itzz
who is above Being. Hence, only in its silent origin, bcﬁ'm‘ . cm;,v,‘ \:wm
fangunge be nonvioient. But why hixt:?ry? Wi_zy‘dncs ahc{ f.ﬁ!fdst.: slm[:(lm ir‘ o
fecause if one does not uproot the sileat origin fr(.}m izself violen hz,.d one
decides not to speak, then the worst violence will sﬁen_tiy cohabit td i ; o
peace? Peace is made only in a certain silence, which is d(?tcrmu;;:2 z:;: pthc
tected by the violence of speech. Since spc_ech says nothing ac; ;:{ :L:: he
horizon of this silent peace by which i h‘as llse}f summafled z‘azzz t {;; i nzvcr
mission to protect and to prepare, speech indefinitely remains siient, One
econom war, )
es??i;zse\t?;em that lg gpara:e the origina poss%biii{y of speef:hwas nﬂn»vz;)lcn;ri
and gift—from the viclence necessary in historical aclzza%r:?r is to prop aﬁu_z ?L;i:iai
by means of transhistoricity. Which Levinas dom exphc]tiy,' éespzfte ts ;2 !
critique of Husserlian *‘anhistoricism.” For Levinas, the cn:rgmha hmefitniq i}";
nonhistory, is *‘beyond history.”” One would then hava? ta.a?k l:v teider. la n;; ()ni
longer possible to identify thought and Ilang}lgge as L,evzz%as seeks ; tc?, and one
would have to ask whether this :ranshzsmr:cltypf meaning is aut entic lfyfmm
braic in its inspiration; and finally, whether .tz_zts nmnhzsg}ry‘ uproots zt;ehigw
history in general, or only from a certain empirical or ostic dimension c; $ C;f.;,
And whether sthe eschatology invoked can be se})arazcé from evirymm eren e
history. For our own raference to history, here, is only contextuct ;, ¢ eco:a{ {;’
of which we are speaking does not any !anger' ac?qmm.odare the conc ;:m-
history such as it has always fmcrior:e:, af;d y.vhtzcz ;i fzzsoi:fﬁcui:. if not imp
ift from its teleologival or eschatologica . L
bfe’"'!“;: ;zrl‘}itoricity of meaiing at its origin i§ what profoundly se?a'razeh:Lex;;?:z
from Heidegger, therefore, Since Being Is history fgr the I‘a:ter, it :f%n;;isgt; ‘313.
difference, and thus, #t originaily oceurs as (nonethical} vzo%cnlcc, :.  Jssimula
tion of itself in its own unveiling, That Zanguag&, thereby, aiway_s‘ ;h?swricaw
origin is not a contradiction, but history |ts?,l{. ln‘ the on:.:_ﬂogz:ca - o’
viclence which permits the thinking of ethical vielence, in ¢conomy as
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though of Being, Being is necessarily dissimulased. The first violence i3 this
dissinmla;inp, but it is afso the first defeat of nibilistic violence, and the Brst
epiphany of Being, Being, thus, is less the primum cognitum, as was said, than
the first dissimulated, and these two propositions are not contradictory. For
Levinas, on the contrary, Being (understood as concept} is the first dissimulating,
and the ontico-ontological difference thereby would neutralize difference, the
infinite alterity of the totally-other. The ontico-ontological difference, moreover,
wouid be conceivable only on the basis of sthe idea of the Infinite, of the unan-
ticipatable irruption of the totally-other existent. For Levinas, as for Heidegger,
language would be al once a coming forth and a holding back fréserve),
entightenment and obscurity; and for both, dissimulation would be a conceptual
gesture. But for Levinas, the concept is on the plane of Being; for Heidegger It is
an the phane of ontic detormination.
This schema accentustes their opposition but, as is often the case, atso penmits
one to conjecture about their proximity: the proximity of two “eschatologies™
“which by opposed routes repeat and put into question the entire “*philosophical”
adventure issued from Platonism. Interrogate it simultaneously from within and
without, in the form of a question to Hegel, in whom this adventure is thought
and recapitulated. This proximity would be indicated in questions of this type: on
the ane hand, ts God {the infinite-other-existent} still an existent which can be
precomprehended on the basis of a thought of Being (singularly, of divinity)? In
other words, can infnity be calied an ontic determination? Has not God always
been thought of as the name of that which is not a supreme existen! precom-
prehended on the basis of a thought of Being? Is not God the name of that which
cannot be anticipated on the basis of the dimension of the divine? fs not God the
other name of Being (name because neacencept), the thinking of which wouid
open difference and the ontological horizon, instead of being indicated in them
only? Opening of the horizon, and not in the horizon, Through the thought of
infinity, the ontic enclosure would have already been broken——but in a sense of
the unthought that would have to be examined more closely-—by means of what
Heidegger cails metaphysics and onto-theclogy. On dhe other hand: is not the
thought of Being the thought of the other before being the homogeneous identity
of the concept, and the asphixiation of the same? Is not the beyond-history of
eschatology the other name of the transition to a more profound histery, to
History itself? But to a history which, unable any longer to be itself in any
wriginal or final presence, would have to change its name?
In other words, perhaps one might say that ontology precedes theology only by
puiting between brackets the content of the ontic determination which, in post.
Helienic philosophical thoughs, is called God: to wit, the positive infinity. The

