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# Antigone does not appear to be as motivated to avoid her mother’s
crime as she is to avoid her fathet’s. For the lines in her counterfactual
imaginings that have so distutbed and surprised readers are an exact description
of het mother’s life. She says: “A husband dead, there might have been anothet.
/ A child by another too, if T had lost the first.” Jocasta’s first husband Laius
was killed by Oedipus, who himself became “another” husband. Oedipus,
Jocasta’s first child, was lost to her by het own abandonment of him. And, of
coutse, she had four more children by Oedipus. Despite this potential parallel,
then, Antigone’s driving anxiety seems focused upon the danger of not
recognizing one’s patent, rather than on Jocasta’s crime of not recognizing
one’s child. The play as a whole, though, plays down Jocasta’s ctime in contrast
to Oedipus’.

% Plainly, T ignore the question of the status of full- or half-siblings.

% Creon prochims: “Out country i our safety: / Only while she voyages
true on course/can we establish fiendships, truer than blood itself. / Such are my
standards.” (Fagles, 68)

2 Hagles, 127,

5 Budler, Antigone’s Claim, 22,

5 Butler, Antjgonss Clain, 28.
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‘An Almost Unheard-of Analogy’:
Detrrida Reading Levinas

Kas Saghafi

This word “other” is very soon, I predict, going to
become absolutely unuttetable, given the abuse or the
inflation to which it has fallen victim,

—Jacques Detrida

Show yourself] Reveal yourself to me so that I can see you!

This is the demand—the appeal—that Moses addresses to God.
In the well-knows passage from the Book of Exodus, Moses is said to
implore God: “T beseech thee, show me thy glory” (Exodus 33:18 AV),
However, his entreaty is swifily denied when God replies: “Thou canst
not see my face: fot there shall no man see me, and live” (33: 20). All
that Moses can hope fot is to see the “back parts” of God. “But my
face,” he is assured, “shall not be seen” (33: 23).

Hachem Foda, a Professor of Arabic literature, invokes this very
relationship between Moses and God in a meeting of several Arab
intellectuals with Jacques Dertida in Rabat, Morocco, that took place
in June 1996. Tn a paper analyzing a series of Arabic terms having to
do with the notion of #ss (a concept that encompasses sociality and
warm companionship with others as well as with God), Foda claims
that any communion ot relaton with God is only possible in terms of
a friendly and intimate relation that one shares with one’s neighbots.
Foda tefets to Kaldbidhi’s Treatise on Sufisn, whose author quotes the
wotds of the Egyptian mystic Dha -Nun.' Uns or intimacy with God,
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the mystic is to have said, “Is for the one who loves, being at ease with
the beloved [#re 3 Faise avec IAimd)” (IND 20). As an example of the
desire for uns, for this intimacy and comfort, KalabAdhi cites the demand
that Moses is said to have placed on God: “Show youtself to me, so
that 1 can see you.” It is the very desite for u5 according to Foda, that
motivates Moses to want to see God. And the response from God—
“you will never see me”—Foda believes, demonstrates that divinity as
such does not belong to the phenomenal order.” Thus, having God as
companion, Foda writes, is akin to “having company without
companions,” it is “being with no one \Btre avec personnel,” ot “being in the
company of 1o one [Hire en compagnie de personnd” (INTD 30).
Tn his response to Foda’s papet, Jacques Derrida not only
highlights the almost Blanchotian reference to companionship with
this some ane “who does not accompany me” but also the example of
the relation between Moses and God. What Fodas papet reveals,
Detrida wants to suggest, is precisely the impossibility of being able to
rigotously distinguish between the relation to the other and the relation
1o God. The scene in which Moses asks God to show himself and
God trefuses visibility, Dertida provocatively claims, can in fact be taken
as “‘the paradigm for all relations to the othet [Zantrd, whatever it may be
[guel qa'il s0if), haman or divine If, the other’s manner of presenting
izself—in a telation of interraption and separation, dissociation and
disjunction—consists in not evet presenting itself, then, the telation to
altetity in general, this experience of an invisibility in the visible or of
a non-phenomenality, is a relation whete the other “can only present
itself s ather, never presenting itself as such” (IND 226). The condition
of the expetience of the other as other is that we can never have direct
access to the other side, “to the zero point of this other origin of the
wotld,” in the same manner that there can be no immediate intuition
ot originary petception of the alter ego. “fsn’t this,” Dertida asks, “the
law of the relation to the other, whatevet it may be [gae/ gl s0if), X,
animal, God or human being?”’(IND 226). Tn othet words, the law of
the telation to the other entails that all relations to the othet, each
relation to every othet—and fo# antre est font anfre—is an interruptive
rapport to the distant, the inaccessible, and the secret.

