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Emmanuel Levinas stands as a kind of figure of conscience for French phenomenology and the philosophies of the subject that issued from the generation of the three H’s,
 famously insisting that ethics, not ontology—which is simply a “universal phenomenology” of the subject—is “first-philosophy.” As a student of both Husserl and Heidegger, Levinas was committed to phenomenology, and Heidegger’s ontology in particular, engaging in the running critique of Western metaphysics and the corresponding development of the field of phenomenology. However, following the atrocities of WWII, Levinas was deeply shocked by Heidegger’s Nazism, and his thought subsequently turned toward the aspects of the phenomena that were neglected by ontology proper, and Western philosophy in general: ethics and the other. 

According to Levinas, ontology, culminating in Heidegger, has been oblivious to any ethical relation (and sociality in general), and more specifically, cannot account for a relation to others without a violent assimilation of them into the Same—into the totalizing consciousness of the subject (the cogito). This question of the Other
 (Autrui) animates Levinas throughout his career, and his philosophical writings all work to expose the limitations of ontology as the foundation of philosophy. Levinas’s position opposes the transcendental reductions of phenomenology and ontology with the infinite transcendence of the altogether other—the “otherwise than being.”

Levinas’s Totality and Infinity (1961) and Otherwise than Being or Beyond Essence (1974), his two most influential works,  contain his most important contributions to philosophy and in many ways represent the two general insights which inform all of his other surrounding works. The first two selections below were chosen as representations of the thought contained in those volumes, while the final selection represents an important summary of his thought via a response to Jacques Derrida that also makes Levinas’s religiosity very clear.
 
Totality and Infinity establishes an original critique of Western philosophy and its legacy of privileging the Same and the autonomy of the thinking subject over the Other and the heteronomy (sociality) of subjects. This leads Levinas to assert that the totality that ontology aspires to articulate must reconcile with the idea of infinity, the surplus experience that cannot be transmuted into the Same of the cogito, and must not be effaced by the neutrality of a universal abstraction into “Being.” As his title suggests, the critique of totality also demands a philosophical account of infinity, so Levinas begins to formulate his paradoxical phenomenology of the Other.

The first selection, “Philosophy and the Idea of Infinity,” outlines the project of Totality and Infinity and presents the reader with the major developments of that work. The essay itself is a concise critique of what Levinas calls the “conquest” of the ego in Western philosophy, which from the very beginning has been concerned solely with the autonomy of ipseity
 and an ontology of the Same. Levinas argues that the idea of infinity which is “put into us” and is “not a reminiscence” teaches us that “Experience. . . occurs in the relationship with the other,” and that “the idea of infinity is the social relationship.” We are also introduced to nearly all of Levinas’s major concepts before his intensive engagement with language as a site of the Other.

Otherwise than Being or Beyond Essence builds and expands on the momentum of Totality and Infinity critique, shifting into a positive appraisal of the Other and its otherness to being, and ontology in general. The second selection, “Essence and Disinterestedness,” is the first chapter of Otherwise than Being or Beyond Essence and rather systematically accounts for the developments in his thought since his first major work. Here, Levinas labors to demonstrate that ethics comes to us from the non-ontological, from beyond any articulable essence, and that “subjectivity is not a modality of essence.”
This essay also provides insight into what we might call Levinas’s own “linguistic turn,” in which his discussion of being and the other is translated into an issue of saying and the said. The problems of the transcendence of God, the nature of signification in language, and the irreducibility of the subject into essence all coincide for Levinas, suggesting the same enigma of the Other within the Same. Levinas concludes that “being’s other” always shows itself enigmatically in the said, and that although the saying of transcendence is always a betrayal, it constantly marks (leaves a trace) of the very beyond of being. 
The final selection reiterates much of Levinas’s argument in Otherwise than Being, but does so with a more direct connection to religion and God. In “God and Philosophy” Levinas summarizes his appraisal of immanence and transcendence in light of phenomenology, the idea of infinity and its exception with respect to the domain of philosophy, and argues that the intelligibility of transcendence is not ontological. For Levinas, the call of the Other which disturbs or haunts the phenomena and the ethical dimension of experience come to us from outside philosophy.
Levinas’s work can be viewed as constant reminder in various forms to think the ethical relation, to the maintain a humility in the face of infinity and the Other. This reminder has resonated throughout postmodern thought, and Levinas remains an important resource for all scholars interested in thinking an ethics that escapes the violence of metaphysics. 
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Philosophy and the Idea of Infinity

1. Autonomy and Heteronomy 


Every philosophy seeks truth. Sciences too can be defined by this search, for from the philosophic eros, alive or dormant in them, they derive their noble passion. If this definition seems too general and rather empty, it will, however, permit us to distinguish two directions the philosophical spirit takes, and this will clarify its physiognomy. These directions interact in the idea of truth. 


1. Truth implies experience. In the truth a thinker maintains a relationship with a reality distinct from him, other than him — “absolutely other,” according to the expression taken up again by Jankélévitch.
 For experience deserves its name only if it transports us beyond what constitutes our nature. Genuine experience must even lead us beyond the nature that surrounds us, which is not jealous for the marvelous secrets it harbors, and, in complicity with men, submits to their reasons and inventions; in it men also feel themselves to be at home. Truth would thus designate the outcome of a movement that leaves a world that is intimate and familiar, even if we have not yet explored it completely, and goes toward the stranger, toward a beyond, as Plato puts it.
 Truth would imply more than exteriority: transcendence. Philosophy would be concerned with the absolutely other; it would be heteronomy itself. Let us go yet further. Distance alone does not suffice to distinguish transcendence from exteriority. Truth, the daughter of experience, has very lofty pretensions; it opens upon the very dimension of the ideal. In this way philosophy means metaphysics, and metaphysics inquires about the divine. 


2. But truth also means the free adherence to a proposition, the outcome of a free research. The freedom of the investigator, the thinker on whom no constraint weighs, is expressed in truth. What else is this freedom but the thinking being’s refusal to be alienated in the adherence, the preserving of his nature, his identity, the feat of remaining the same despite the unknown lands into which thought seems to lead? Perceived in this way, philosophy would be engaged in reducing to the same all that is opposed to it as other.
 It would be moving toward auto-nomy, a stage in which nothing irreducible would limit thought any longer, in which, consequently, thought, non-limited, would be free. Philosophy would thus be tantamount to the conquest of being by man over the course of history. 

Freedom, autonomy, the reduction of the other to the same, lead to this formula: 
the conquest of being by man over the course of history. This reduction does not represent some abstract schema; it is man’s ego. The existence of an ego takes place as an identification of the diverse. So many events happen to it, so many years age it, and yet the ego remains the same! The ego, the oneself, the ipseity (as it is called in our time), does not remain invariable in the midst of change like a rock assailed by the waves (which is anything but invariable); the ego remains the same by making of disparate and diverse events a history — its history. And this is the original event of the identification of the same, prior to the identity of a rock, and a condition of that identity. 

Autonomy or heteronomy? The choice of Western philosophy has most often been on the side of freedom and the same. Was not philosophy born, on Greek soil, to dethrone opinion, in which all tyrannies lurk and threaten?
 With opinion the most subtle and treacherous poison seeps into the soul, altering it in its depths, making of it an other. The soul “eaten up by the others,” as M. Teste would say,
 does not feel its alteration, and is hence exposed to all violences. But this penetration and this prestige of opinion presuppose a mythical stage of being in which souls participate in one another, in the sense Levy-Bruhi has given to the term. Against the turbid and disturbing participation opinion presupposes, philosophy willed souls that are separate and in a sense impenetrable. The idea of the same, the idea of freedom, seemed to offer the most firm guarantee of such a separation. 

Thus Western thought very often seemed to exclude the transcendent, encompass every other in the same, and proclaim the philosophical birthright of autonomy. 

2. Narcissism, or the Primacy of the Same 


Autonomy, the philosophy which aims to ensure the freedom, or the identity, of beings, presupposes that freedom itself is sure of its right, is justified without recourse to anything further, is complacent in itself, like Narcissus. When, in the philosophical life that realizes this freedom, there arises a term foreign to the philosophical life, other — the land that supports us and disappoints our efforts, the sky that elevates us and ignores us, the forces of nature that aid us and kill us, things that encumber us or serve us, men who love us and enslave us — it becomes an obstacle; it has to be surmounted and integrated into this life. But truth is just this victory and this integration. In evidence the violence of the encounter with the non-I is deadened. The commerce with exterior truth as enacted in true cognition is thus not opposed to freedom, but coincides with it. The search for truth becomes the very respiration of a free being, exposed to exterior realities that shelter, but also threaten, its freedom. Thanks to truth these realities, whose plaything I am in danger of becoming, are understood by me. 

The “I think,” thought in the first person, the soul conversing with itself,
 or, qua reminiscence, rediscovering the teachings it receives,
 thus promote freedom. Freedom will triumph when the soul’s monologue will have reached universality, will have encompassed the totality of being, encompassing even the animal individual which lodged this thought.
 Every experience of the world, of the elements and objects, lends itself to this dialectic of the soul conversing with itself, enters into it, belongs to it. The things will be ideas, and, will be conquered, dominated, possessed in the course of an economic and political history in which this thought will be unfolded. It is doubtless for this reason that Descartes will say that the soul might be the origin of the ideas that relate to exterior things, and thus account for the real.
 

(…)
 unknown God, but in the already-known which has to be uncovered or freely invented in oneself, and in which everything unknown is comprised. It is fundamentally opposed to a God that reveals. Philosophy is atheism, or rather unreligion, negation of a God that reveals himself and puts truths into us. This is Socrates’s teaching, when he leaves to the master only the exercise of maieutics: every lesson introduced into the soul was already in it. The I’s identification, its marvelous autarchy, is the natural crucible of this transmutation of the other into the same. Every philosophy is — to use Husserl’s neologism — an egology
.’ And when Descartes comes to discern an acquiescence of the will in even the most rational truth, he not only explains the possibility of error, but sets up reason as an ego and truth as dependent on a movement that is free, and thus sovereign and justified
.’ 

This identification requires mediation. Whence a second characteristic of the philosophy of the same: its recourse to neuters. To understand the non-I access must be found through an entity, an abstract essence which is and is not. In it is dissolved the other’s alterity. The foreign being, instead of maintaining itself in the inexpugnable fortress of its singularity, instead of facing, becomes a theme and an object. It fits under a concept already, or dissolves into relations. It falls into the network of a priori ideas, which I bring to bear, so as to capture it. To know is to surprise in the individual confronted, in this wounding stone, this upward plunging pine, this roaring lion, that by which it is not this very individual, this foreigner, that by which it is already betrayed and by which it gives the free will, vibrant in all certainty, hold over it, is grasped and conceived, enters into a concept. Cognition consists in grasping the individual, which alone exists, not in its singularity which does not count, but in its generality, of which alone there is science.

And here every power begins. The surrender of exterior things to human freedom through their generality does not only mean, in all innocence, their comprehension, but also their being taken in hand, their domestication, their possession. Only in possession does the I complete the identification of the diverse. To possess is, to be sure, to maintain the reality of this other one possessed, but to do so while suspending its independence. In a civilization which the philosophy of the same reflects, freedom is realized as a wealth. Reason, which reduces the other, is appropriation and power. 

But if things do not resist the ruses of thought, and confirm the philosophy of the same, without ever putting into question the freedom of the I, is this also true of men? Are they given to me as the things are? Do they not put into question my freedom? 

They can, to begin with, block it by opposing it with more than their force — their freedoms. They wage war. War is not a pure confrontation of forces; it can perhaps be defined as a relationship in which force does not alone enter into account, for the unforeseeable contingencies of freedom — skill, courage, and invention — count too. But in war the free will may fail without being put into question, without renouncing its rights and its revenge. Freedom is put into question by the other, and is revealed to be unjustified, only when it knows itself to be unjust. Its knowing itself to be unjust is not something added on to spontaneous and free consciousness, which would be present to itself and know itself to be, in addition, guilty. A new situation is created; consciousness’s presence to itself acquires a different modality; its positions collapse. To put it just in formal terms, the same does not find again its priority over the other, it does not rest peaceably on itself, is no longer the principle. We shall endeavor to make these formulas more clear. And if the same does not peaceably rest on itself, philosophy does not seem to be indissolubly bound up with the adventure that includes every other in the same. 

We shall return to this shortly; let us first observe that this supremacy of the same over the other seems to be integrally maintained in the philosophy of Heidegger, the most renowned of our time. When Heidegger traces the way of access to each real singularity through Being, which is not a particular being nor a genus in which all the particulars would enter, but is rather the very act of being which the verb to be, and not the substantive, expresses
 (and which, with M. De Waelhens, we write with a capital “B”), he leads us to the singularity across a neuter which illuminates and commands thought, and renders intelligible.
 When he sees man possessed by freedom rather than possessing freedom, he puts over man a neuter term which illuminates freedom without putting it in question. And thus he is not destroying, but summing up a whole current of Western philosophy. 

The Dasein Heidegger puts in place of the soul, consciousness, or the ego, retains the structure of the same. Independence — autarchy — came to the Platonic soul (and to all its counterfeit versions) from its homeland, the world of Ideas; according to the Phaedo,
 the soul is related to that world, and consequently can not encounter anything really foreign in it. Reason, the power to maintain oneself identical above the variations of becoming, formed the soul of this soul. Heidegger contests this dominant position for man, but leaves Dasein in the same, qua mortal. The possibility of being annihilated is in fact constitutive of Dasein, and thus maintains its ipseity. This nothingness is a death, is my death, my possibility (of impossibility),
 my power. No one can substitute himself for me to die. The supreme moment of resoluteness is solitary and personal. 

To be sure, for Heidegger man’s freedom depends on the light of Being, and thus does not seem to be a principle.
 But that was also the case in classical idealism, where free will was considered the lowest form of freedom, and true freedom obeyed universal reason. The Heideggerian freedom is obedient, but obedience makes it arise and does not put it into question, does not reveal its injustice. Being, equivalent to the independence and extraneousness of realities, is equivalent to phosphorescence, light.
 It converts into intelligibility. The “mystery” essential to this “dark light”
 is a modality of this conversion. Independence ends in radiation. Being and Time, Heidegger’s first and principal work, perhaps always maintained but one thesis: Being is inseparable from the comprehension of Being; Being already invokes subjectivity. But Being is not a being. It is a neuter which orders thought and beings, but which hardens the will instead of making it ashamed. The consciousness of his finitude does not come to man from the idea of infinity, that is, is not revealed as an imperfection,
 does not refer to the Good,
 does not know itself to be wicked. Heideggerian philosophy precisely marks the apogee of a thought in which the finite does not refer to the infinite
 (prolonging certain tendencies of Kantian philosophy: the separation between the understanding and reason, diverse themes of transcendental dialectics), in which every deficiency is but weakness and every fault committed against oneself — the outcome of a long tradition of pride, heroism, domination, and cruelty. 

Heideggerian ontology subordinates the relation with the other to the relation with the neuter, Being, and it thus continl4es to exalt the will to power, whose legitimacy the other alone can unsettle, troubling good conscience. When Heidegger calls attention to the forgetting of Being, veiled by the diverse realities it illuminates, a forgetting for which the philosophy developed from Socrates on would be guilty,
 when he deplores the orientation of the intellect toward technology, he maintains a regime of power more inhuman than mechanism (and which perhaps does not have the same source as it;
 it is not sure that National Socialism arises from the mechanist reification of men, and that it does not rest on peasant enrootedness and a feudal adoration of subjugated men for the masters and lords who command them). This is an existence which takes itself to be natural, for whom its place in the sun, its ground, its site, orient all signification — a pagan existing. Being directs it building and cultivating, in the midst of a familiar landscape, on a maternal earth. Anonymous, neuter, it directs it, ethically indifferent, as a heroic freedom, foreign to all guilt with regard to the other. 

Indeed this earth-maternity determines the whole Western civilization of property, exploitation, political tyranny, and war. Heidegger does not discuss the pretechnological power of possession effected in the enrootedness of perception (which no one has described so brilliantly as he), in which the most abstract geometrical space is in the last analysis embedded, but which cannot find any place in the whole infinity of mathematical extension. The Heideggerian analyses of the world which in Being and Time were based on gear or fabricated things are in this philosophy borne by the vision of the lofty landscapes of nature, an impersonal fecundity, matrix of particular beings, inexhaustible matter of things. 
Heidegger does not only sum up a whole evolution of Western philosophy. He exalts it by showing in the most pathetic way its anti-religious essence become a religion in reverse. The lucid sobriety of those who call themselves friends of truth and enemies of opinion would then have a mysterious prolongation! In Heidegger atheism is a paganism, the presocratic texts anti-Scriptures. Heidegger shows in what intoxication the lucid sobriety of philosophers is steeped.
 

To conclude, the well-known theses of Heideggerian philosophy — the preeminence of Being over beings, of ontology over metaphysics — end up affirming a tradition in which the same dominates the other, in which freedom, even the freedom that is identical with reason, precedes justice. Does not justice consist in putting the obligation with regard to the other before obligations to oneself, in putting the other before the same? 