positive infinity would only have the (nominal) appearance of what is called an

ontic determination. In truth, it would be that which refuses 1o be an ontic

p determination which is included as such in the thought of Being, that is, on the
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basis and in the light of a thought of Being. On the contrary,-it is i;:tjmi{_ywas

nondetermination and concrete operation—which would permat thr;t thinking of

“ the difference between Being and ontic determination. The ontic con}ent ‘of
infinity would destroy ontic closure. Impiicitiy‘ or not, the thought o{ mﬁmz_y

would open the question, and the ontico-ontological difference. ?aradc‘x:caliy, it
would be this thought of infinity {what is calied the thought of God} which would

permit one to affirm the priority of ontology over theology, and to af{irrp that th.e

thaught of Betag is presupposed by the thought of God. Doabtlcss: it is for this

“reaso that Duns Séotiis or Malebranche, respectful of the presence in a.li t‘hou;ght
' B Being in general, did not believe it necessary to distinguish

0 “strange simplicity” of the thought of Being: t‘!}is. is b:}%h its
difficulty and that which properly touches upon the “L‘mknawai‘?le.‘ F“OF He;dcg-
get, infinity would be only onc eventual determination of this mmipilm.ty. For
Malebranche, infinity is its very form: ““The idea of thf: extendcd‘mﬁz‘::tc. thus

- ‘éncloses more reality than that of the heavens; and the idea (}f the :nﬁgrze in alt
gentes of Being, that which corresponds _la-zhis_\_vard, Being, the 1_rzﬁrut<=j2%rl
perfect being, contains infinitely mofg:’__:[__r:r_:__aii_tjrl,._a'!thn}xgh the perception witl
which this idea affects us is the slightest of ali; and is sli ghtez" to the extent :hz'n it

is more vast, and consequently "t:'z_msc‘_inﬁ{ute"' (Entretien d'un
philasophe clirétien ay ‘chinois.} S,nce Being is nothing {deter-
mined), it is néc Toduce erence {as difference). Is, on the one

is infinite, or 1o say, on the other, that it is revealed s
y *“insimaltancity with” (n einsy mif) Nothingness (Wifar Is
9} which Teans that it is “‘finite in its essence” (ibid.)}—
Ity to say anything else? But one would have to show that Heidegger
“aiiything else” than classical metaphysics, and that the transgres:
of e{apﬁ'ysiés is not a new metaphysical or {mtmth&(}l(uglcal thests, Thus,
jort about the Being of the existent would not only introduce—armong
hié Guestion about the existent-God; it already would suppase God as the

‘would bé implied in every question about God, and would precede every
“method.”” The very content of the thought of God is that of a bezng about which
no question could be asked (except by being asked by it), and which cannot be

Nicholas of Cusa, develops this implication of God in every question, and first in
the question of God. For example:

The Idiot: See how easie the difficultic is in divine thipgs, that it always
offers it self to the seeker, in the same manner that i is sought for. The

concerning God presupposeth the thing questioned; and tha‘t must be an- ‘
swered, which in every question concerning God, the question pmsz:ppq.'.;eﬂx

svels of ontology (or metaphysics) and theology. Heidegger often §

'.poss'ibi'iity of its question, and as the answer within its question. God always ‘ i
g at daybreak, as soon as language awakens. But perhaps one will object that it is

determined as an existent, The Idiot (Idiota), an admirable meditation by
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for God, although he be unsignifiable, is signified in every signification of
terms, Or: Declare thy self more at large. . . . /d: Doth niot the question,
whether a i::izzg be or no, presuppose the Entitic? Or: Yes. Id: Therefore
when it is demanded of thee, whether God be, (or whethet there be a God?)y
answer thaf which is presupposed, namely that he is; because that is the
Entitie presupposed in the question. So, if any man shall ask thee, what is
God? considering that this question presupposeth a guidditie to be; thoy shalt
answer, that God is absolute quiddity itself, And so for al) things. Nor rieed
there be any hesitation or doubt in this; for God is the absolute presupposi-
tion itself, of al} things, which (after what manner soever) are presupposed
as in every effect the cause is presupposed. See therefore, Oratour, how _
easic Fheologicall difficulty is. . . . If that which in every question is .
presupposed, be in divine matters an answer unto the question, then of God
there can be no proper question, because the answer coincides with if, 58

E By making the origin of language, meaning, and difference the relation to the
- infinitely other, Levinas is resigned to betraying his own intentions in his

phiosophical discourse. The latter is unidérsiood, and instructs, only by first

- permitting the same and Being to circulate within it. A classical schema here
- complicated by a metaphysics of dialogiie and instruction, of 2 demonstration
| which contradicts what is demonstrated by
- velopment, The thousand-times-dendtinde

igorand truth of its de-
s(oricist,. psychologism,
relativism, etc, But the frue name of this incliniation of thotght to the Othier; of
this resigned acceptance of incoherent incoherence inspired by a trith mote
profound than the “‘logic™ of philosophical discourse, the true name of this
repunciation of the concept, of the a prioris and transcendental horizons of

language, is empiricism. For the latter, at bottom, has ever committed but ofe .

fault: the fault of presenting itself as a philosophy. And the profundity of the
empiricist intestion must be recognized beneath the naiveté of certain of it
historical expressions. It is the dream of a purely heterological thought at its

source. A pure thought of pure difference. Empiricism is its philosophicat name, o

its metaphysical pretention or modesty. We say the dream because it must vanish

language which is sleeping. Doubtless, but then one must, in a certain way,
become classical once more, and again find other grounds for the divorce be-

tween speech and thought. This route is quite, perhaps too, abandoned today.,

Among others, by Levinas,

By radicalizing the theme of the infinite exteriority of the other, Levinas
thezeby assumes- the aim which has more or less secretly animated ali the
philosophical gestures which have been cailed empiricisms in the history of

- philosophy. He does so with an audacity, a profundity, and a resolutencss never
Orator- Without doubt, there is nothing more wonderfull. /d: Every question

before attained. By taking this project io its end, he totaily renews empiricism,

¢ and inverses it by revealing it to itself as metaphysics. Despite the Husserlian and
Heid i

eggerean stages of his thought, Levinas does not even seek to draw back
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from the word empiricism. On two oceastons, at least, he speaks for “*the radical
empiricism confident in the instruction of exteriority”” (I7}. The experience of the
other (of the infipite) is ireducibie, and is therefore *‘the experience par excel-
lence’” (FI). And, concerning death which is indeed its irreducible resource,
Levinas speaks of an “empiricism which is in no way a positivism.”” % But can
one speak of an experience of the other or of difference? Has not the concept of
experience aiways been determined by the metaphysics of presence? Is not ex-
perience always an encountering of an irreducible presence, the perception of a
phenomenality?