Contrasting his beliefin the impossibility of clearly distinguishing
between the relation to the other and the telation to God with Levinas’s
thought, which wishes to maintain a distinction, howevet tenuous,
between the two relationships, Dertida asks: “When Levinas speaks
of the Wholly Othet [Tout Autrel, ot of the infinitely Othet, does he
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speak of God ot the othet in genetal?” (IND 226).° In other words
can Levinas’s Towt Antre be tigorously distinguished from any othe;
“othet?” Doesn’t Levinas “set up [siustalle] an analggy between the
reladon of Moses to God and the relation of man to man, that is of
every other to every other, of every othet to the wholly othet, to every
other of the wholly other, to the utterly other of the wholly other 4k
tout autre a tout autre, ay towt antre de tout antre]”’? (IND 226, my emphasis).

If there is such an analogy between the relation of Moses to
God and the telation to the other, this gives rise to a number of
questions: How are we to read this analygy? How arte the ferms of the
analogical relation (God, for example) and the analogical relation itself
reac.l in Derrida’s work, so that the relation of Moses to God can be
designated as “the paradigmatic” relation? Further, how is the function
.Of the paradigm re-wotked in Derrida’s texts? Finally, and most
importantly, who ot what is “the othet [/ztre]” for Detrida?

In what follows, I would like to suggest, that from very eatly on
gcertaﬁﬂy as eatly as 1964, pethaps even eatlier), what has been at work
in Derrida’s writings is a sophisticated notion of the other [[autrd that
net.zds to be distinguished from that of his contempotaries, Always
wiitten in the lower case, the othet, for Dertida, can designate the
alterity of As#rui, as well as encompassing what has traditionally been
understood as a formal or logical sense of alterity (for example, in the
Hegelian and Husserlian sensc) without being reduced to it. Echoing
the concerns of “Violence and Metaphysics,” Derrida’s Sanire, combines
the features of the absolutely other and the alter ego, thus yoking the
Hebraic and Hellenic, while keeping each heterogeneous.

The Last Word: “Violence and Metaphysics”