3. The Idea of Infinity

By reversing the terms we believe we are following a tradition at least as ancient, that which does not read right in might and does not reduce every other to the same. Against the Heideggerians and neo-Hegelians for whom philosophy begins with atheism, we have to say that the tradition of the other is not necessarily religious, that it is philosophical. Plato stands in this tradition when he situates the good above Being, and, in the Phaedrus, defines true discourse as a discourse with gods.
 But what we find most distinctive is the Cartesian analysis of the idea of infinity, although we shall retain only the formal design of the structure it outlines.
 

In Descartes the I that thinks maintains a relationship with the infinite. This relationship is not that which connects a container to a content, since the I cannot contain the infinite, nor that which binds a content to a container, since the I is separated from the infinite. The relationship which is thus described negatively is the idea of infinity in us. 

We have of course also ideas of things; the idea of infinity is exceptional in that its ideatum surpasses its idea. In it the distance between idea and ideatum is not equivalent to the distance that separates a mental act from its object in other representations. The abyss that separates a mental act from its object is not deep enough for Descartes not to say that the soul can account for the ideas of finite things by itself.
 The intentionality that animates the idea of infinity is not comparable with any other; it aims at what it cannot embrace and is in this sense the infinite. To take the converse of the formulas we used above, we can say that the alterity of the infinite is not cancelled, is not extinguished in the thought that thinks it. In thinking infinity the I from the first thinks more than it thinks. Infinity does not enter into the idea of infinity, is not grasped; this idea is not a concept. The infinite is the radically, absolutely, other. The transcendence of infinity with respect to the ego that is separated from it and thinks it constitutes the first mark of its infinitude. 

The idea of infinity is then not the only one that teaches what we are ignorant of. It has been put into us. It is not a reminiscence. It is experience in the sole radical sense of the term: a relationship with the exterior, with the other, without this exteriority being able to be integrated into the same. The thinker who has the idea of infinity is more than himself, and this inflating, this surplus, does not come from within, as in the celebrated project of modern philosophers, in which the subject surpasses himself by creating.
 

How can such a structure be still philosophical? What is the relationship which, while remaining one of the more in the less, is not transformed into the relationship in which, according to the mystics, the butterfly drawn by the fire is consumed in the fire? How can separate beings be maintained, and not sink into participation, against which the philosophy of the same will have the immortal merit to have protested? 


4. The Idea of Infinity and the Face of Another 


Experience, the idea of infinity, occurs in the relationship with the other. The idea of infinity is the social relationship. 

This relationship consists in approaching an absolutely exterior being. The infinity of this being, which one can therefore not contain, guarantees and 

constitutes this exteriority. It is not equivalent to the distance between a subject and an object. An object, we know, is integrated into the identity of the same; the I makes of it its theme, and then its property, its booty, its prey or its victim. The exteriority of the infinite being is manifested in the absolute resistance which by its apparition, its epiphany, it opposes to all my powers. Its epiphany is not simply the apparition of a form in the light, sensible or intelligible, but already this no cast to powers; its logos is: “You shall not kill.” 

To be sure, the other is exposed to all my powers, succumbs to all my ruses, all my crimes. Or he resists me with all his force and all the unpredictable resources of his own freedom. I measure myself against him. But he can also — and here is where he presents me his face — oppose himself to me beyond all measure, with the total uncoveredness and nakedness of his defenseless eyes, the straightforwardness, the absolute frankness of his gaze. The solipsist disquietude of consciousness, seeing itself, in all its adventures, a captive of itself, comes to an end here: true exteriority is in this gaze which forbids me my conquest. Not that conquest is beyond my too weak powers, but I am no longer able to have power
: the structure of my freedom is, we shall see further, completely reversed. Here is established a relationship not with a very great resistance, but with the absolutely other, with the resistance of what has no resistance, with ethical resistance. It opens the very dimension of infinity, of what puts a stop to the irresistible imperialism of the same and the I. We call a face the epiphany of what can thus present itself directly, and therefore also exteriorly, to an I. 

A face is not like a plastic form, which is always already deserted, betrayed, by the being it reveals, such as marble from which the gods it manifests already absent themselves. It differs from an animal’s head in which a being, in its brutish dumbness, is not yet in touch with itself. In a face the expressed attends its expression, expresses its very expression, always remains master of the meaning it delivers. A “pure act” in its own way, it resists identification, does not enter into the already known, brings aid to itself, as Plato puts it,
 speaks. The epiphany of a face is wholly language. 

Ethical resistance is the presence of infinity. If the resistance to murder, inscribed on a face, were not ethical, but real, we would have access to a reality that is very weak or very strong. It perhaps would block our will. The will would be judged unreasonable and arbitrary. But we would not have access to an exterior being, to what one absolutely can neither take in nor possess, where our freedom renounces its imperialism proper to the ego, where it is found to be not only arbitrary, but unjust. But then the other is not simply another freedom; to give me knowledge of injustice, his gaze must come to me from a dimension of the ideal. The other must be closer to God than I. This is certainly not a philosopher’s invention, but the first given of moral consciousness, which could be defined as the consciousness of the privilege the other has relative to me. Justice well ordered begins with the other.


5. The Idea of Infinity is a Desire 


The ethical relationship is not grafted on to an antecedent relationship of cognition; it is a foundation and not a superstructure. To distinguish it from cognition is not to reduce it to a subjective sentiment. The idea of infinity, in which being overflows the idea, in which the other overflows the same, breaks with the inward play of the soul and alone deserves the name experience, a relationship with the exterior. It is then more cognitive than cognition itself, and all objectivity must participate in it. 

Malebranche’s vision in God (cf. the Second Metaphysical Discourse) expresses both this reference of all cognition to the idea of infinity and the fact that the idea of infinity is not like the cognition that refers to it. For one cannot maintain that this idea itself is a thematization or an objectification without reducing it to the presence of the other in the same, a presence with which it in fact contrasts. In Descartes, a certain ambiguity concerning this point remains, since the cogito which rests on God elsewhere founds the existence of God: the priority of the infinite is subordinated to the free adhesion of the will, which initially is master of itself.
 

We separate ourselves from the letter of Cartesianism in affirming that the movement of the soul that is more cognitive than cognition could have a structure different from contemplation. Infinity is not the object of a contemplation, that is, is not proportionate to the thought that thinks it. The idea of infinity is a thought which at every moment thinks more than it thinks. A thought that thinks more than it thinks is a desire. Desire “measures” the infinity of the infinite. 

The term we have chosen to mark the propulsion, the inflation, of this going beyond is opposed to the affectivity of love and the indigence of need. Outside of the hunger one satisfies, the thirst one quenches and the senses one allays, exists the other, absolutely other, desired beyond these satisfactions, when the body knows no gesture to slake the desire, where it is not possible to invent any new caress.
 This desire is unquenchable, not because it answers to an infinite hunger, but because it does not call for food. This desire without satisfaction hence takes cognizance of the alterity of the other. It situates it in the dimension of height and of the ideal, which it opens up in being. 

The desires one can satisfy resemble this desire only intermittently, in the deceptions of satisfaction or in the increases of emptiness which mark their voluptuousness. They wrongly pass for the essence of desire. The true desire is that which the desired does not satisfy, but hollows out. It is goodness. It does not refer to a lost fatherland or plenitude; it is not homesickness, is not nostalgia. It is the lack in a being which is completely, and lacks nothing. Can the Platonic myth of love, son of abundance and of poverty, be interpreted as bearing witness to the indigence of a wealth in desire, the insufficiency of what is self-sufficient?
 Has not Plato, in the Symposium,
 with the myth of an androgenous being, affirmed the non-nostalgic nature of desire, the plenitude and joy of the being who experiences it? 

6. The Idea of Infinity and Conscience

How does a face escape the discretionary power of the will which deals with evidence? Is not knowing a face acquiring a consciousness of it, and is not to acquire consciousness to adhere freely? Does not the idea of infinity, qua idea, inevitably refer back to the schema of the same encompassing the other? — Unless the idea of infinity means the collapse of the good conscience of the same. For everything comes to pass as though the presence of a face, the idea of infinity in the I, were the putting of my freedom into question. 

That the free will is arbitrary, and that one must leave this elementary stage, is an old certainty of philosophers. But for all of them the arbitrariness refers to a rational foundation, a justification of freedom by itself. The rational foundation of freedom is still preeminence of the same. 
Moreover, the necessity of justifying the arbitrary is due only to the failure suffered by an arbitrary power. The very spontaneity of freedom is not put into question — such seems to be the dominant tradition of Western philosophy. Only the limitation of freedom would be tragic or scandalous. Freedom poses a problem only because it has not chosen itself. The failure of my spontaneity is said to awaken reason and theory; a pain is said to be the mother of wisdom. Failure would lead me to put on brakes on my violence and introduce order into human relations, for everything is permitted but the impossible. In particular, modern political theories since Hobbes deduce the social order from the legitimacy, the incontestable right, of freedom. 

The other’s face is the revelation not of the arbitrariness of the will, but its injustice. Consciousness of my injustice is produced when I incline myself not before facts, but before the other. In his face the other appears to me not as an obstacle, nor as a menace I evaluate, but as what measures me For me to feel myself to be unjust I must measure myself against infinity. One must have the idea of infinity, which, as Descartes knows, is also the idea of the perfect, to know my own imperfection. The infinite does not stop me like a force blocking my force; it puts into question the naive right of my powers, my glorious spontaneity as a living being, a “force on the move.” 

This way of measuring oneself against the perfection of the infinite is not a theoretical consideration in its turn, in which freedom would spontaneously take up its rights again. It is a shame freedom has of itself, discovering itself to be murderous and usurpatory in its very exercise. A second-century exegete, more concerned with what he had to do than of what he had to hope for, did not understand why the Bible begins with the account of creation instead of putting us from the first before the first commandments of Exodus. Only with great difficulty did he come to concede that the account of creation was all the same necessary for the life of the just man: for if the earth had not been given to man but simply taken by him, he would have possessed it only as an outlaw. Spontaneous and naive possession cannot be justified by virtue of its own spontaneity. 

Existence is not condemned to freedom, but judged and invested as a freedom. Freedom could not present itself all naked. This investiture of freedom constitutes moral life itself, which is through and through a heteronomy. 

The will that is judged, in the meeting with the other, does not assume the judgment it welcomes. That would still be a return of the same deciding of the other in the final analysis — heteronomy absorbed in autonomy. The structure of the free will becoming goodness is not like the glorious and self-sufficient spontaneity of the I and of happiness, which would be the ultimate movement of being; it is, as it were, its converse. The life of freedom discovering itself to be unjust, the life of freedom in heteronomy, consists in an infinite movement of freedom putting itself ever more into question. This is how the very depth of inwardness is hollowed out. The augmentation of exigency I have in regard to myself aggravates the judgment that is borne on me, that is, my responsibility. And the aggravation of my responsibility increases these exigencies. In this movement my freedom does not have the last word; I never find my solitude again — or, one might say, moral consciousness is essentially unsatisfied, or aeain, is always a desire. 

The unsatisfiedness of science is not simply a suffering of delicate and scrupulous souls, but is the very contraction, the hollow, the withdrawal into itself, and the systole of consciousness as such. Ethical consciousness itself is not invoked in this exposition as a “particularly recommendable” variety of consciousness, but as the concrete form of a movement more fundamental than freedom, the idea of infinity. It is the concrete form of what precedes freedom, but does not lead us back to violence, the confusion of what is separated, necessity, or fatality. 

Here above all is the situation in which one is not alone. But if this situation does not yield proof of the existence of the other, this is because proof already 

presupposes the movement and adherence of a free will, a certainty. Thus the situation in which the free will is invested precedes proof. For every certainty is the work of a solitary freedom. As a welcome of the real into my a priori ideas, an adhesion of my free will, the last gesture of cognition is freedom. The face to face situation in which this freedom is put into question as unjust, in which it finds it has a master and a judge, is realized prior to certainty, but also prior to uncertainty. 

This situation is an experience in the strongest sense of the term: a contact with a reality that does not fit into any a priori idea, which overflows all of them — and it is just for this reason that we have been able to speak of infinity. No movement of freedom could appropriate a face to itself or seem to “constitute” it. The face has already been there when it was anticipated or constituted; it collaborated in that work, it spoke. A face is pure experience, conceptless experience. The conception according to which the data of our senses are put together in the ego ends, before the other, with the de-ception, the dispossession which characterizes all our attempts to encompass this real. But the purely negative incomprehension of the other, which depends on our bad will, must be distinguished from the essential incomprehension of the infinite, which has a positive side, is conscience and desire. 

The unsatisfiedness of conscience, the de-ception before the other, coincides with desire — this is one of the essential points of this exposition. The desire for infinity does not have the sentimental complacency of love, but the rigor of moral exigency. And the rigor of moral exigency is not bluntly imposed, but is a desire, due to the attraction and infinite height of being itself, for the benefit of which goodness is exercised. God commands only through the men for whom one must act. 

Consciousness, the presence of self to self, passes for the ultimate theme of reflection. Conscience, a variation on this theme, a species of consciousness, is taken to add to it the concern for values and norms. We have raised several questions concerning this: can the self present itself to itself with so much natural complacency? Can it appear, shamelessly, in its own eyes? Is narcissism possible?
 Is not moral conscience the critique of and the principle of the presence of self to self? Then if the essence of philosophy consists in going back from all certainties toward a principle, if it lives from critique, the face of the other would be the starting point of philosophy. This is a thesis of heteronomy which breaks with a very venerable tradition. But, on the other hand, the situation in which one is not alone is not reducible to the fortunate meeting of fraternal souls that greet one another and converse. This situation is the moral conscience, the exposedness of my freedom to the judgment of the other. It is a disalignment which has authorized us to catch sight of the dimension of height and the ideal in the gaze of him to whom justice is due. 


Essence and Disinterestedness

There is something to be said, Novalis wrote, in favor of passivity. It is significant that one of Novalis’s contemporaries, Maine de Biran, who wished to be the philosopher of activity, will remain essentially the philosopher of two passivities, the lower and the higher. But is the lower lower than the higher?

—Jean Wahl, Traite de metaphysique
1. Being’s “Other”

If transcendence has meaning, it can only signify the fact that the event of being, the esse, the essence,
 passes over to what is other than being. But what is being’s other? Among the five “genera” of the Sophist, a genus opposed to being is lacking, even though since the Republic there had been a question of what is beyond essence.
 And what can the fact of passing over mean here, where the passing over, ending at being’s other, can only undo its facticity during such a passage? 

Passing over to being’s other, otherwise than being. Not to be otherwise, but otherwise than being. And neither not-being. Passing over is not here equivalent to dying. Being and not-being illuminate one another and unfold a speculative dialectic, which is a determination of being. Or the negativity which attempts to repel being is immediately submerged by being.
 The void that hollows out is immediately filled with the mute and anonymous rustling of the there is
 as the place left vacant by one who died is filled with the murmur of the attendants. Being’s essence dominates not-being itself. My death is insignificant - unless I drag into my death the totality of being, as Macbeth wished at the hour of his last combat. But then mortal being, or life, would be insignificant and ridiculous even in the “irony with regard to oneself’ to which it could, if really necessary be likened. 

To be or not to be - that is not the question of transcendence. The statement of being’s other, of the otherwise than being, claims to state a difference over and beyond that which separates being from nothingness - the very difference of the beyond, the difference of transcendence. But one immediately wonders if in the formula “otherwise than being” the adverb otherwise does not inevitably refer to the verb to be, which has simply been avoided by an artificially elliptical turn of phrase. Then what is signified by the verb to be would be ineluctable in everything said, thought, and felt. Our languages woven about the verb to be would not only reflect this undethronable royalty, stronger than that of the gods; they would be the very purple of this royalty. But then no transcendence other than the factitious transcendence of worlds behind the scenes,
 of the Heavenly City gravitating in the skies over the terrestrial city, would have meaning. The being of beings and of worlds, however different among themselves they may be, weaves among incomparables a common fate; it puts them in conjunction, even if the unity of being that assembles them is but an analogical unity.
 Every attempt to disjoin the conjunction and the conjuncture only emphasizes them. The there is fills the void left by the negation of being. 

2. Being and Interestedness

The essence thus works as an invincible persistence in essence, filling up every interval of nothingness which would interrupt its exercise. Esse is interesse; essence is interestedness.
 Interestedness does not appear only to the Spirit surprised by the relativity of its negation or to humans resigned to the meaninglessness of their death; interestedness is not reducible to just this refutation of negativity.
 It is confirmed positively to be the conatus of beings.
 And what else can positivity mean but this conatus? Being’s interestedness takes dramatic form in egoisms struggling with one another, each against all, in the multiplicity of allergic egoisms which are at war with one another and are thus together. War is the chronicle or the drama of the essence’s interestedness. No entity can await its hour. They all clash, despite the difference of the regions to which the terms in conflict may belong. Essence thus is the extreme synchronism of war. Determination takes shape and is already undone by the clash. It is done and undone in a swarming. Here is extreme contemporaneousness or immanence. 