This complicity between empiricism and metaphysics is in no way surprising.
By criticizing them, or rather by limiting them with one and the same gesture,
Kant and Husser} indeed had recognized their solidarity. 1t calls for closer miedi-
tation. Scheling went quite far in this direction,™

But empiricism always has been determined by philosophy, from Plato to
Husserl, as nonphifosophy: as the philosophical pretention 1o nonphilosophy, the
inability to justify oneseif, to come to one’s own aid as speech. But this in-
capacitation, when resolutely assumed, contests the resolution and coherence of
the logos (philosophy) at its root, instead of letting itself be questioned by the
logos. Therefore, nothing can so profoundly selicit the Greek logos-
philosophy-—than this irruption of the totally-other; and nothing can to such an
extent reawaken the logos to its origin as to its mortality, its other.

But if one calis this experience of the infinitely other Judaism {which is only 2
hypoihesis for us), one must reflect upon the necessity in which this experience
finds itself, the injunction by which it is ordered to occur as logos, and to
reawaken the Greek in the autistic syatax of his own dream. The secessity to
avoid the worst violence, which threatens when one silently delivers oneseif into
the hands of the other in the aight. The necessity 1o borrow the ways of the unique
philosophical loges, which can only invert the “‘curvature of space” for the
benefit of the same. A same which is not the identical, and which does nol
enciose the other. It was a Greek who said, *'If one has to philosophize, one has
to philosophize: if one does not have to philosophize, one stili has to
philosophize {to say it and think it). One always has o philosophize.”’ Levinas
knows this better than others: “*One could not possibly reiect the Scriptures
without knowiag how to read them, ner say philclogy without phifosophy, nor, if
need be, arrest philosophical discourse without philosophizing™ (DL). “One
mast refer—! am convinced--to the medium of all comprehension and of alt
saderstanding in which all truth is reflected—precisely to Greek civilization, and
to what it produced: 10 the logos, to the coherent discourse of reasos, to life ina
reasonable State. This is the true grounds of all understanding™ (DL}, Such a site
of encounter cannot only offer occasional hospitality to a thought which would
remain foreign to it. And stiil less may the Greek absent himself, having oaned
his house and his language, while the Jew and the Christian meet in his home (for
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this %s‘;he eacounter in question in the text just cited). Greece is not & neutral
provisional territory, beyond borders. The history in which the Greek logos i;
produced cannot be a happy accident providing grounds for understanding to
those "who understand eschatological prophecy, and to those who do not under-
stz?nd it at all, 1t cannot be outside and accidental for any thought. The Greek
m_l;&ciﬁ is not this or that, such and such astonishing success; it is the impossi-
bifity for any thought ever to treat its sages as “'sages of the outside,” according
to iljc e:fpz‘cssi.{m of Saing Johs Chrysostom. In having proferred the’epekeina tes
ousias, in having recognized from its second word (for example, in the Sophist)
that 3Iler.12y had to circulate at the origin of meaning, in welcoming alterity in
general into the heart of the Jogos, the Greek thought of Being forever has
protected itself against every absolutely surprising convocation,

Are we Jews? Are we Greeks? We five in the difference between the Jew and
(}}e Greek, which is perhaps the unity of what is calied history, We live in and of
difference, that js, in hypocrisy, about which Levinas so profoundly suys that it is

“notonly a base contingent defect of man, but the underiying rending of a world

attached to both the philosophers and the prephets™ (77, p. 24).

Are we Greeks? Are we Jews? But who, we? Are we (not 2 chronclogical, but
2 pre-logical question) first Jews or first Greeks? And does the strange dial;;gue
between the Jew and the Greek, peace itself, have the form of the absolute
specuZazi‘ve logic of Hegel, the living logic which reconciles formal tau{otag);
and empirical heterology™ after having thought prophetic discourse in the pref-
ace {0 the Phenomenology of the Mind? Or, on the contrary, does this peace have
the form of infinite separation and of the unthinkable, unsayable transcendence of
the other? To what horizon of peace does the language which asks this guestion
bclorig? Emm whence does it draw the energy of its question? Cagn it account for
the hz;icrzcal coupling of Judaism and Hellenism? And what is the legitimacy
what is the meaning of the copula in this proposition from perhaps the mas;
Hegelian of moders novelists: “Jewgreek is greekjew. Extremes meet”' 7%