Dertida’s discussion of the relation between Moses and God in
Mot.occo recalls, of course, an eatlier passage in his first, and now
seminal, evaluation of Levinas’s work, “Violence and Metaphysics: An
Hssay on the Thought of Emmanuel Levinas,” whete he had quoted
the section from Exodus with which my essay began.® In “Violence and
Metaphysics” Dertida had taken Levinas to task, arguing that the
desctiptions of the telation to Au#vi detailed in Totality and Infinity
evoked “the Lotd speaking face to face with Moses” (ED 160/108).7
’.I’he resemblance of the Face of Yahweh—never explicitly mentioned
in Tofali}j' and Infinity—to that of Autraiwas, for Dertida, the sign of an
“equivocal complicity between theology and metaphysics in Totaliy
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and Infinity’ (ED 160/108-9). Levinas’s ethics, then, was inevitably
contaminated by an inescapable theological conceptuality, making it
susceptible to a critique of onto-theology. Yet, many years later, Detrida
cites this very telationship of Moses to God as the paradigm for all
relations to the other, How are we to assess Derrida’s seemingly
contradictory account in Morocco in light of his eatlier condemnation?
Is it the case, as many suspect or feat, or as they always suspected, that
Derrida has become unseetnly religious? Ot is Detrida’s te-reading of
the analogy between the relation of Moses to God and that of the
telation to the other, part of an enriched approach to Levinass corpus,
a re-appteciation of Levinas, mainly matked in Derrida’s wotk not
~ specifically devoted to Levinas—a reconsideration fully aware of the
apotias of giving and generosity, gratefulness and ingratitude——that
has been taking place for more than two decades? 1s it pethaps a case
of the reinscription of certain initially censuted terms—terms such as
the absolutely other, expetience, religion, and so on—allowing the terms
and the relation to Levinas to be tead anew?®
In “Violence and Metaphysics,” a long, wide-ranging, detailed,
and dense essay which for many in France and elsewhete served as the
first introduction to Levinas’s work and has to a certain extent
determined the recepton of Levinass work, Detrida presented
'Levinass challenge to Husserlian phenomenology and Heideggetian
ontology as a fundamental thinking of the other {/awre. In a multi-
tiered, complex examination of Levinas’s reading of Husserl and
Heidegget, Dertida employed the double gesture of (1) using the
resoutces of the very thinker criticized by Levinas to pose questions to
Levinas’s own interpretations, and (2) in a further twist, using a
Hussetlian otientation to question Levinas’s interpretation of Heidegger
and a Heideggerian path to criticize Levinas’s take on Hussetl. Since its
republication in Writing and Difference in 1967, this complicated essay
has acquited the status of a canonical text, conveniently becoming the
obligatory reference and final arbiter whenever the question of the
relation between Derrida and Levinas is raised, even though the issues
at stake in it are far from clear.
Even if, since then, Derrida has devoted a number of other texts
to Levinas—in particular, “At This Very Moment in This Wotk Herte I
am” (1980) and .Adien (1996)—and the explicit references to Levinas’s
texts have gtown exponentially over the yeats (for example, in The Gift
of Death, Politics of Friendship, 1 e fontcher, Jean-Lae Nangy, and “L animal
que donc je suis”)—many still scem to consider “Violence and
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Metaphysics” as the last word whenever the relation between the two
thinkers is broached, in particular whenever any discussion of “the
other” is concerned. The other—this term, notion or concept, which
has been wotn away by so much misuse, contributing to its banality,
which has become a mantta in so many guartets, serving as shorthand
for liberal concern for diversity and multiculturalism—has become a
Hability. There is too much talk of the other, we are told. And yet, we
cannot do away with the other, since the other and the relation to the
other are at the heart of the celebrated chiasm that joins and separates
the oeuvtes of Tevinas and Detrida.

Pariof the difficulty of appealing to “Violence and Metaphysics™
to resolve all differences and to explain the relation between two thinkers,
however, is that practically all of the complaints or objections addressed
to Levinas have since been affirmatively reinscribed and reworked in
Derrida’s own work. Thus, instead of treating “Violence and
Metaphysics” as if it were the last wotd, as if everything that Derrida
has written on Levinas and the other since 1964 ought to be judged
against the formulations of that text, much care needs to be taken to
avoid conflating the work of the two thinkets and to disentangle the
thought of the other in Derrida from its Levinasian legacy. A mote
cateful, deliberate, and patient exercise, for example, would consist of
attending to the usage of the term faspre in all of Derrida’s texts, in
ordet to gain a better sense of how it functions in his wotk—an
enormous task indeed. Yet, even if we turn to “Violence and
Metaphysics” in a very circumsctibed manner and attentively tead a
few selected passages where Derrida poses a number of questions to
1evinas, to his reading of Hussetl (and the alter ego) and to Levinas’s
own notion of Aafrui, we may be able to catch a glimpse of the
moments in Detrida’s text where it has already begun to pull away
from Levinas, displacing the privilege of An#rwi and articulating another
thinking of the other [/aure]. In order to do so, it is necessaty to draw
out Derrida’s remarks regarding the other in “Violence and
Metaphysics,” beginning with Husser!s notion of the alter ego and
then Levinas’s notion of Autrui.

Reading Husserl

Undertaking a rigorous re-appraisal of Hussetls work, Derrida
attempis to show in “Violence and Metaphysics™ that, despite Levinas’s
criticisms, Hussetl’s concern has altways been with the other as azher. It
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is worth noting that the “objections” addressed to Levinas—who aftet
alt co-translated the Caresian Meditations—audacious though they may
be, tevolve atound Levinas’s interpretations of Husserl. Detrida’s
comments patticularly address the adequacy of Hussetls account of
the relation to the other. By broaching the topics of the altet ego and
the irreducibly mediate relationship with the other (analogical
appresentation), Dertida demonstrates Husserl’s attentiveness to respect
and preserve the alterity of the other. Hussetl’s descriptions of the
alter ego, Derrida claimms, recognize the othet as other, in its form as ego
and in its form of altetity.