Does not essence revert into its other by peace, in which Reason, which suspends the immediate clash of beings, reigns? Beings become patient and renounce the allergic intolerance of their persistence in being; do they not then dramatize the otherwise than being? But this rational peace, a patience and length of time, is calculation, mediation, and politics. The struggle of each against all becomes exchange and commerce. The clash of each against all, in which each comes to be with all, becomes the reciprocal limitation and determination of some matter. But the persisting in being, interestedness, is maintained by the future compensation which will have to equilibrate the concessions patiently and politically consented to in the immediate. The beings remain always assembled - present - in a present that is extended, thanks to memory and history, to the totality determined like matter, a present without fissures or surprises, from which becoming is expelled; a present largely made up of re-presentations, due to memory and history. Nothing is gratuitous. The mass remains permanent and interestedness remains. Transcendence is factitious and peace unstable. It does not resist interests. And the ill-kept commitment to recompense virtue and chastise vices, despite the assurances of those who claim it was made for a deadline more distant than the distance that separates the heaven from the earth, will accredit strange rumors about the death of God or the emptiness of the heavens. No one will believe in their silence. 

True, commerce is better than war, for in Peace the Good has already reigned. And yet we must ask if even the difference that separates essence in war from essence in peace does not presuppose that exhaustion of the spirit, or the spirit holding its breath, in which since Plato what is beyond the essence is thought and said.
 And we must now ask if this exhaustion or holding back is not the extreme possibility of the Spirit, bearing a meaning that comes from beyond Essence. 

3. The Saying and the Said

Is the inescapable fate in which being immediately includes the statement of being’s other not due to the hold the said has over the saying, to the oracle in which the said is immobilized? Then would not the bankruptcy of transcendence be but that of a theology that thematizes the transcending in the logos, assigns a term to the passing of transcendence, congeals it into a “world behind the scenes,” and installs what it says in war and in matter, which are the inevitable modalities of the fate woven by being in its interestedness? 

It is not that the essence qua persistence in essence, qua conatus and interestedness, would be reducible to a wordplay. Saying is not a play. Antecedent to the verbal signs it conjugates, to the linguistic systems and the semantic glimmerings - a foreword preceding languages - it is the proximity of one to the other, the commitment of an approach, the one for the other, the very signifyingness of signification. (But is approach to be defined by commitment and not rather commitment by approach? Perhaps because of current moral in which the word neighbor occurs, we have ceased to be surprised by all that is involved in proximity and approach.)
 The original or preoriginal saying
 - what is put forth in the foreword
 - weaves an intrigue of responsibility. It sets forth an order graver than being and antecedent to being. By comparison, being appears like a play. Being is play or detente, free from responsibility, where everything possible is permitted. But is play free of interest? Right away a stakes, money or honor, is attached to it. Does not disinterestedness, without compensation, without eternal life, without the pleasure (or agreeableness) of happiness, complete gratuity, indicate an extreme gravity and not the fallacious frivolity of play? By anticipation let us ask: does not this gravity, where being’s esse is inverted, refer to this preoriginal language, the responsibility of one for the other, the substitution of one for the other, and the condition (or the uncondition) of being hostage which thus takes form? 

In any case, this preoriginal saying changes into a language in which saying and said are correlative of one another and the saying is subordinated to its theme. It can be shown that even the distinction between being and beings is borne by the amphibology of the said, though this distinction and this amphibology are not thereby reducible to verbal artifices. The correlation of the saying and the said, that is, the subordination of the saying to the said, to the linguistic system and to ontology, is the price that manifestation demands. In language qua said, everything is translated before us, be it at the price of a betrayal.
 Such a language is ancillary
 and thus indispensable. At this very moment language is serving a research conducted in view of disengaging the otherwise than being or being’s other from the themes in which they already show themselves, unfaithfully, as being’s essence - but in which they do show themselves. Language permits us to utter, be it by betrayal, this outside of being, this ex-ception to being, as though being’s other were an event of being. Being, its cognition, and the said in which it shows itself signify in a saying which, relative to being, forms an exception; but it is in the said that both this exception and the birth of cognition show themselves. But the fact that the exception shows itself and becomes truth in the said cannot serve as a pretext to take as an absolute the apophantic vicissitude of the Saying, which is ancillary or angelic.

As ancillary or angelic vicissitude, however sublime it be, the apophantic form of the saying is only mediating. For thematization, in which being’s essence is translated before us, together with theory and thought, its contemporaries, do not attest to some failing of the Saying. They are motivated by the preoriginal vocation of the Saying, by responsibility itself. We will see more of this.
 

But the Saying does not exhaust itself in apophansis. The apophansis presupposes the language that answers with responsibility, and the gravity of this response is beyond the measure of being. The impossibility of declining responsibility is reflected only in the scruple or remorse which precedes or follows this refusal. The reality of the real takes no notice of scruples. But, though naturally superficial, essence does not exclude the recesses of responsibility in the way that being excludes nothingness. The gravity of the responsible saying retains a reference to being, and the nature of this reference must be made clearer. Moral impossibility is not of lesser gravity; it does not situate responsibility in some low tension zone, at the confines of being and nonbeing. As gravity of the otherwise than being, it just showed its affinity with ethics, be it in a still confused way. We have been seeking the otherwise than being from the beginning, and as soon as it is conveyed before us it is betrayed in the said that dominates the saying which states it. A methodological problem arises here, namely whether the preoriginal element of Saying (the anarchic, the nonoriginal, as we designate it)
 can be led to betray itself by showing itself in a theme (if an an-archeology is possible), and whether this betrayal can be reduced; whether one can at the same time know and free the known of the marks which thematization leaves on it by subordinating it to ontology. Everything shows itself at the price of this betrayal, even the unsayable. In this betrayal the indiscretion with regard to the unsayable, which is probably the very task of philosophy, becomes possible. 

When stated in propositions, the unsayable (or the an-archical) espouses the forms of formal logic,
 the beyond being is posited in doxic theses and glimmers in the amphibology of being and beings - in which beings dissimulate being. The otherwise than being is stated in a saying that must also be unsaid in order to thus tear the otherwise than being from the said in which it already comes to signify but a being otherwise. Does the beyond being, which philosophy states and states by reason of the very transcendence of the beyond, fall inextricably into the forms of the ancillary statement? 

Can this saying and this unsaying be assembled, can they be at the same time? In fact, to require this simultaneity is already to reduce being’s other to being and not being. We must stay within the extreme situation of a diachronic thought.
 Skepticism, at the dawn of philosophy, set forth and betrayed the diachrony of this very conveying and betraying. To conceive the otherwise than being requires, perhaps, as much audacity as skepticism shows, when it does not hesitate to affirm the impossibility of statements while venturing to realize this impossibility by the very statement of this impossibility. If, after the innumerable “irrefutable” refutations which logical thought sets against it, skepticism has the gall to return (and it always returns as the legitimate child of philosophy), it is because, in the contradiction which logic sees in it, the “at the same time” of the contradictories is missing; because a secret diachrony commands this ambiguous or enigmatic way of speaking; and because, in general, signification signifies beyond synchrony, beyond essence.
 

4. Subjectivity

To state the otherwise than being we must articulate the breakup of a fate that reigns in essence, whose fragments and modalities, despite their diversity, belong to one another, that is, do not escape the same order, do not escape Order, as though the bits of the thread cut by the Fates were then knotted together again. This effort will look beyond Freedom. Freedom, an interruption of the determinism of war and matter, does not yet escape the destiny of essence and takes place in time and in the history which assembles events into an epos and synchronizes them, revealing their immanence and their order.
 
The task is to conceive of the possibility of a wrenching from essence.
 To go where? Toward what region? To stay on what ontological plane? But the wrenching from essence contests the unconditional privilege of the question “where?” It signifies a nonplace (non-lieu).
 The essence claims to recover and cover over every ex-ception - negativity, nihilation, and already since Plato, nonbeing, which “in a certain sense is.”
 It will then be necessary to show that the exception of the “other than being,” beyond not-being, signifies subjectivity or humanity, the oneself (le soi-même) which repels the annexations by essence. The ego is an incomparable unicity; it is outside of the community of genus and form and does not find any rest in itself (soi), either; it is troubled and does not coincide with itself (soi). The outside of itself, the difference from oneself (soi) of this unicity, is nonindifference itself and the extraordinary recurrence of the pronominal or the reflexive, the self (se) - which no longer surprises us because it enters into the current flow of language in which things show themselves, suitcases fold and ideas are understood.
 A unicity without place, without the ideal identity a being derives from the kerygma
 that identifies the innumerable aspects of its manifestation, without the identity of the ego that coincides with itself, a unicity withdrawing from essence - such is man. 

The history of philosophy, during some flashes, has known this subjectivity that, as in an extreme youth, breaks with essence. From Plato’s One without being to Husserl’s pure Ego, transcendent in immanence, it has known the metaphysical wrenching from being, even if, betrayed by the Said as by the effect of an oracle, the exception restored to the essence and to fate immediately fell back into the rules and led only to worlds behind the scenes. The Nietzschean man above all. For Husserl’s transcendental reduction, will a putting between parentheses suffice - a type of writing, of committing oneself with the world, which sticks like ink to the hands that push it off? One must go all the way to the nihilism of Nietzsche’s poetic writing, reversing irreversible time in a whirlwind to the laughter which refuses language. 

The philosopher finds language again in the abuses of language of the history of philosophy, in which the unsayable and what is beyond being are conveyed before us. But negativity, still correlative with being, will not be enough to signify the other than being. 


5. Responsibility for the Other (Autrui) 


But how, at the still temporal breaking point where being takes place (se passe), would being and time fall into ruins so as to disengage subjectivity from its essence?
 Do not the falling into ruins and the disengagement last; do they not occur in being? The otherwise than being cannot be situated in any eternal order extracted from time that would somehow command the temporal series. Kant has shown the impossibility of that in the antithesis of the fourth Antinomy.
 It is then the temporalization of time, in the way it signifies being and nothingness, life and death, that must also signify the beyond being and not being; it must signify a difference with respect to the couple being and nothingness. Time is essence and monstration of essence. In the temporalization of time the light comes about by the instant’s falling out of phase with itself -which is the temporal flow, the differing of the identical. The differing of the identical is also its manifestation. But time is also a recuperation of all gaps, through retention, memory, and history. In its temporalization, in which, thanks to retention, memory, and history, nothing is lost, everything is presented or represented, everything is consigned and lends itself to inscription, or is synthesized or, as Heidegger would say, gathered, in which everything is crystallized or sclerosized into substance - in the recuperable temporalization, without time lost, without time to lose, and where the being of substance takes place - there must be signaled a lapse of time that does not return, a diachrony refractory to all synchronization, a transcending diachrony. 

The meaning of this signaling will have to be clarified. Can it preserve a relationship across the break of the diachrony, without, however, restoring to representation this “deep pastness”
 as a past that had slipped away without signifying a “modification” of the present and thus a commencement, a principle that would be thematizable and therefore would be the origin of every historical or recallable past? Can it, on the contrary, remain foreign to every present, every representation, and thus signify a past more ancient than every representable origin, a preoriginal and anarchical past? The signaling of this preoriginal past in the present would not again be an ontological relation. 

But if time is to show the ambiguity of being and the otherwise than being, its temporalization is to be conceived not as essence but as Saying. Essence fills the said, or the epos of the Saying; but the Saying, in its power of equivocation, that is, in the enigma whose secret it keeps, escapes the epos of essence that includes it and signifies beyond in a signification that hesitates between this beyond and the return to the epos of essence. This equivocation or enigma is the inalienable power in Saying and a modality of transcendence.
 Subjectivity is the very knot and unknotting
 - the knot or unknotting of essence and essence’s other. 

But how is the saying, in its primordial enigma, said? How is time temporalized such that the diachrony of transcendence, of the other than being, is signaled? How can transcendence withdraw from esse while being signaled in it? In what concrete case is the singular relationship with a past produced, which does not reduce this past to the immanence in which it is signaled and leaves it be past, not returning as a present nor a representation, leaves it be past without reference to some present it would have “modified,” leaves it be a past, then, which can not have been an origin, a preoriginal past, an anarchical past? 

A linear regressive movement, a retrospective back along the temporal series toward a very remote past, would never be able to reach the absolutely diachronous preoriginal which cannot be recuperated by memory and history. But it may be that we have to unravel other intrigues of time than that of the simple succession of presents. Men have been able to be thankful for the very fact of finding themselves able to thank; the present gratitude is grafted onto itself as onto an already antecedent gratitude. In a prayer in which the worshiper asks that his prayer be heard, the prayer as it were precedes or follows itself. 


But the relationship with a past that is on the hither side of every present and every re-presentable, not belonging to the order of presence, is included in the extraordinary and everyday event of my responsibility for the faults or the misfortune of others, in my responsibility that answers for the freedom of the other (autrui), in the astonishing human fraternity in which fraternity, conceived with Cain’s sober coldness, would not by itself explain the responsibility between separated beings it calls for. The freedom of the other (autrui) could never begin in my freedom, that is, abide in the same present, be contemporary, be representable to me. The responsibility for the other (autrui) cannot have begun in my commitment, in my decision. The unlimited responsibility in which I find myself comes from the hither side of my freedom, from an “anterior to every memory,” an “ulterior to every accomplishment,” from the nonpresent par excellence, the nonoriginal, the anarchical, prior to or beyond essence. The responsibility for the other (autrui) is the locus in which is situated the nonplace of subjectivity, where the privilege of the question “Where?” no longer holds. The time of the said and of essence there lets the preoriginal saying be heard, answers to transcendence, to a diachrony, to the irreducible gap that opens here between the nonpresent and every representable divergency, which in its own way - a way to be clarified - makes a sign to the responsible one. 

6. Essence and Signification

But is not the relationship with this preoriginal a recuperation? Let us look into this more closely. The response of the responsible one does not thematize the diachronical as though it were retained, remembered, or historically reconstructed. It cannot thematize or comprehend. Not out of weakness; no capacity corresponds to what could not be contained there. The nonpresent is incomprehensible by reason of its immensity or its “superlative” humility or, for example, its goodness, which is the superlative itself. The nonpresent here is invisible, separated (or holy) and thus a nonorigin, anarchical. The impossibility of thematization could be due to the goodness of the diachronic. The Good cannot become present or enter into a representation. The present is a beginning in my freedom, whereas the Good does not give itself to freedom; it has chosen me before I have chosen it. No one is good voluntarily. We can see the formal structure of nonfreedom in a subjectivity which does not have time to choose the Good and thus is penetrated by its rays unbeknownst to itself. But subjectivity sees this nonfreedom redeemed, exceptionally, by the goodness of the Good. The exception is unique. And if no one is good voluntarily, no one is enslaved to the Good.
 

Immemorial, unrepresentable, invisible, the past that can do without the present, the pluperfect past, falls into a past that is a gratuitous lapse. It cannot be recuperated by reminiscence, not because of its remoteness but because of its incommensurability with the present. The present is essence that begins and ends, beginning and end assembled in a thematizable conjunction; it is the finite in correlation with a freedom. Diachrony is the refusal of conjunction, the nontotalizable and, in this sense, infinite. But in the responsibility for the Other (Autrut), for another freedom, the negativity of this anarchy, of this refusal of the present, of appearing, or the immemorial, commands me and ordains me to the Other (Autrui), to the first one on the scene, and makes me approach him, makes me his neighbor. It thus diverges from nothingness as well as from being. It provokes this responsibility against my will, that is, by substituting me for the Other (Autrui) as a hostage. All my inwardness is invested in the form of a despite-me-for-another. Against my will for-another, that is signification par excellence and the sense of the oneself (soi-même), of the self (se), that accusative that derives from no nominative; it is the very fact of finding oneself while losing oneself. 

What is exceptional in this way of being signaled is that I am ordered toward the face of the other. In this order, which is an ordination, the nonpresence of the infinite is not a figure of negative theology. All the negative attributes, which state the beyond of essence, become positive in responsibility, a response answering to a nonthematizable provocation and thus a nonvocation, a trauma. This response answers before any consciousness and any present, but it does answer, as though the invisible that can do without the present left a trace by the very fact of doing without the present. That trace lights up as the face of a neighbor, in the ambiguity of the one before whom (or to whom, without any paternalism) and for whom I answer. For such is the enigma or ex-ception of a face, judge and accused. 

What is positive in responsibility, outside of essence, conveys the infinite. It inverses relationships and principles, reverses the order of interestedness: to the extent that responsibilities are taken on they multiply. This is not a Sollen commanding the infinite pursuit of an ideal.
 The infinity of the infinite lives the wrong way round (á rebours). The debt increases to the extent that it is paid. This divergency perhaps deserves the name glory.
 The positivity of the Infinite is the conversion into responsibility, into approach of the other (autrui). The Infinite is nonthematizable, gloriously exceeding every capacity and manifesting, as it were in reverse, its exorbitance in the approach of a neighbor, obedient to its measure. Subjectivity, prior to or beyond the free and the nonfree, obliged with regard to the neighbor, is the breaking point where essence is exceeded by the Infinite. 

It is the point of rupture but also of connection; the glow of the trace is enigmatic, equivocal. It is so in still another sense, which distinguishes it from the appearing of phenomena. It cannot serve as the point of departure for a demonstration, which inexorably would bring it into immanence and essence. The trace is sketched out and effaced in the face in the equivocation of a saying. In this way it modulates the modality of the Transcendent.
 

The infinite then cannot be tracked down like game by a hunter. The trace left by the Infinite is not the residue of a presence; its very glow is ambiguous. Otherwise its positivity would not preserve the infinity of the infinite any more than negativity would. 

The infinite wipes out its traces not in order to trick him who obeys but because it transcends the present in which it commands me and because I cannot deduce it from this command. The infinite who orders me is neither a cause acting straight on nor a theme, already dominated, if only retrospectively, by freedom. This detour from the face and the detour with regard to this detour in the enigma of a trace we have called illeity.
 

Illeity lies outside the “thou” and the thematization of objects. A neologism formed with il (he) or ille, it indicates a way of concerning me without entering into conjunction with me. To be sure, we have to indicate the element in which this concerning occurs. If the relationship with illeity were a relationship of consciousness, “he” would designate a theme, as the “thou” in Buber’s I-thou relation probably does.
 For Buber has never brought out in a positive way the spiritual element in which the I-thou relationship is produced. The illeity in the beyond-being is the fact that its coming toward me is a departure which lets me accomplish a movement toward the neighbor. The positivity of this departure, that which makes this departure, this diachrony, be more than a term of negative theology, is my responsibility for the others. Or, one may say, it is the fact that the others show themselves in their face. There is a paradox in responsibility, in that I am obliged without this obligation having begun in me, as though an order slipped into my consciousness like a thief, smuggled itself in, like an effect of one of Plato’s wandering causes.
 But this is impossible in a consciousness and clearly indicates that we are no longer in the element of consciousness. In consciousness this “who knows where” is translated by an anachronical overwhelming, the antecedence of responsibility and obedience with respect to the order received or the contract. It is as though the first movement of responsibility could not consist in awaiting or even in welcoming the order (which would still be a quasi-activity) but in obeying this order before it is formulated. Or as though it were formulated before every possible present, in a past that shows itself in the present of obedience without being recalled, without coming from memory, being formulated by him who obeys in his very obedience. 

But this is still perhaps a very narrative, epic, way of speaking. Am I the interlocutor of an Infinity lacking in straightforwardness and giving its commands indirectly by the very face to which it ordains me? The illeity, which does not simply designate an oblique presentation to a squinting look, may indeed first signify such a disposition of personages. But we must go all the way. The infinite does not signal itself to a subjectivity, a unit already formed, by its order to turn toward the neighbor. In its being subjectivity undoes essence by substituting itself for the other (autrui). Qua one-for-another, it is absorbed in signification, in saying or the verb form of the infinite. Signification precedes essence. It is not a stage of cognition calling for the intuition that would fulfill it, nor the absurdity of nonidentity or of impossible identity. It is the glory of transcendence. 

Substitution is signification. Not a reference from one term to another, as it appears thematized in the Said, but substitution as the very subjectivity of the subject, interruption of the irreversible identity of the essence. It occurs in the taking in charge which is incumbent on me without any possible escape. Here the unicity of the ego first acquires a meaning - where it is no longer a question of the Ego, but of me.
 The subject which is no longer an ego but which I am cannot be generalized; it is not a subject in general; we have moved from the Ego to me who am me and no one else.
 Here the identity of the subject comes from the impossibility of escaping responsibility, from the taking charge of the other. Signification, saying - my expressivity, my own signifyingness qua sign, my own verbality qua verb - cannot be understood as a modality of being; disinterestedness suspends essence. As a substitution of one for the other, as me, as human, I am not a transubstantiation, a change from one substance into another, I do not shut myself up in another identity, I do not rest in a new avatar. As signification, proximity, saying, separation, I do not fuse with anything. Must we give a name to this relationship of signification grasped as subjectivity? Must we pronounce the word expiation and conceive the subjectivity of the subject, the otherwise than being, as an expiation? That would perhaps be bold and premature. At least we can ask if subjectivity qua signification, qua one-for- the-other, is not traceable back to the vulnerability of the ego, to the incommunicable, nonconceptualizable, sensibility. 


7. Sensibility 


Man is not to be conceived in function of being and not-being, taken as ultimate references. Humanity, subjectivity - the excluded middle, excluded from everywhere, a nonplace - signify the breakup of this alternative, the one-in-the-place- of-the-other, substitution, signification in its signifyingness qua sign, prior to essence, before identity. Signification, prior to being, breaks up the assembling, the recollection or the present of essence. On the hither side of or beyond essence, signification is the exhaustion of the spirit expiring without inspiring, disinterestedness and gratuity or gratitude; the rupture of essence is ethical. This beyond is said and is translated in discourse by a Saying out of breath or retaining its breath, the extreme possibility of the spirit, its very epochē, by which it says before resting in its own theme and therein allowing itself to be absorbed by essence. This rupture of identity, this changing of being into signification, that is, into substitution, is the subject’s subjectivity, or its subjection to everything, its susceptibility, its vulnerability, that is, its sensibility. 

Subjectivity, place and nonpiace of this rupture, takes place (se passe) as a passivity more passive than all passivity. To the diachronic past, which cannot be recuperated by representation effected by memory or history - a past that is incommensurable with the present - corresponds or answers the unassumable passivity of the self. Se passer - to take place by passing itself - a precious expression in which the self figures as in a past that bypasses itself, as in aging without “active synthesis.” The response which is responsibility, an incumbent responsibility for the neighbor, resounds in this passivity, this disinterestedness of subjectivity, this sensibility. 

Vulnerability, exposure to outrage, to wounding, passivity more passive than all patience, passivity of the accusative form, trauma of accusation suffered by a hostage to the point of persecution, putting into question the identity of the hostage who substitutes himself for the others: all this is the Self, a defecting or defeat of the Ego’s identity. And this, pushed to the limit, is sensibility, sensibility as the subjectivity of the subject. It is a substitution for another, one in the place of another, expiation.
 

Responsibility for the Other (Autrui), in its antecedence to my freedom - to the present and to representation - is a passivity more passive than all passivity, an exposure to the other without this exposure being assumed, an exposure without holding back, exposure of exposedness, expression, Saying. It is the frankness, sincerity, veracity of Saying. Not Saying dissimulating itself and protecting itself in the Said, just giving out words in the face of the other, but saying uncovering itself, that is, denuding itself of its skin, sensibility on the surface of the skin, at the edge of the nerves, offering itself unto suffering - and thus wholly sign, signifying itself. Substitution, at the limit of being, ends up in Saying, in the giving of signs, giving a sign of this giving of signs, expressing itself. This expression is antecedent to all thematization of the said, but it is not a babbling or a still primitive or childish form of saying. This stripping beyond nudity, beyond forms, is not the work of negation and no longer belongs to the order of being. Responsibility goes beyond being. In sincerity, in frankness, in the veracity of this Saying, in the uncoveredness of suffering, being is altered. But this saying remains, in its activity, a passivity; more passive than all passivity, for it is a sacrifice without reserve, without holding back, and therefore nonvoluntary - the sacrifice of a hostage designated who has not chosen himself to be hostage, but, possibly, elected by the Good, in an involuntary election not assumed by the elected one. For the Good cannot enter into a present or be put into a representation. But being Good it redeems the violence of its alterity, even if the subject has to suffer through the augmentation of this ever more demanding violence. 

8. Being and Beyond Being

The proximity of one to the other is here thought outside of ontological categories in which, for different reasons, the notion of the other also figures, whether as an obstacle to freedom, intelligibility, or perfection; or as a term that confirms a finite being, mortal and uncertain of itself, by recognizing it; or as a slave, collaborator or God able to succor. Everywhere proximity is conceived ontologically, that is, as a limit or complement to the accomplishment of the adventure of essence, which consists in persisting in essence and unfolding immanence, in remaining in an Ego, in identity. Proximity remains a distance diminished, an exteriority conjured. The present study sets out not to conceive proximity as a function of being. The otherwise than being, which, to be sure, is understood in being, differs absolutely from essence, has no genus in common with essence, and is said only in the exhaustion that pronounces the extraordinary word beyond. Alterity counts in it outside any qualification of the other for the ontological order and outside any attribute. It figures as what is near in a proximity that counts as sociality, which “excites” by its pure and simple alterity. We have sought to analyze this relation without resorting to the categories that dissimulate it, by conceiving it in terms of proximity qua saying, contact, sincerity of exposure, a saying prior to language, but without which no language, as a transmission of messages, would be possible. 

The way of thinking proposed here does not fail to recognize being or treat it, ridiculously and pretentiously, with disdain, as the fall from a higher order or Disorder. On the contrary; it is on the basis of proximity that being takes on its just meaning. In the indirect ways of illeity, in the anarchical provocation which ordains me to the other, is imposed the way which leads to thematization and becoming conscious. Becoming conscious is motivated by the presence of the third alongside the neighbor approached. The third is also approached; and the relationship between the neighbor and the third cannot be indifferent to me when I approach. There must be justice among incomparable ones. There must then be a comparison between incomparables and a synopsis, a togetherness and contemporaneousness; there must be thematization, thought, history; and writing. But being must be understood on the basis of being’s other. From the perspective of the signification of the approach, to be is to be with the other (autrui) for or against the third, with the other (autrui) and the third against oneself; it is to be for justice against a philosophy that does not see beyond being and reduces, by an abuse of language, the Saying to the Said and all meaning to interest. Reason, to which the virtue of arresting violence is ascribed, issuing in the order of peace, presupposes disinterestedness, passivity, or patience. In this disinterestedness - when, as a responsibility for the other, it is also a responsibility for the third - the justice that compares, assembles, and conceives, the synchrony of being and peace, takes form. 

9. Subjectivity Is Not a Modality of Essence

The problem of transcendence and God and the problem of subjectivity irreducible to essence, irreducible to essential immanence, go together. 

Without reverting to the truism that all reality that is in any way recognizable is subjective, a truism that goes with the one that says that everything that is in any way recognized presupposes the comprehension of being, Kant, by distinguishing in his solution of the Antinomies the temporal series of experience from the in-temporal (or synchronic?) series conceived by the understanding, has shown in the very objectivity of an object its phenomenality: a reference to the fundamental incompletion of the succession and hence to the subjectivity of the subject.
 

But is subjectivity thus thought in its irreducibility? Hegel and Heidegger try to empty the distinction between the subject and the being of its signification. In reintroducing time into being, they denounce the idea of a subjectivity irreducible to essence and, beyond the object inseparable from the subject, reduce their correlation and the anthropological dimension understood in these terms to a modality of being. In his introduction to the Phenomenology of Spirit, in treating as a “pure presupposition” the thesis that knowing is an instrument to take hold of the Absolute (a technological metaphor) or a medium through which the light of truth penetrates the knower (a dioptic metaphor), Hegel denies that there is a radical break between subjectivity and the knowable. It is in the heart of the Absolute that the beyond takes on meaning; essence, understood as the immanence of knowing, is taken to account for subjectivity, which is reduced to a moment of the concept, of thought or of absolute essence. In a remark at the end of his Nietzsche, Heidegger says that the “current term subjectivity immediately and too obstinately burdens thought with deceptive opinions that take as a destruction of objective being any reference from being to man and especially to his egoity.”
 Heidegger tries to conceive subjectivity in function of being, of which it expresses an “epoch”:
 subjectivity, consciousness and the Ego presuppose Dasein, which belongs to essence as the modality in which essence manifests itself, while the manifestation of essence is what is essential in essence; experience and the subject having the experience constitute the very manner in which at a given “epoch” of essence, essence is accomplished, that is, is manifested. Every overcoming as well as every revaluation of being in the subject would still be a case of being’s essence. 

Our inquiry concerned with the otherwise than being catches sight in the very hypostasis of a subject - in its subjectification - an ex-ception, a nonpiace on the hither side of the negativity which is always speculatively recuperable, an outside of the absolute which can no longer be stated in terms of being. Nor even in terms of beings, which one would still suspect modulate being and thus heal the break marked by the hypostasis. The subject already resists this ontologization when it is conceived as a Saying. Behind every statement of being as being, the Saying overflows the very being it thematizes in stating it to the Other (Autrui). It is being which is understood in the - first or last - word, but the last Saying goes beyond the being thematized or totalized. Irreducible to being’s essence is the substitution in responsibility, signification or the one-for-another, or the defecting of the Ego beyond every defeat, going countercurrent to a conatus, or goodness. In it the other (autrui) is imposed quite differently from the reality of the real: he imposes himself because he is other, because this alterity is incumbent on me with a whole charge of indigence and weakness. Can substitution and goodness still be interpreted as a “movement” or a modality of being’s essence? Would it still move in the light of being? But is the vision of a face in the light of being? Is not vision here immediately a taking charge? The intention toward the other (envers autrui), when it has reached its peak, turns out to belie intentionality. Toward the other (autrui) culminates in a for the other (autrui), a suffering for his suffering, without light, that is, without measure, quite different from the purely negative blindness of Fortune, which only seems to close its eyes so as to give its riches arbitrarily. Arising at the apex of essence, goodness is other than being; it no longer keeps accounts. It is not like negativity, which conserves what it negates, in its history It destroys without leaving souvenirs, without transporting into museums the altars raised to the idols of the past for bloody sacrifices, it burns the sacred groves in which the echoes of the past reverberate. The ex-ceptional, extra-ordinary, transcendent character of goodness is due to just this break with being and its history. To reduce the good to being, to its calculations and its history, is to nullify goodness. The ever possible sliding between subjectivity and being, of which subjectivity would be but a mode, the equivalence of the two languages, stops here. Goodness gives to subjectivity its irreducible signification. 

The human subject - me - called on the brink of tears and laughter to his responsibilities, is not an avatar of nature or a moment of the concept or an articulation of “being’s presence to us,” that is, of its parousia.
 It is not a question of assuring the ontological dignity of man, as though essence sufficed for dignity, but, on the contrary, of contesting the philosophical privilege of being, of inquiring after what is beyond or on its hither side. To reduce man to self-consciousness and self-consciousness to the concept, that is, to History to deduce from the Concept and from History the subjectivity and the “I” in order to find meaning for the very singularity of “that one” in function of the concept, by neglecting, as contingent, what may be left irreducible after this reduction and what residue there maybe after this deduction, is - under the pretext of not caring about the ineffectiveness of “good intentions” and “the beautiful soul” and preferring “the labour of the concept” to the facilities of psychological naturalism, humanist rhetoric and existentialist pathos
 - to forget what is better than being, that is, the Good. 

The beyond being, being’s other or the otherwise than being, here situated in diachrony and expressed as infinity, has been recognized as the Good by Plato. It matters little that Plato made of it an idea and a source of light. The beyond being, showing itself in the said, always shows itself there enigmatically, that is, it is there already betrayed. Its resistance to gathering, conjunction and conjuncture, to contemporaneousness, immanence, and the present of manifestation, signifies the diachrony of responsibility for the other (autrui) and of a deep pastness,
 more ancient than all freedom, which commands it while, in this very sentence, they are synchronized. This diachrony is itself an enigma: the beyond being does and does not revert to ontology; as soon as it is pronounced, the beyond, the infinite, becomes and does not become the meaning of being.
 


10. The Itinerary 


The different concepts that come up in the attempt to say transcendence echo one another. The necessities of thematization in which they are said ordain a division into chapters, although the themes in which these concepts present themselves do not lend themselves to linear unfolding and cannot be really isolated from one another without projecting their shadows and their reflections on one another. Perhaps the clarity of the exposition does not suffer here only from the clumsiness of the expounder. 

The exposition is worked out between the present argument, which introduces it, and the final chapter, which, in the guise of a conclusion, elucidates it in a different way.
 It aims to bring out the subjectivity of the subject by starting from reflections on truth, time, and being in the amphibology of being and beings borne by the Said; it will then present the subject, in Saying, as sensibility from the first animated by responsibilities (chapter 2). Then it will set out to show proximity to be the meaning of sensibility (chapter 3), substitution as the otherwise than being at the heart of proximity (chapter 4); and as a relation between the subject and the Infinite, in which the Infinite comes to pass (se passe, chapter 5). In bringing out substitution in the Saying which is in responsibility, it will then have to justify, starting with this Saying which is in substitution, of the order of the Said, thought, justice and being, and understand the conditions in which philosophies, in the Said, in ontology, can signify truth. It will do so by linking to the alternating fate of skepticism in philosophical thought - in turn refuted and returning - the alternatings or the diachrony, resisting the gathering of the otherwise than being or transcendence and its exposition. 

Is the itinerary whose stages we have just indicated sufficiently reliable? Is its beginning indeed accessible? Will the reproach not be made that this movement is not sufficiently warned of the dangers on the way and has not provided itself with means to ward them off? No doubt it is not completely free from prephilosophical experiences, and many of its tracks will appear beaten, many of its thrusts imprudent. But a fine risk is always worth taking in philosophy. That the beginning of the silent discourse of the soul with itself can be justified only by its end is a still optimistic conception of philosophical discourse which a genius, and a synthetic genius, such as Hegel, can permit himself, assured as he is of being able to complete the cycle of thought.
 Hegel will ask, no doubt rightly, if a preface in which the project of a philosophical enterprise is formulated is not superfluous or even obscuring, and Heidegger will contest the possibility of an introduction where the movement begins in being instead of coming from man, where it is not a question of leading man to the present of being, but where being is in the presence of man in parousia. Should we not think with as much precaution of the possibility of a conclusion or a closure of the philosophical discourse? Is not its interruption its only possible end? More modestly, Husserl will have taught us that every movement of thought involves a share of naïveté, which, in the Hegelian enterprise, lies at least in its pretention to include the Real. Husserl will have taught us that the reduction of naiveté immediately calls for new reductions, that the grace of intuition involves gratuitous ideas, and that, if philosophizing consists in assuring oneself of an absolute origin, the philosopher will have to efface the trace of his own footsteps and unendingly efface the traces of the effacing of the traces, in an interminable methodological standstill. Unless the naiveté of the philosopher calls, beyond the reflection on oneself, for a critique exercised by another philosopher, whatever be the imprudences that the latter will have committed in his turn, and the gratuity of his own saying. Philosophy thus arouses a drama between philosophers and an intersubjective movement which does not resemble the dialogue of teamworkers in science, not even the Platonic dialogue which is the reminiscence of a drama rather than the drama itself. It is sketched out in a different structure; empirically it is realized as the history of philosophy in which new interlocutors always enter who have to say again, but in which the ancients take up the floor to answer in the interpretations they arouse, and in which, nonetheless, despite this lack of “certainty in one’s movements” or because of it, no one is allowed a relaxation of attention or a lack of strictness. 

God and Philosophy

The Priority of Philosophical Discourse and Ontology

1. “Not to philosophize is still to philosophize.”
 The philosophical discourse of the West claims the amplitude of an all-encompassing structure or of an ultimate comprehension. It compels every other discourse to justify itself before philosophy. 

Rational theology accepts this vassalage. If, for the benefit of religion, it reserves a domain from the authority of philosophy, one will know that this domain will have been recognized to be philosophically unverifiable. 

2. The dignity of being the ultimate and royal discourse belongs to Western philosophy because of the strict coinciding of thought, in which philosophy resides, and the idea of reality in which this thought thinks. For thought, this coinciding means not having to think beyond what belongs to “being’s move” [“geste d’être”], or at least not beyond what modifies a previous belongingness to “beings move,” such as formal or ideal notions. For the being of reality, this coinciding means: to illuminate thought and the conceived by showing itself. To show oneself, to be illuminated, is just what having meaning is, what having intelligibility par excellence is, the intelligibility underlying every modification of meaning. Then we should have to understand the rationality of “being’s move” not as some characteristic which would be attributed to it when a reason comes to know of it. That a thought comes to know of it is intelligibility. Rationality has to be understood as the incessant emergence of thought from the energy of “being’s move” or its manifestation, and reason has to be understood out of this rationality. Meaningful thought, and thought about being, would be pleonasms and equivalent pleonasms, which, however, are justified by the vicissitudes and privations to which this identification of the thought of the meaningful and of being is de jure exposed. 

3. Philosophical discourse therefore should be able to include God - of whom the Bible speaks - if this God does have a meaning. But as soon as he is conceived, this God is situated within “being’s move.” He is situated there as the being (étant) par excellence. If the intellectual understanding of the biblical God, theology, does not reach to the level of philosophical thought, this is not because it thinks of God as a being without first explicating the “being of this being,” but because in thematizing God it brings God into the course of being. But, in the most unlikely way - that is, not analogous with an idea subject to criteria or subject to the demand that it show itself to be true or false - the God of the Bible signifies the beyond being, transcendence. It is not by chance that the history of Western philosophy has been a destruction of transcendence. Rational theology, fundamentally ontological, strives to take account of transcendence in the domain of being by expressing it with adverbs of height applied to the verb being; God is said to exist eminently or par excellence. But does the height, or the height above all height, that is thus expressed belong to ontology? And does not the modality which this adverb expresses, borrowed from the dimension of the sky over our heads, modify the verbal meaning of the verb to be to the point of excluding it from the thinkable as something inapprehendable, excluding it from the esse showing itself, that is, showing itself meaningfully in a theme? 

4. One can also, to be sure, claim that the God of the Bible does not have meaning, that is, is not properly speaking thinkable. This would be the other term of the alternative. “The concept of God is not a problematical concept; it is not a concept at all,” writes Mme. Deihomme in a recent book,
 continuing a major tradition of philosophical rationalism which refuses to accept the transcendence of the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob among the concepts without which there would be no thought. What the Bible puts above all comprehension would have not yet reached the threshold of intelligibility 

The problem which is thus posed, and which will be ours, is whether the meaning that is equivalent to the esse of being, that is, the meaning which is meaning in philosophy, is not already a restriction of meaning. Is it not already a derivative or a drifting of meaning? Is not the meaning equivalent to essence - to being’s move, to being qua being - first broached in presence, which is the time of the same? This supposition can be justified only through the possibility of going back from this allegedly conditioned meaning to a meaning which could no longer be put in terms of being or in terms of beings. We must ask if beyond the intelligibility and rationalism of identity, consciousness, the present, and being - beyond the intelligibility of immanence - the signifyingness, rationality, and rationalism of transcendence are not understood. Over and beyond being does not a meaning whose priority, translated into ontological language, would have to be called antecedent to being, show itself? It is not certain that in going beyond the terms and beings one necessarily relapses into speaking of opinion or faith. In fact, in staying or wanting to be outside of reason, faith and opinion speak the language of being. Nothing is less opposed to ontology than opinion and faith. To ask, as we are trying to do here, if God can be exposed in a rational discourse which would be neither ontology nor faith is implicitly to doubt the formal opposition, established by Yehouda Halevy and taken up by Pascal, between the God of Abraham, Isaac, andJacob, invoked in faith without philosophy, and the god of philosophers.
 It is to doubt that this opposition constitutes an alternative. 

The Priority of Ontology and Immanence

5. We said that, for Western philosophy, meaning or intelligibility coincide with the manifestation of being, as if the very business of being led to clarity, in the form of intelligibility, and then became an intentional thematization in an experience. Pressing toward or waiting for it, all the potentialities of experience are derived from or susceptible to such thematization. Thematic exposition concludes the business of being or truth. But if being is manifestation, if the exertion of being amounts to this exhibition, the manifestation of being is only the manifestation of this “exertion,” that is, the manifestation of manifestation, the truth of truth. Philosophy thus finds in manifestation its matter and its form. In its attachment to being, to beings or the being of beings, it would thus remain a movement of knowledge and truth, an adventure of experience between the clear and the obscure. It is certain that this is the sense in which philosophy is the bearer of the spirituality of the West, where spirit is taken to be coextensive with knowing. But knowing - or thought, or experience - is not to be understood as a kind of reflection of exteriority in an inner forum. The notion of reflection, an optical metaphor taken from thematized beings and events, is not the proper trope for knowing. Knowing is only understood in its proper essence when one begins with consciousness, whose specificity is lost when it is defined with the concept of knowing, a concept which presupposes consciousness. 

It is as a modality or modification of insomnia that consciousness is consciousness of. . . , a gathering into being or into presence, which, at a certain depth of vigilance where vigilance has to clothe itself with justice, is essential to insomnia.
 Insomnia, wakefulness or vigilance, far from being definable as the simple negation of the natural phenomenon of sleep, belongs to the categorial, antecedent to all anthropological attention and stupor. Ever on the verge of awakening, sleep communicates with vigilance; while trying to escape, sleep stays tuned in, in an obedience to the wakefulness which threatens it and calls to it, which demands. The categorial proper to insomnia is not reducible to the tautological affirmation of the same, dialectical negation, or the ecstasy of thematizing intentionality. Here being awake is not equivalent to watching over . . . , where already the identical, rest, sleep, is sought after. It is in consciousness alone that the watching, already petrified, bends over toward a content which is identified and gathered into a presence, into a “move of being,” and is absorbed in it. Insomnia as a category - or as a metacategory (but the meta becomes meaningful through it) - does not get inscribed in a table of categories from a determining activity exercised on the other as given by the unity of the Same (and all activity is but the identification and crystallization of the Same against the other, upon being affected by that other), in order to ensure to the other, consolidated into a being, the gravity of being. Insomnia - the wakefulness in awakening - is disturbed in the core of its formal or categorial equality by the other, which tears away at whatever forms a nucleus, a substance of the Same, identity, a rest, a presence, a sleep. Insomnia is disturbed by the other who breaks this rest, breaks it from this side of the state in which equality tends to establish itself. The irreducible categorial character of insomnia lies precisely in this: the other is in the Same and does not alienate the same but awakens it. Awakening is like a demand that no obedience is equal to, no obedience puts to sleep; it is a “more” in the “less.” Or, to use an obsolete language, it is the spirituality of the soul, ceaselessly aroused from its state of soul, in which wakefulness itself already closes over upon itself or falls to sleep, resting within the boundaries it has as a state. We find here the passivity of Inspiration, or the subjectivity of the subject aroused, sobered up, out of its being. There is a formalism in insomnia, a formalism more formal than that of any defining, delimiting, confining form, more formally formal than that of a form that closes into a presence and an esse, filling with content. Insomnia is wakefuhess, but a wakefulness without intentionality - dis-interested. Its indeterminateness does not call for a form, is not a materiality. It is a form that does not terminate the drawing out of a form in it, and does not condense its own emptiness into a content. It is uncontained - Infinity. 

6. Consciousness has already broken with this dis-interestedness. It is the identity of the Same, the presence of being, the presence of presence. We must think of consciousness beginning with the emphasis of presence.
 Presence is only possible as a return of consciousness to itself, outside of sleep - and consciousness thus goes back to insomnia. That is so even though this return to itself, in the form of self-consciousness, is only a forgetting of the Other which awakens the Same from within, and even if the freedom of the same is still only a waking dream. Presence is only possible as an incessant taking up of presence again, an incessant re-presentation. The incessance of presence is a repetition, its being taken up again an apperception of representation. Representation is not to be described as a taking up again (re-prise). Re-presentation is the very possibility of a return, the possibility of the always, or of the presence of the present. The unity of apperception, the “I think,” which is discovered and acquired its role in re-presentation, is not a way to make presence purely subjective. The synthesis effected by the unity of the I think behind experience constitutes the act of presence, presence as an act, or presence in act. This encompassing movement is accomplished by the unity formed into a nucleus in the “I think,” a synopsis which is a structure necessary for the actuality of the present. The “activity of the mind,” the operative concept of transcendental idealism, is not based on an empirical experience of the deployment of intellectual energy. It is rather the extreme purity - to the point of tension - of the presence of presence, which is Aristotle’s being in act, a presence of presence, an extreme tension breaking up presence into an “experience of a subject,” where precisely presence returns upon itself and is filled up and fulfilled. The psychic nature of consciousness is this emphasis of being, this presence of presence, a presence outdoing itself, without loopholes, without hedging, any possible forgetting in the folds of what would be only implicit and could not be unfolded. The “incessance” is an explication without any possible shading off; it refers to an awakening that would be lucidity, but also to a watching over being, an attention to . . . , and not an exposedness to the other (and already a modification of the formalism without intentionality of nia). It is always true that because of consciousness nothing can be dissimu- lated in being. Consciousness is a light which illuminates the world from one end to the other; everything which goes off into the past is recalled or recovered by history Reminiscence is the extreme consciousness which is also the universal presence and the universal ontology; whatever is able to fill the field of consciousness was, in its time, received or perceived, had an origin. Through consciousness the past is only a modification of the present. Nothing can happen and nothing could have happened without presenting itself, nothing could be smuggled by without being declared, without being shown, without being inspected as to its truth. Transcendental subjectivity is the figure of this presence; no signification precedes that which I give to myself. 

Thus the process of the present unfolds through consciousness like a “held note” held in its always, in its identity of being the same, in the simultaneity of its moments. The process of the subjective does not come from the outside; the presence of the present involves consciousness. And philosophy, then, in search of the transcendental operations of the apperception of the I think, is not some unhealthy and accidental curiosity; it is representation, the reactualization of representation, that is, the emphasis of presence, being’s remaining-the-same in the simultaneity of its presence, in its always, in its immanence. Philosophy is not merely the knowledge of immanence; it is immanence itself.
 

7. Immanence and consciousness, as gathering up the manifestation of manifestation, are not disturbed by the phenomenological interpretation of affective states or of the voluntary psyche, which puts in the very heart of consciousness the emotion or the anxiety which upset its imperturbability - nor by that interpretation that starts from fear or trembling before the sacred, and understands them as primary lived states. It is not accidental that the axiological and practical strata in Husserl cover over a representational ground.

The axiological and the practical strata remain in experience - experiences of values, or experiences of the willed qua willed. The representational ground, which Husserl brings out in them, consists, moreover, less in some serenity of the theoretical intention than in the identification of the identical in the form of ideality, in the assembling, in the representation in the form of a presence, a lucidity which allows nothing to escape.
 In short, it consists in immanence, itself.

8.  But let us take note of this: the interpretation of affectivity as a modification of representation, or as founded on a representation, succeeds in the measure that affectivity is taken at the level of a tendency, or concupiscence, as Pascal would say - at the level of an aspiration which can be satisfied in pleasure or, when unsatisfied, remains a pure lack which causes suffering. Beneath such an affectivity is found the ontological activity of consciousness - wholly investment and comprehension, that is, presence and representation (of which the specifically theoretical thematization is but a modality). This does not exclude the possibility that, in another direction besides that of a tendency going to its term, there break out an affectivity which breaks with the form and the purpose of consciousness, and leaves immanence, is a transcendence. We are going to try to speak of this “elsewhere.” 


9. A religious thought which appeals to religious experiences allegedly independent of philosophy already, inasmuch as it is founded on experience, refers to the “I think,” and is wholly connected on to philosophy. The “narration” of religious experience does not shake philosophy and cannot break with presence and immanence, of which philosophy is the emphatic completion. It is possible that the word God has come to philosophy out of religious discourse. But even if philosophy refuses this discourse, it understands it as a language made of propositions bearing on a theme, that is, as having a meaning which refers to a disclosure, a manifestation of presence. The bearers of religious experience do not conceive of any other signification of meaning. Religious “revelation” is therewith already assimilated to philosophical disclosure; even dialectical theology maintains this assimilation. That a discourse can speak otherwise than to say what has been seen or heard on the outside, or previously experienced, remains unsuspected. From the start then a religious being interprets what he lived through as an experience. In spite of himself he already interprets God, of whom he claims to have an experience, in terms of being, presence and immanence. 

Then the first question has to be: can discourse signify otherwise than by signifying a theme? Does God signify as the theme of the religious discourse which names God - or as the discourse which, at least to begin with, does not name him, but says him with another form of address than denomination or evocation? 


The Idea of the Infinite

10. The thematization of God in religious experience has already dodged or missed the inordinate intrigue that breaks up the unity of the “I think.”
 

In his meditation on the idea of God, Descartes, with an unequaled rigor, has sketched out the extraordinary course of a thought that proceeds on to the breakup of the I think. Although he conceives of God as a being, he conceives of him as an eminent being or being that is eminently. Before this rapprochement between the idea of God and the idea of being, we do indeed have to ask whether the adjective eminent and the adverb eminently do not refer to the elevation of the sky above our heads, and whether they do not go beyond ontology. Be that as it may, interpreting the immeasurability of God as a superlative case of existing, Descartes maintains a substantialist language. But for us this is not what is unsurpassable in his mediation. It is not the proofs of God’s existence that matter to us here but the breakup of consciousness, which is not a repression into the unconscious but a sobering up or an awakening, jolting the “dogmatic slumber” which sleeps at the bottom of every conscious- ness resting on its object. The idea of God, the cogitatum of a cogitatio which to begin with contains that cogitatio, signifies the noncontained par excellence. Is not that the very absolution of the absolute? It overflows every capacity; the “objective reality” of the cogitatum breaks up the “formal reality” of the cogitatio. This perhaps overturns, in advance, the universal validity and primor- dial character of intentioriality. We will say that the idea of God breaks up the thought, which is an investment, a synopsis, and a synthesis and can only enclose in a presence, re-present, reduce to presence or let be. 
Malebranche knew how to gauge the import of this event; there is no idea of God, or God is his own idea.
 We are outside the order in which one passes from an idea to a being. The idea of God is God in me, but God already breaking up the consciousness which aims at ideas, and unlike any content. This difference is certainly not an emergence, which would be to imply that an inclusion of God in consciousness had been possible, nor some sort of escaping the realm of consciousness, which is to imply that there could have been comprehension. And yet there is an idea of God, or God is in us, as though the being-not-includable were also an ex-ceptional relationship with me, as though the difference between the Infinite and what ought to include and comprehend it were a nonindifference of the Infinite to this impossible inclusion, a non- indifference of the Infinite to thought. There is a putting of the Infinite into thought, but this is wholly different from what is structured as a comprehension of a cogitatum by a cogitatio. This putting is an unequaled passivity, because it is unassumable. (It is perhaps in this passivity - beyond all passivity - that we should recognize awakening.) Or, conversely, it is as though the negation of the finite included in In-finity did not signify any sort of negation resulting from the formal structure of negative judgment but rather signified the idea of the Infinite, that is, the Infinite in me. Or, more exactly, it is as though the psyche in subjectivity were equivalent to the negation of the finite by the Infinite, as though - without wanting to play on words - the in of the Infinite were to signify both the non and the within.

11. The actuality of the cogito is thus interrupted by the unincludable, not thought but undergone in the form of the idea of the Infinite, bearing in a second moment of consciousness what in a first moment claimed to bear it. After the certainty of the cogito, present to itself in the Second Meditation, after the “halt” which the last lines of this meditation mark, the Third Meditation announces that “in some way I have in me the notion of the infinite earlier than the finite - to wit, the notion of God before that of myself.” The idea of the Infinite, Infinity in me, can only be a passivity of consciousness. Is it still consciousness? There is here a passivity which cannot be likened to receptivity. Receptivity is a collecting that takes place in a welcome, an assuming that takes place under the force of the blow received. The breakup of the actuality of thought in the “idea of God” is a passivity more passive still than any passivity, like the passivity of a trauma through which the idea of God would have been put into us. An “idea put into us” - does this stylistic turn suit the subjectivity of the cogito? Does it suit consciousness and its way of holding a content, which is to always leave some traces of its grasp on it? Does not consciousness, in its present, get its origin and its contents from itself? Can an idea be put into a thought and abjure its letters patent of Socratic nobility, its immanent birth in reminiscence, that is, its origin in the very presence of the thought that thinks it, or in the recuperation of this thought by memory? But in the idea of the Infinite there is described a passivity more passive still than any passivity befitting consciousness: there is the surprise or susception of the unassumable, more open still than any openness - wakefulness - but suggesting the passivity of someone created.
 The putting into us of an unincludable idea overturns that presence to self which consciousness is, forcing its way through the barrier and checkpoint, eluding the obligation to accept or adopt all that enters from the outside. It is then an idea signifying with a signifyingness prior to presence, to all presence, prior to every origin in consciousness and thus an-archical, accessible in its trace. It signifies with a signifyingness from the first older than its exhibition, not exhausting itself in exhibiting itself, not drawing its meaning from its manifestation, and thus breaking with the coinciding of being with appearance in which, for Western philosophy, meaning or rationality lie, breaking with synopsis. It is more ancient than the rememberable thought which representation retains in its presence. What can this signification more ancient than exhibition mean? Or, more exactly, what can the antiquity of a signification mean? In exhibition, can it enter into another time than that of the historical present, which already annuls the past and its diachrony by representing it? What can this antiquity mean if not the trauma of awakening - as though the idea of the Infinite, the Infinite in us, awakened a consciousness which is not awakened enough? As though the idea of the Infinite in us were a demand, and a signification in the sense that an order is signified in a demand. 

Divine Comedy

12. We have already said that it is not in the negation of the finite by the Infinite, understood in its abstraction and logical formalism, that the idea of the Infinite, or the Infinite in thought, is to be interpreted. On the contrary, the idea of the Infinite, or the Infinite in thought, is the proper and irreducible figure for the negation of the finite. The in of infinity is not a not like any other; its negation is the subjectivity of the subject, which is behind intentionality. The difference between the Infinite and finite is behind intentionality. The difference between the Infinite and the finite is a nonindifference of the Infinite to the finite, and is the secret of subjectivity. The figure of the Infinite-put-in-me, and, according to Descartes, contemporaneous with my creation,
 would mean that the not-being-able-to-comprehend-the-Infinite-by-thought is somehow a positive relationship with this thought - but with this thought as passive, as a cogitatio as though dumbfounded and no longer, or not yet, commanding the cogitatum, not yet hastening toward adequation between the term of the spontaneous teleology of consciousness and this term given in being. Such an adequation is the destiny of the essential teleology of consciousness, which proceeds to its intentional term, and conjures up the presence of re-presentation. Better yet, the not-being-able-to-comprehend-the-Infinite-by-thought would signify the condition - or the unconditionality - of thought, as though to speak of the noncomprehension of the Infinite by the finite did not amount to simply saying that the Infinite is not finite, and as though the affirmation of the difference between the Infinite and the finite had to remain a verbal abstraction, without consideration of the fact that through the noncomprehension of the Infinite by thought, thought is posited as thought,
 as a posited subjectivity, that is, is posited as self-positing. The Infinite has nothing to add on to itself so as to affect subjectivity; its very in-finity, its difference from the finite, is already its nonindifference to the finite. This amounts to a cogitatio not comprehending the cogitatum which affects it utterly. The Infinite affects thought by devastating it and at the same time calls upon it; in a “putting it back in its place” it puts thought in place. It awakens it. The awakening of thought is not a welcoming of the Infinite, is not a recollecting, not an assuming, which are necessary and sufficient for experience. The idea of the Infinite puts these in question. The idea of the Infinite is not even taken up as love, which is awakened when the arrow strikes, but then the subject stunned by the trauma finds himself forthwith in the immanence of a state of soul. The Infinite signifies precisely prior to its manifestation; here the meaning is not reducible to manifestation, the representation of presence, or teleology. Here meaning is not measured by the possibility or impossibility of the truth of being, even if this antecedent signification should, in one way or another - and if only through its trace - show itself in the enigmas involved in saying. 

13. What then is the plot of meaning, other than that of re-presentation and of empirical experience, which is hatched in the idea of the Infinite - in the monstrosity of the Infinite put in me - an idea which in its passivity over and beyond all receptivity is no longer an idea? What is the meaning of the trauma of awakening, in which the Infinite can neither be posited as a correlate of the subject, nor enter into a structure with it, nor become its contemporary in a copresence - but in which it is transcended? How is transcendence as a relationship thinkable if it must exclude the ultimate and the most formal co-presence which a relationship guarantees to its terms? 

The in of the Infinite designates the depth of the affecting by which subjectivity is affected through this “putting” of the Infinite into it, without prehension or comprehension. It designates the depth of an undergoing that no capacity comprehends, that no foundation any longer supports, where every process of investing fails and where the screws that fix the stern of inwardness burst. This putting in without a corresponding recollecting devastates its site like a devouring fire, catastrophying its site, in the etymological sense of the word.
 It is a dazzling, where the eye takes more than it can hold, an igniting of the skin which touches and does not touch what is beyond the graspable, and burns, it is a passivity or a passion in which desire can be recognized, in which the “more in the less” awakens by its most ardent, noblest and most ancient flame a thought given over to thinking more than it thinks.
 But this desire is of another order than the desires involved in hedonist or eudaemonist affectivity and activity, where the desirable is invested, reached, and identified as an object of need, and where the immanence of representation and of the exterior world is restored. The negativity of the in of the Infinite - otherwise than being, divine comedy - hollows out a desire which cannot be filled, nourishes itself with its very augmentation, and is exalted as a desire, withdraws from its satisfaction in the measure that it approaches the desirable. It is a desire that is beyond satisfaction, and, unlike a need, does not identify a term or an end. This endless desire for what is beyond being is dis-interestedness, transcendence - desire for the Good. 

But if the Infinite in me means a desire for the Infinite, is one certain of the transcendence which passes there? Does not desire restore the contemporaneousness of desiring and the desirable? Or, in other words, does not the desiring being derive from the desirable a complacency in desiring, as though it had already grasped it by its intention? Is not the disinterestedness of the desire for the Infinite an interestedness? We have spoken of a desire for the Good beyond being, a transcendence, without giving our attention to the way interestedness is excluded from the desire for the Infinite, and without showing how the transcendent Infinite deserves the name Good, when its very transcendence can, it seems, only mean indifference. 

14. Love is possible only through the idea of the Infinite - through the Infinite put in me, through the “more” which devastates and awakens the “less,” turning away from teleology, destroying the moment and the happiness of the end. Plato forces out of Aristophanes an admission which, coming from the lips of the master of comedy, is striking indeed: “These are the people who pass their whole lives together; yet they could not explain what they desire of one another.”
 Hephaestus will say that they want to become “one instead of two,”
 and he thus assigns an end to love and reduces it to a nostalgia for what was in the past. But why can the lovers themselves not say what they ask from one another beyond pleasure? Diotima will put love’s intention beyond this unity but will find love to be indigent, needy, and subject to vulgarity. The celestial and the vulgar Venus are sisters. Love is complacent in waiting for the lovable, that is, it enjoys the lovable through the representation which fills up the waiting. Perhaps pornography is that, arising in all eroticism, as eroticism arises in all love. Losing in this enjoyment the inordinateness of desire, love is concupiscence, in Pascal’s sense of the term,
 an assuming and an investing by the I. The I think reconstitutes presence and being, interestedness and immanence, in love. 

Is a transcendence of the Desirable beyond the interestedness and eroticism in which the Beloved abides possible? Affected by the Infinite, Desire cannot proceed to an end which it would be equal to; in Desire the approach distances, and enjoyment is but the increase of hunger. Transcendence or the disinterestedness of Desire “passes” in this reversal of terms. How? And in the transcendence of the Infinite what dictates to us the word Good? For disinterestedness to be possible in the Desire for the Infinite, for the desire beyond being, or transcendence, not to be an absorption in immanence, which would thus make its return, it is necessary that the Desirable or God remain separated in the Desire; as desirable it is near but different: Holy. This can only be if the Desirable orders me to what is the nondesirable, the undesirable par excellence - the other (autrui). The reference to the other (autrui) is an awakening, an awakening to proximity, and this is a responsibility for the neighbor, to the point of substituting for him. Elsewhere
 we have shown that substitution for the other (autrui) lies in the heart of responsibility, an undoing of the nucleus of the transcendental subject, the transcendence of goodness, the nobility of a pure supporting, an ipseity of pure election. Such is Love without Eros. Transcendence is ethics, and subjectivity, which is not, in the last analysis, the “I think” (which it is at first) or the unity of “transcendental apperception,” is, as a responsibility for the Other (Autrui), a subjection to the other (autrui). The I is a passivity more passive still than any passivity because it is from the first in the accusative - oneself [soi] - and never was in the nominative; it is under the accusation of the other (autrui), even though it be faultless. It is a hostage for the other (autrui), obeying a command before having heard it, faithful to a commitment that it never made, to a past that has never been present. This wakefulness or openness to oneself is completely exposed, and sobered up from the ecstasy of intentionality. We have designated this way for the Infinite, or for God, to refer, from the heart of its very desirability, to the nondesirable proximity of others, by the term “illeity”; it is the extraordinary reversal of the desirability of the Desirable, the supreme desirability, calling to itself the rectilinear straightforwardness of Desire. Through this reversal the Desirable escapes desire. The goodness of the Good - the Good which never sleeps or nods - inclines the movement it calls forth, to turn it from the Good and orient it toward the other (autrui), and only thus toward the Good. Here is an obliqueness that goes higher than straightforwardness. The desirable is intangible and separates itself from the relationship with desire which it calls for; through this separation or holiness it remains a third person, the he in the depth of the You. He is Good in just this eminent sense; He does not fill me up with goods but compels me to goodness, which is better than goods received.
 

To be good is a deficit, waste and foolishness in a being; to be good is excellence and elevation beyond being. Ethics is not a moment of being; it is otherwise and better than being, the very possibility of the beyond.
 In this ethical reversal, in this reference of the Desirable to the Nondesirable, in this strange mission that orders the approach to the other (autrui), God is drawn out of objectivity, presence, and being. He is neither an object nor an interlocutor. His absolute remoteness, his transcendence, turns into my responsibility - nonerotic par excellence - for the other (autrui). And this analysis implies that God is not simply the “first other (autrui) ,“ the other (autrui) par excellence, or the “absolutely other (autrui),” but other than the other (autre qu’autrui) , other otherwise, other with an alterity prior to the alterity of the other (autrui) , prior to the ethical bond with the other (autrui) and different from every neighbor, transcendent to the point of absence, to the point of a possible confusion with the stirring of the there is.
 In this confusion the substitution for the neighbor gains in dis-interestedness, that is, in nobility, and the transcendence of the Infinite arises in glory. Such transcendence is true with a dia-chronic truth and without any synthesis, higher than the truths that are without enigma.
 For this formula “transcendence to the point of absence” not to mean the simple explicitation of an ex-ceptional word, this word itself has to be put back into the significance of the whole plot of the ethical or back into the divine comedy without which it could not have arisen. That comedy is enacted equivocally between temple and theater, but in it the laughter sticks to one’s throat when the neighbor approaches - that is, when his face, or his forsakenness, draws near. 

Phenomenology and Transcendence

15. The exposition of the ethical signification of transcendence and of the Infinite beyond being can be worked out beginning with the proximity of the neighbor and my responsibility for the other (autrui). 

Until then a passive subjectivity might seem something constructed and abstract. The receptivity of finite knowledge is an assembling of a dispersed given in the simultaneity of presence, in immanence. The passivity “more passive still than any passivity” consisted in undergoing - or more exactly in having already undergone, in a nonrepresentable past which was never present - a trauma that could not be assumed; it consisted in being struck by the “in” of infinity which devastates presence and awakens subjectivity to the proximity of the other (autrui). The noncontained, which breaks the container or the forms of consciousness, thus transcends the essence or the “move” of knowable being which carries on its being in presence; it transcends the interestedness and simultaneity of a representable or historically reconstitutable temporality; it transcends immanence. 

This trauma, which cannot be assumed, inflicted by the Infinite on presence, or this affecting of presence by the Infinite - this affectivity - takes shape as a subjection to the neighbor. It is thought thinking more than it thinks, desire, the reference to the neighbor, the responsibility for another. 

This abstraction is nevertheless familiar to us in the empirical event of obligation to the other (autrui), as the impossibility of indifference - impossible without fail - before the misfortunes and faults of a neighbor, the unexceptionable responsibility for him. It is impossible to fix limits or measure the extreme urgency of this responsibility. Upon reflection it is something completely astonishing, a responsibility that even extends to the obligation to answer for another’s freedom, to be responsible for his responsibility, whereas the freedom which would demand an eventual commitment or even the assuming of an imposed necessity cannot find a present that includes the possibilities which belong to the other (autrui). The other’s freedom can neither constitute a structure along with my freedom, nor enter into a synthesis with it. Responsibility for the neighbor is precisely what goes beyond the legal and obliges beyond contracts; it comes to me from what is prior to my freedom, from a nonpresent, an immemorial. A difference gapes open between me and the other that no unity of transcendental apperception can undo. My responsibility for the other (autrui) is precisely the nonindifference of this difference - the proximity of the other. An absolutely extra-ordinary relation, it does not reestablish the order of representation in which every past returns. The proximity of a neighbor remains a dia-chronic break, a resistance of time to the synthesis of simultaneity. 

The biological human brotherhood - conceived with the sober coldness of Cain - is not a sufficient reason for me to be responsible for a separated being. The sober coldness of Cain consists in conceiving responsibility as proceeding from freedom or in terms of a contract. But responsibility for the other comes from what is prior to my freedom. It does not come from the time made up of presences, nor presences that have sunk into the past and are representable, the time of beginnings or assumings. It does not allow me to constitute myself into an I think, substantial like a stone, or, like a heart of stone, existing in and for oneself. It ends up in substitution for the other, in the condition - or the unconditionality - of being a hostage. Such responsibility does not give one time, a present for recollection or coming back to oneself; it makes one always late. Before the neighbor I am summoned and do not just appear; from the first I am answering to an assignation. Already the stony core of my substance is dislodged. But the responsibility to which I am exposed in such a passivity does not apprehend me as an interchangeable thing, for here no one can be substituted for me; in calling upon me as someone accused who cannot reject the accusation, it obliges me as someone unreplaceable and unique, someone chosen. Inasmuch as it calls upon my responsibility it forbids me any replacement. Unreplaceable in responsibility, I cannot, without defaulting, incurring fault, or being caught up in some complex, escape the face of a neighbor; here I am pledged to the other without being able to take back my pledge.
 I cannot evade the face of the other (autrui), naked and without resources. The nakedness of someone forsaken shows in the cracks in the mask of the personage, or in his wrinkled skin;
 his being “without resources” has to be heard like cries not voiced or thematized, already addressed to God. There the resonance of silence - Geläut der Stille
 - certainly sounds. We here have come upon an imbroglio that has to be taken seriously: a relationship to. . . that is not represented, without intentionality, not repressed; it is the latent birth of religion in the other (autrui), prior to emotions or voices, prior to “religious experience,” which speaks of revelation in terms of the disclosure of being, when it is a question of an unwonted access, in the heart of my responsibility, to an unwonted disturbance of being. Even if one says right away, “It was nothing.” “It was nothing” - it was not being, but otherwise than being. My responsibility in spite of myself - which is the way the other’s (autrui) charge falls upon me or disturbs me, that is, is close to me - is the hearing or understanding of this cry. It is awakening. The proximity of a neighbor is my responsibility for him; to approach is to be one’s brother’s keeper; to be one’s brother’s keeper is to be his hostage. Immediacy is this. Responsibility does not come from fraternity, but fraternity denotes responsibility for the other (autrui), antecedent to my freedom. 


16. To posit subjectivity in this responsibility is to catch sight of a passivity in it, is never passive enough, that of being consumed for the other (autrui). The very light of subjectivity shines and illuminates out of this ardor, although the ashes of this consummation are not able to fashion the kernel of a being existing in and for itself, and the I does not oppose to the other any form that protects itself or provides it with a measure. Such is the consuming of a holocaust. “I am dust and ashes,” says Abraham in interceding for Sodom.
 “What are we?” says Moses more humbly still.
 

What is the meaning of this assignation in which the nucleus of the subject is uprooted, undone, and does not receive any form capable of assuming this? What do these atomic metaphors mean, if not an I torn from the concept of the ego and from the content of obligations for which the concept rigorously supplies measure and rule, and thus left to an unmeasured responsibility, because it increases in the measure - or in the immeasurableness - that a response is made, increasing gloriously. This is the I that is not designated but which says “here I am.” “Each of us is guilty before everyone, for everyone and for every thing, and I more than the others,” writes Dostoyevsky in The Brothers Karamazov.
 The I which says I is not that which singularizes or individuates a concept or a genus. It is 1, unique in its genus, who speaks to you in the first person. That is, unless one could maintain that it is in the individuation of the genus or the concept of the ego that I myself awaken and expose myself to others, that is, begin to speak. This exposedness is not like self-consciousness, the recurrence of the subject to himself, confirming the ego by itself. The recurrence in awakening is something one can describe as a shudder of incarnation through which giving takes on meaning, as the primordial dative of the for another, in which a subject becomes a heart, a sensibility, and hands which give. But it is thus a position already deposed of its kingdom of identity and substance, already in debt, “for the other” to the point of substitution for the other, altering the immanence of the subject in the depths of its identity. This subject unreplaceable for the responsibility assigned to him finds in that very fact a new identity. But in extracting me from the concept of the ego, the fission of the subject is a growth of obligation in proportion as obedience grows, the augmentation of guilt that comes with the augmentation of holiness, the increase of distance proportionate to the approach. Here there is no rest for the self sheltered in its form, in its ego-concept! There are no “conditions,” not even those of servitude. There is an incessant solicitude for solicitude, the extreme of passivity in responsibility for the responsibility of the other. Thus proximity is never close enough; as responsible, I am never finished with emptying myself of myself. There is infinite increase in this exhausting of oneself, in which the subject is not simply an awareness of this expenditure, but is its locus and event and, so to speak its goodness. The glory of a long desire! The subject as a hostage has been neither the experience nor the proof of the Infinite, but a witness borne of the Infinite, a modality of this glory, a testimony that no disclosure has preceded. 

17. This growing surplus of the infinite that we have ventured to call glory is not an abstract quintessence. It has a signification in the response to the summons which comes to me from the face of a neighbor, and which could not be evaded; it is the hyperbolic demand which at once exceeds that response. This comes as a surprise for the respondent himself by which, ousted from his inwardness as an ego and a “being with two sides,” he is awakened, that is, exposed to the other without restraint or reserve. The passivity of such an exposure to the other (autrui) is not exhausted in some sort of being open to the other’s (autrui) look or objectifying judgment. The openness of the ego exposed to the other is the breakup or turning inside out of inwardness. Sincerity is the name of this extraversion.
 But what else can this inversion or extra-version mean but a responsibility for others such that I keep nothing for myself? A responsibility such that everything in me is debt and donation and such that my being-there is the ultimate being-there
 where the creditors find the debtor? It is a responsibility such that my position as a subject in its as for itself is already my substitution or expiation for others. Responsibility for the other (autrui) - for his distress and his freedom - does not derive from any commitment, project or antecedent disclosure, in which the subject would be posited for itself before being-in-debt. Here passivity is extreme in the measure (or in-ordinate-ness) that the devotion for the other is not shut up in itself like a state of soul, but is itself from the start given over to the other. 

This excess is saying. Sincerity is not an attribute which eventually receives the saying; it is by saying that sincerity - exposedness without reserve - is first possible. Saying makes signs to the other (autrui), but in this sign signifies the very giving of signs. Saying opens me to the other (autrui) before saying what is said, before the said uttered in this sincerity forms a screen between me and the other. A saying without words, but not with empty hands. If silence speaks, it is not through some inward mystery or some sort of ecstasy of intentionality, but through the hyperbolic passivity of giving, which is prior to all willing and thematization. Saying bears witness to the other (autrui) of the Infinite which rends me, which in the Saying awakens me. 

Language understood in this way loses its superfluous and strange function of doubling up thought and being. Saying as testimony precedes all the said. Saying, before setting forth a said, is already the testimony of this responsibility - and even the saying of a said, as an approach to the other, is a responsibility for him. Saying is therefore a way of signifying prior to all experience. A pure testimony, it is a martyr’s truth which does not depend on any disclosure or any “religious” experience; it is an obedience that precedes the hearing of any order. A pure testimony, it does not testify to a prior experience, but to the Infinite which is not accessible to the unity of apperception, nonappearing and disproportionate to the present. Saying could neither include nor comprehend the Infinite; the Infinite concerns and closes in on me while speaking through my mouth. And the only pure testimony is that of the Infinite. This is not a psychological wonder, but the modality in which the Infinite comes to pass, signifying through him to whom it signifies, understood inasmuch as, before any commitment, I answer for the other (autrui). 

Like someone put under leaden skies that suppress every shadowy corner in me, every residue of mystery, every mental reservation, every “as for me hardening or relaxing of the plot of things by which escape would be possible, I am a testimony, or a trace, or the glory of the Infinite, breaking the bad silence which harbors Gyges’s secrecy.
 There is extra-verting of subject’s inwardness; the subject becomes visible before becoming a seer! The Infinite is not “in front of” me; I express it, but precisely by giving a sign of the giving of signs, of the “for-the-other” in which lam dis-interested: here I am (me voici)! The accusative here is remarkable: here I am, under your eyes, at your service, your obedient servant.
 In the name of God. But this is without thematization; the sentence in which God gets mixed in with words is not “I believe in God.” The religious discourse that precedes all religious discourse is not dialogue. It is the “here I am” said to a neighbor to whom I am given over, by which I announce peace, that is, my responsibility for the other. “Creating language on their lips Peace, peace to him who is far and to him who is near, says the Eternal.”
 


Prophetic Signification 


18. In the description which has been elaborated up to now there has been no question of the transcendental condition for some sort of ethical experience. Ethics as substitution for the other (autrui), giving without reserve, breaks up the unity of transcendental apperception, that condition for all being and all experience. Dis-interestedness in the radical sense of the term, ethics designates the improbable field where the Infinite is in relationship with the finite without contradicting itself by this relationship, where on the contrary it alone comes to pass as Infinity and as awakening. The Infinite transcends itself in the finite, it passes the finite, in that it directs the neighbor to me without exposing itself to me. This order steals into me like a thief, despite the outstretched nets of consciousness, a trauma which surprises me absolutely, always already passed in a past which was never present and remains unrepresentable. 

One can call this intrigue of infinity, where I make myself the author of what I understand, inspiration. It constitutes, prior to the unity of apperception, the very psyche in the soul. In this inspiration, or prophesying, I am the go-between for what I set forth. “God has spoken that you shall not prophesy,” says Amos,
 comparing the prophetic reaction to the passivity of the fear which takes hold of him who hears the roaring of wild beasts. Prophesying is pure testimony, pure because prior to all disclosure; it is subjection to an order before understanding the order. In the recoverable time of reminiscence, this anachronism is no less paradoxical than a prediction of the future. It is in prophesying that the Infinite passes - and awakens. As a transcendence, refusing objectification and dialogue, it signifies in an ethical way. It signifies in the sense in which one says to mean an order, it orders. 

19. In sketching out, behind philosophy where transcendence is always reduced, the outlines of prophetic testimony, we have not entered into the shifting sands of religious experience. To say that subjectivity is the temple or the theater of transcendence and that the understanding of transcendence takes on an ethical meaning does indeed not contradict the idea of the Good beyond being. This idea guarantees the philosophical dignity of an undertaking in which the signifyingness of meaning is separated from the manifestation or the presence of being. But one can only wonder if Western philosophy has been faithful to this Platonism. It discovered intelligibility in terms in conjunction, posited by relation with one another, signifying one another; for Western philosophy, being, thematized in its presence, is illuminated in this way. The clarity of the visible signifies. The appropriate trope for the signifyingness of signification is: the-one-for-the-other. But signifyingness becomes visibility, immanence, and ontology, inasmuch as the terms unite into a whole, and even their history is systematized, so as to be clarified. 

On the pages of this study, transcendence as the ethical structure, the-one- for-the-other, has been formulated in terms of signifyingness and intelligibility.
 The trope of intelligibility takes form in the ethical one-for-the-other, a signifyingness prior to that which terms in conjunction in a system acquire. But does this signifyingness more ancient than all patterns really take form? We have shown elsewhere the latent birth of systems and philosophy out of this august intelligibility; we shall not return to that here.

The intelligibility of transcendence is not something ontological. The transcendence of God cannot be stated or conceived in terms of being, the element of philosophy, behind which philosophy sees only night. But the break between philosophical intelligibility and the beyond being, or the contradiction there would be in com-prehending infinity, does not exclude God from signifyingness, which, if it is not ontological, does not simply amount to thoughts bearing on being in decline, to views lacking necessity and wordplays. 

In our times - is this its very modernity? - a presumption of being an ideology weighs on philosophy. This presumption cannot claim to be a part of philosophy, where the critical spirit cannot content itself with suspicions, but owes it to itself that it bring forth proofs. This presumption, which is irrecusable, draws its force from elsewhere. It begins in a cry of ethical revolt, bearing witness to responsibility; it begins in prophecy. Philosophy does not become suspect at just any moment in the spiritual history of the West. To recognize with philosophy - or to recognize philosophically - that the real is rational and that the rational is alone real, and not to be able to smother or cover over the cry of those who, the morrow after this recognition, mean to transform the world, is already to move in a domain of meaning which the inclusion cannot comprehend and among reasons that “reason” does not know, and which have not begun in philosophy.
 A meaning thus seems to bear witness to a beyond which would not be the no-man’s-land of non-sense where opinions accumulate. Not to philosophize would not be “to philosophize still,” nor to succumb to opinions. There is meaning testified to in interjections and outcries, before being disclosed in propositions, a meaning that signifies as a command, like an order that one signifies. Its manifestation in a theme already devolves from its signifying as ordering; ethical signification signifies not for a consciousness which thematizes but to a subjectivity, wholly an obedience, obeying with an obedience that precedes understanding. Here is a passivity still more passive than that of receptivity in knowing, the receptivity that assumes what affects it. In this signification the ethical moment is not founded on any preliminary structure of theoretical thought, on language or on any particular language. Language then has over signification only the hold a form has, clothing matter. This recalls the distinction between form and signification, which shows itself in that distinction and through its references to a linguistic system. The distinction holds even if this said has to be unsaid - and it will have to so as to lose its linguistic alternation. The signification will indeed have to be reduced and lose the “stains” to which it owed its exposition to the light or its sojourn in shadow. An alternating rhythm of the said and the unsaid, and the unsaid being unsaid in its turn, will have to be substituted for the unity of discourse. There is here a breakup of the omnipotence of the logos, that of system and simultaneity. The logos breaks up into a signifier and a signified which is not only a signifier. This negates the attempt to amalgamate signifier and signified and to drive transcendence from its first or last refuge, in consigning all thought to language as a system of signs. Such an attempt was elaborated in the shadow of a philosophy for which meaning is equivalent to the manifestation of being, and manifestation equivalent to being’s esse. 

Transcendence as signification and signification as the signification of an order given to subjectivity before any statement are the pure one-for-the-other. Poor ethical subjectivity deprived of freedom - unless this would be the trauma of a fission of the self that occurs in an adventure undergone with God or through God. But in fact this ambiguity also is necessary to transcendence. Transcendence owes it to itself to interrupt its own demonstration and monstration, its phenomenality. It requires the blinking and dia-chrony of enigma, which is not simply a precarious certainty but breaks up the unity of transcendental apperception, in which immanence always triumphs over transcendence. 
*I put this note at the end of the selection simply for formatting purposes: 
Many notes in this chapter are by the author; they are indicated by “(EL.)” at the end of the note. Notes added by Robert Bernasconi are identified by “(RB).” “God and Philosophy” was first published in French as “Dieu et la Philosophie” in Le Nouveau Commerce 30—31 (1975), pp. 97—128, preceded by the following “Preliminary Note” written by the author: 


The ideas put forth here have already been presented in different forms in lectures given at the University of Lille on March 13, 1973; at the annual congress of the Association des Professeurs de Philosophic des Facultes Catholiques de France on May 1, 1973; at the symposium organized by the Academic des Sciences et des Humanités d’Israel and the Philosophy Department of the University of Jerusalem, in honor of the ninetieth birthday of Professor Hugo Bergman on December 23, 1973, (delivered in Hebrew); at the Facultés Universitaires Saint-Louis at Brussels on February 20—21, 1974; at the meeting organized by the Centre Protestant d’tudes on March 3, 1974; and at the Faculte de Theologie Protestante at Geneva on March 4, 1974. The text we are publishing here is based on the core content of each of these lectures. This itinerary of lectures has given it an ecumenical character. We mention this especially in order to render homage to the life and work of Professor Hugo Bergman, who, having very early settled in Jerusalem, was always faithful to Israel’s universal vocation which the state of Zion ought to serve only, to make possible a discourse addressed to all men in their human dignity, so as then to be able to answer for all men, our neighbors. 


“Dieu et la philosophic” was reprinted with only minor corrections, such as correcting the numbering of some of the paragraphs, in DVI 93—127. The translation by Alphonso Lingis and Richard Cohen, published in CP 153—174, was revised for this edition by Robert Bernasconi and Simon Critchley. Robert Bernasconi prepared additional notes.
� Hegel, Husserl, and Heidegger.


� It is important to note that the Other (Autrui) for Levinas is always “this other,” not a generic or universal Other.  


� This selection repeats much of what is established in the first two selections, but was chosen because it makes most explicit the connection to God and religion that many appropriations of Levinas ignore or forget. 


� The project is paradoxical because the Other is not part of phenomena—it is non-phenomenalizable. Levinas is fully aware of the paradox but insists on the description of this encounter with the Other that escaped the totality of ontology.


� selfhood/individuality


� “Philosophy and the Idea of Infinity” was published in French in the Revue de Metaphysique et de Morale 62 (1957): pp. 241—53, and reprinted in Emmanuel Levinas, En découvrant l’existence avec Husserl et Heidegger, 2e éd. Paris: Vrin, 1967. The notes in this chapter have been added by Professor Adrian Peperzak, except where indicated. 


� V. Jankélévitch, Philosophie premiere. Introduction a une philosophie du “presque” (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1954).


� Phaedo 6lde. Both dying and philosophizing are a journey abroad (lxErae literally, “out there”). Cf. also Phaedo 66bc and 1 17c (“a change of dwelling-place from here to yonder”); Symposium 21 Id -212 (A noble life presupposes that one looks “out there,” where “the beautiful itself” is to be seen); Republic 484c.


� The set of concepts Same and Other is taken from Plato’s Sophist (254b—256b), where they figure as the highest of the categories of being. Cf. also Timaeus 35ab and Theaetetus 185cd.


� In Book X of the Republic Plato discusses the relationship between a life governed by opinion (doxa) and political, rhetorical, and other forms of violence or tyranny.


� Monsieur Teste, Valery’s representation of Descartes, speaks of another kind of captivated soul when at the opera he whispered “On n’est beau, on n’est extraordinaire que pour les autres! Ils sont manges par les autres!” (Oeuvres, Vol. II (Paris: Galliniard, 1960), p. 20. “One is beautiful and extraordinary only for others! They are devoured by the others!”)


� An identification of Descartes’s Cogito with Plato’s “dialogue of the soul with itself (Sophist 263e4 and 264a9), and of both with a spiritual narcissism.


� Cf. Plato, Theaetetus 150a—151d, Meno 80d ff, Pheado 72e ff, Phaedrus 249bc.


� Allusion to Aristotle’s definition of man as the “animal having logos” (qov Xo-yLx’ov Or .çov Xyov Exop), Politics 1253a10, 1332 b4.


� René Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, trans. Laurence J. Lafleur (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1960), p. 36.


� This is an error in the Lingis’s text – it seems a small section has been ommitted.


� E. Husserl, The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology, trans. David Carr (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1970), p. 255; Erste Philosophie, II (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1959), pp. 172—73, 176.


� René Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, p. 55.


� Aristotle, Metaphysics 999a25—b5, and the traditional dictum De individuis non est scientia.


� Levinas also calls this “activity” the “transitivity” of being; being, which makes beings be, is not a substance but an activity of deployment and of bringing into the open. Cf. his remarks in Jean WahI, Esquisse pour une histoire de l’existentialisme (Paris: Parche, 1949), pp. 95-96. Heidegger uses here the terms Wesen, Wa/ten, and Gewdhren.


� Cf. Heidegger’s program for a “destruction of the history of ontology” (Being and Time. trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), § 6.


� Phaedo 76de, 100b.


� Heidegger understands man’s Sein zum Tode as the “possibility of impossibility.” (Being and Time, p. 307). Levinas comments on this expression in En découvrant /‘existence avec Husserl et Heidegger (Paris: Vrin, 1967), pp. 85—87.


� Cf. Being and Time § 62, on Entschlossenheit (resoluteness).


� Heidegger speaks of “die Lichtung des Seins” (the Clearing of Being) in the “Letter on Humanism,” trans. Frank A. Capuzzi in David Farrell Krell, ed., Basic Writings (New York: Harper & Row, 1977), pp. 205—6, 210—11, 216—17, 229, 237, 239.


� The “dark light” (l’obscure clarté) is from Corneille’s Le Cid. The “mystery” refers to Heidegger’s Geheimnis (The Question Concerning Technology, trans. William Lovitt (New York: Harper, 1977), p. 110.


� In opposition to Descartes, for whom we only become aware of our finitude because first we have the a priori idea of infinity in our consciousness. Meditations on First Philosophy, pp. 43—44, 49.


� Plato, Republic 5Ode; cf. also 509b, 577b and 5l8d.


� Cf. infra, pp. NOTE OF THE AUTHOR.


� M. Heidegger, Being and Time, § 1, 6, and 68.


� The following refers to the later Heidegger of Holzwege, whom Levinas attacked in “Heidegger, Gagarine et nous,” in Difficile Libertd (Paris: Albin Michel, 1963), p. 255—59.


� As did parmenides, Heraclitus and Plato. Cf. Plato, Republic 501d2, 536a5, 537d8; Symposium �218e7.


� Cf. Plato, Republic 5l7b9 and 518d; Phaedrus 273e—274a.


� R. Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, pp. 43—46.


� Ibid., pp. 41.


� Cf. Heidegger’s analyses of man as a project (Entwurf) (Being and Time, pp. 184—88, 263—66, 370—75), and Sartre’s explanation of projet and pro-jeter in Being and Nothingness, pp. 650—53.


� “Je ne peux plus pouvoir”. Man is an “I can” (je peux), Merleau-Ponty wrote after Husserl (Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phdnomenologrschen Philosophie, II (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1952), pp. 257ff) and Heidegger (Seinkdnnen).


� Phaedrus 274b—277a.


� A reference to the dictum charlie bien ordonnée commence par soi-même.


� R. Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, Third and Fourth Meditations.


� Cf. the “Preface” to Levinas’s Totality and Infinity (trans. Aiphonso Lingis (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1979), where the philosophical eros is characterized as a desire for infinity.


� Plato, Symposium 203b.


� Ibid., 189d—193d and 205d—206a.


� We have dealt with the different themes relevant to this matter in three articles published in the Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale: “L’ontologie est-elle fondamentale?” (janvier-mars, 1951), “Liberté et Commandement” (juillet-septembre, 1953), and “Le Moi et Ia totalité,” (octobre-décembre, 1954). NOTE OF THE AUTHOR The last two articles are translated in this volume, cf. supra, pp. 15-45.


� Translation by A. Lingis. This is chapter 1 of Otherwise than Being, collected in Basic Philosophical Writings. Ed. A.T. Peperzak, S. Critchley, R. Bernasconi. (Bloomington: Indiana UP, 1996)


� Levinas adds here the following note: “The term essence, which we do not dare spell essance, designates the esse, the process or event of being, distinguished from the ens, the Sein differentiated from the Seiendes.” In later publications Levinas does use the term essance in order to express the active and transitive meaning of being, which he extensively describes in the second chapter of Otherwise than Being. He does not deny the importance of the ontological difference between being (Sein) and beings (ens, Seiendes) but denies its ultimacy or absoluteness.


� See Plato, Republic 509b9, where “the good” is characterized as epekemna tes ousias (beyond essence). In the Sophist the five “genera” studied are being, change and rest, sameness and otherness. Nonbeing is problematic; it does not have the same status as those “highest genera” (258c ff.). 


� The terminology (“speculative dialectic,” “negativity,” etc.) shows that Levinas thinks here more of Hegel than of Plato.


� Levinas refers in a note to his description of the “there is” (ii y a) in De l’existence a l’existant (1947), pp. 93 ff.; trans. Alphonso Lingis, Existence and Existents (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1978), pp. 52—54.


� Arrière-monde translates Nietzsche’s Hinterwelt: a “world” (or heaven) behind the real world of human history.


� Aristotle’s insight that being cannot be an all-encompassing genus but instead “is said in many modes,” combined with several hints in his work (Metaphysics 1003a33— b19, 1028b1—7, 1060b37—1061a7; Nicomachean Ethics 1096b25—29), was developed into the theory of the “analogy,” or “analogical unity of being,” by the great thinkers of the thirteenth century. See, for example, Aquinas, Summa Theologica I, qu. 13, a.5—6.


� The word intéressement can be used for the attempt to heighten interest of employees in their business through profit-sharing schemes. L.evinas hears the verb intéresser (French heir of the Latin interesse) as the active business of being (esse) which weaves all beings together in one big business or economy inspiring them with a common desire to pursue their own interest. If the terms essence and essance stress the active and transitive meaning of being, this universal interestedness could also be rendered by “inter-essence.” The word désinteressement, as opposed to essence in the title of this chapter, must, consequently, be read as a movement away from the interested business of being, a movement of nonparticipation, ex-ception, or transcendence.


� This sentence presents Hegel’s theory of Spirit, which integrates all its negations (see the preface of the Phenomenology of Spirit) and Heidegger’s analysis of death (Sein und Zeit § 46—53) as two integrative forms of coping with negativity. Instead of respecting the irreducibility of certain negations, these are understood as elements within the Spirit’s or human beings’ lives.


� Spinoza identified the actual essence of each being with its conatus essendi, i.e., its striving to persevere in (or to maintain) its being (Ethica III, propositiones 6 and 7). Levinas often uses the abridged expression conatus (in Latin) to evoke the essence of beings as ongoing self-maintenance and expansion. 


� Levinas finds the essoufflement (getting out of breath) and retenue (reserve, reticence), which seem to belong to any thematization of that which transcends essence, in Plato’s Republic 506e, where Socrates dismisses the question of “what the good itself is” because it seems “to surpass his assault.”


� The allusion is easier heard in French, since prochain (in amour du prochain) is closer to proximus and proximity, which indicate the closeness of someone or something who is next to or beside the speaker.


� Since origin (archē, fundament, principle) and original belong to the ontological tradition, Levinas prefers the term preoriginal to indicate what precedes the order of being (with its principles and origin).


� “Foreword” translates “le propos’ (the point, issue, purpose) “de l’avant-propos” (pre-face or fore-word of the saying which “precedes” the said).


� This statement is an allusion to the saying that to translate (traduire) is to betray (trahir).


� This is possibly an allusion to the scholastic conception of philosophy as ancilla theologiae (maid of theology). If the thematizing language of philosophy constitutes a said, it can neither replace nor engulf the saying but rather must always refer to it as the prephilosophical language to which it owes its own existence and meaning, although it is also indispensable for the saying.


� Apophantic and apophansis, extensively thematized by Heidegger, come from the Greek verb apophaino: “to show, to unveil, to reveal.” Angelic (angelique) hints at the meaning of the Greek angelos: “messenger.”


� Levinas refers here in a note to chap. 5, sec. 3, of Otherwise than Being.


� An-archic means not having an (ontological) ground or origin or beginning (archē) (see n. 13). It is therefore a synonym for the nonoriginal in the sense of the “preoriginal.”


� Levinas attached here the following note: “The significations that go beyond formal logic show themselves in formal logic, if only by the precise indication of the sense in which they break with formal logic. The indication is the more precise in the measure that this reference is conceived with a more rigorous logic. The myth of the subordination of all thought to the comprehension of being is probably due to this revealing function of coherence, whose lawlike character formal logic sets forth, and in which the divergency between signification and being is measured, in which the metaphysical hither side itself, contradictorily enough, appears. But logic interrupted by the structures of what is beyond being which show themselves in it does not confer a dialectical structure to philosophical propositions. It is the superlative, more than the negation of categories, which interrupts the system, as though the logical order and the being it succeeds in espousing retained the superlative which exceeds them. In subjectivity the superlative is the exorbitance of a non-place, in the caress and in sexuality - the ‘excess’ of tangency, as though tangency admitted a gradation, up to contact with the entrails, a skin going under another skin.”


� Levinas often borrows the conceptual pair diachrony-synchrony from Saussurean linguistics, where they are used to contrast the diachronic evolution of linguistic elements and the synchronic aspect of their state at a certain moment or period of time.


� This is a very succinct summary of Otherwise than Being, chap. 5, sec. 5: “Skepticism and Reason.” The classical refutation of skepticism claims that the skeptical thesis (e.g., “truth is impossible”) at the same time affirms that truth is impossible and claims that this thesis is true. The skeptical position is therefore self-contradictory if its thesis and its affirmation are articulated synchronically.


� Epos (Greek for “word”) is here a synonym for “the said.”


� “II s’agit de penser la possibilité d’un arrachement à l’essence.” Is it possible to “think,” i.e., to acquire a concept, a structure, or a representation of this nonessence? Levinas insists on the word penser by adding the following note to it: “We will of course have to show that the necessity of thinking is inscribed in the meaning of transcendence.”


� “Ii signifie le non-lieu.” Non-lieu means the dismissal of a legal case. Here it also means the impossibility of “placing” transcendence as an element within an encompassing horizon or structure of constellation, i.e., transcendence is without place in the world. Levinas is probably polemicizing here against l-leidegger, who sometimes explained the task of thinking as an Er-ört-erung: a dis-covering of the place (Ort) of its topic. See Heidegger’s Unterwegs zur Sprache (Pfullingen: Neske 1965), pp. 37—39; trans. Peter D. Hertz, On the Way to Language (New York: Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 159—61; and Der Satz vom Grund (Pfullingen: Neske 1957), p. 106; trans. Reginald Lilly, The Principle of Reason (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991), p. 60. 


� Plato, Sophist 240 bc, 241d, 256d ff.


� “Les choses se montrent, les bagages se plient et les idees se comprennent.” Human subjectivity is characterized by a passivity which is not preceded or caused by any activity. It is a self (soi), not primarily an ego but “me”.


� Kerygma (proclamation) is close to epos (see n. 23).


� Levinas uses here and elsewhere the verb se passer, which we often render “to take place.” However, se passer indicates also a movement of passing; “to happen” or “to come to pass” are also possible translations. In using se passer Levinas possibly thinks of Heidegger’s Ereignis and the sich ereignen of being.


� See Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, B 481 and 483.


� Cf. Paul Valery’s “Cantique des Colonnes.”


� Levinas refers here to his essay “Enigme et phénomène” (chap. 4 of this volume). 


� “La subjectivité est précisément le noeud et le dénouement.


� Levinas attached here the following note: “The Good invests freedom - it loves me before I love it. Love is love through this antecedence. The Good would not be the term of a need susceptible of being satisfied; it is not the term of an erotic need, a relationship with the Seductive which resembles the Good to the point of being indistinguishable from it, but which is not its other but its imitator. The Good as the Infinite has no other, not because it would be the whole but because it is Good and nothing escapes its goodness.”


� Sollen (ought) recalls Kant’s and Fichte’s conceptions of morality as an endless tangential approximation to the ideal of human perfection.


� Glory is an allusion to the Biblical expression “the glory of Jahweh”; see, for �example, Numbers 14:22 and Exodus 14:18, 16:7—10, 24:15—17, 33:18.


� In a note Levinas refers here again to “Enigme et phénomène,” (chap. 4 in this volume).


� The concepts “trace” and “illeity” were analyzed in the essay “La trace de l’autre” (EDE 187—202) which was integrated into “La signification et le sens,” the translation of which constitutes chap. 3 of this volume; see esp. sec. 9.


� See Martin Buber, Ich und Du (Leipzig: Insel, 1923); trans. Walter Kaufmann; I and Thou (New York: Macmillan, 1988).


� Plato, Timaeus 48a ff.


� “Où il n’est plus question du Moi, mais de moi.”


� A note by Levinas adds here: “The ego is not the specification of the more general concept of the Soul. Kant has seen this in certain passages of the Transcendental Dialectic, when he insists on the fact that to pass from one subject to another subject is the positive act of putting oneself in his place (B 405, A 354).”


� Concerning the notions involved in this paragraph, Levinas refers to his book L’humanisme de l’autre homme, translated in CP 75—152.


� Kant, Critique of Pure Reason B 518 (A 490) ff.


� Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche (Pfullingen: Neske 1961), vol. 2, p.451; trans. Joan Stambaugh, The End of Philosophy (New York: Harper & Row, 1973), p. 46.


� Levinas adds here the following precision in a footnote: “in the sense of dissimulation and suspension of being behind the beings it illuminates.”


� Cf. Heidegger’s use of ousia and parousia for the “presence” (Anwesenheit) of being, for example in Being and Time § 26.


� Using several Hegelian expressions, such as die Arbeit des Begriffs and die schöne Seele, Levinas summarizes here his rather Kojèvean understanding of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit. 


� “Un profond jadis.”


� Although “the argument” of Otherwise than Being finishes here, we have decided to present also the tenth and last section of the first chapter because it gives some invaluable indications about Levinas’s “method.”


� Otherwise than Being is divided into “The Argument” (chap. 1), “The Exposition” (chaps. 2—5), and an epilogue, “In Other Words” (“Autrement dit,” chap. 6).


� “A fine risk” (le beau risque) alludes to Socrates’s phrase “Kalos gar ho kindunos” in Plato’s Phaedo 1 14d. In the Sophist 263e Plato defines thinking (dianoia) as “the inner dialogue of the soul with itself without voice.” That the justification of the beginning in philosophy presupposes the entire system (and thus its completion) is affirmed repeatedly by Hegel, for example in the preface of his Phänomenologie des Geistes, pp. 21—22; trans., Phenomenology of Spirit, pp. 13—14.


� Translation by A. Lingis, collected in Basic Philosophical Writings. Ed. A.T. Peperzak, S. Critchley, R. Bernasconi. (Bloomington: Indiana UP, 1996). This version was chosen for the helpful extended notes by RB.


� See (*) note at END of selection before reading.


� Traditionally attributed to the Protrepticus of Aristotle, although his authorship is now disputed. See Anton-Hermann Chroust, Aristotle: Protrepticus, a Reconstruction (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1964), pp. 48—49. Jacques Derrida quoted it at the end of “Violence et metaphysique,” Eécriture et Ia difference (Paris: Seuil, 1967), p. 226; trans. Alan Bass, “Violence and Metaphysics,” Writing and Difference (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), p. 152. (RB)


� Jeanne Delhomme, L’impossible interrogation (Paris: Desclée, 1971), p. 218. (RB)


� Judah Halevi, The Kuzari (New York: Schocken Books, 1964); Blaise Pascal, “Le memorial,” Pensées, ed. Louis Lafuma (Paris: Seuil, 1962), no. 913, p. 361; trans. A.J. Krailsheimer, “The Memorial,” Pensées (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1966), p. 309. (RB)


� Cf. Emmanuel Levinas, Autretnent qu’être ou au-delà de l’essence, pp. 195—207 [OB 153—62. See also DE 109—113; EE 65—67]. (EL)


� Which is required by justice, itself required by vigilance, and thus by the Infinite in me, by the idea of infinity. (EL)


� The notion of experience is inseparable from the unity of presence, or simultaneity. It thus refers to the unity of apperception which does not come from the outside and “become conscious” of simultaneity. ft belongs to the very “way” of presence; for presence, being, is only possible as a thematization or gathering of the transitory; and thus as a phenomenon, which is thematic exhibition itself. But all signification does not derive from experience, does not resolve into a manifestation. The formal structure of signifyingness, the-one-for-the-other, does not from the first amount to a “showing oneself.” Suffering for another, for example, has a meaning in which knowing is adventitious. The adventure of knowledge which is characteristic of being, ontological from the first, is not the only mode, nor the preliminary mode, of intelligibility or meaning. Experience as the source of meaning qua knowing has its motivation in a meaning that at the start is not a knowing at all. This is not to deny that philosophy is itself knowledge. But the possibility for knowing to take in all meaning does not reduce all meaning to the structures that its exhibition imposes. This then suggests the idea of a dia-chrony of truth in which the said has to be unsaid, and the unsaid, unsaid in its turn. In this sense the skeptical essence of philosophy can be taken seriously: skepticism is not an arbitrary contestation; it is a doctrine of inspection and testing, although not reducible to testing of the scientific sort. (EL)


� Edmund Husserl, Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und Phänomenologischen Philosophie, Zweites Buch (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1952), § 4 and 11, pp. 4—12 and 24—27; trans. R. Rojcewicz and A. Schuwer, Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a phenomenological Philosophy, Book II (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1989), pp. 6—13 �and 27—29. (RB)


� This possibility of conjuring away or missing the division of truth into two times - that of the immediate and that of the reflected - deserves consideration and prudence. ft does not necessarily lead to the subordination of one to the other. Truth as dia-chrony, as refusal of synchronization and synthesis, is perhaps proper to transcendence. (EL)


� N. Malebranche, Entretiens sur la métaphysique et sur Ia religion, Oeuvres complètes, vols. 12 and 13 (Paris: Vrin, 1984), p. 53; trans. Willis Doney, Dialogues on Metaphysics (New York: Abaris Books, 1980), p. 47. (RB)
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� Inquiring after the “manner in which I have acquired this idea,” the sense of this receptivity, Descartes says in the Third Meditation: “For I have not received it through the senses, and it is never presented to me unexpectedly, as are the ideas of sensible things when these things present themselves, or seem to present themselves, to the external organs.” In the ideas of sensible things, the surprise of the experience is taken up by the understanding, which extracts from the senses the clearly and distinct intelligible, and this allows one to say that the sensible things “seem to present themselves to the external organs of my senses.” This is the very process of receptivity! “It Ithe idea of infinity] ,“ Descartes continues, “is also not a pure production or fiction of my mind; for it is not in my power to take from or add anything to it. And consequently there is nothing more to say than that, like the idea of myself, it was born and produced with me ever since I was created.” (EL) Levinas quotes the French translation of 1647 by Louis-Charles d’Albert. Oeuvres de Descartes, ed. C. Adam and P Tannery vol. 9, PP. 40—41. The translation given here is from the French. For a translation of the original Latin, which employs the phrase “innate in me” where the French text employs the locution “ever since I was created,” see The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, vol. 2, P. 35. (RB)
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� See Otherwise than Being, or Beyond Essence, chap. 4. (EL)
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