Degrida notes that 2 schema undergitds all of Levinas’s thought
of the other: the other [Fauird is other [Fantrd only if its alterity is
absolutely itteducible, that is, infinitely irreducible (ED 154/104). In
other wotds, the othet is absolutely othet, it is “exteriotity which can
be neither detived, not engendered, not constituted on the basis of
anything othet than itself” (ED 156/106). Accotding to Levinas,
Hussetls determination of the other as alter ego in the Fifth Cartesian
Meditation implies that the other is the same as the ego. Derrida presents
Levinas’s argument thus: “By making the other [Fautrd] a phenomenon
of the ego, in particulat in the Cartesian Meditations, constituted by
analogical appresentation on the basis of the ego’s own sphete of
belonging, Husserl missed the infinite alterity of the other [fauir,
reducing it to the same” (BD 180/123). To make the othet [/astre an
alter ego would be, for Levinas, tantamount to a neutralization of its
absolute altetity.

Let us now follow vety closely Detrida’s arpumentation in
“Violence and Metaphysics” in ordet to examine how he sets out to
contest Levinass intetpeetation and to demonstrate that Hussetl’s wotk
is in fact tigorously faithful to the alterity of the othet.’ Derrida taises
a number of points, the most important of which ate: (1) the status
and (2) appeating of the alter ego, (3) the mediate telationship to the
othet ot analogical appresentation, (4) the alterity of bodies, and (5)
the economic relationship between symmetry and asymmetry.

(1) The Alter Ego as Ego. The ctiticism that Levinas has leveled at
Husserl is that he maintains that the other [/auird as alter ego is known
fhtough sympathy—"as another like myself” (ED 184/125). As we
know, for Levinas, Autrui is not simply an alter ego. But for Hussetl, as

Derrida points out, the other [Jairé) is nevet me but “an Bgo [un .

Mo it has the form of the ego (ED 162/110, italics in otiginal).
Thus Hussetl understands the other as alter ego to mean “the other a
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'atber [l’aﬂtr.e conme antrgl” (ED 184/125, my italics). Precisely because it
Is an ego, it is “irreducible to my ego” (ED 184/125), Tt is “the egoi
‘c:f the other [£autre),” Detrida adds, that allows him to say “e o’igani:yl
this is why he is asr% and not a stone, ot a being without spcegd; in
‘nﬂa[ economy” (ED 184/125). Husser] recognizes the Other [antrud] “i}ay
its forn.n of altetity (dans sa_forme d'altéritd,” which cannot be that of
things in the world (ED 184/125). Without the recognition of the
other as a transcendental alter g0, Dertida notes, “its entire alterity
would collapse” (ED 184/125). Thus, for Hussetl, the “passage from
Ego Wozl to the othet [/2Antre] as an Egols the passage to the essential,
non-empitical egosy of subjective existence i general” and not a passa;
to that of »y ego (ED 162-3 /110). preee
. (2) The Alter Fgo Appears 1o Me. In the Cartesian Meditations, Husserl
is c.oncerned to show “how the other as ather [Lastre en tant qﬂ,’aﬂtre] in
its 1rreducibl;le alterity, presents itself to me,” appeats to me (ED léO—
1/123, my italics). There has to be, Detrida insists, “a certain appearin
9f the (?ther as other to an ego” (ED 181/123, my italics). It would bf
impossible to encountet the alter ego and respect it in experience and
language “without this other, in its alterity, ghpearing for an ego (in
general)” (ED 181/123). Thete has to be a phenomenon of the totall
othet, “‘otherwise one could neither speak, nor have any sense of thz:r
totally other [4ut-antre], ot evidence of the totally other as such” (ED
181/123). But the other as other is “the phenomenon of a cettain
non-phenomenality,” its mode of appeating is that of “an origina
non—prese'ncc” (ED 181/123). Thus Husser!’s writings, Detrida statg
ca be said to “describe the system of the phenom:tna]ity of non-
p?:ienomenahqz’ * (ED 183/125). The othet [/antré], “phenomenality as
c}];appegtanc:‘e [comemze fz'igbaﬁfian] )’ ‘appeats’ but never as such (ED 190/
9)..It is this appeating of the other [/auré] as what I can never be
Dei:nda'notes, this “otiginary non-phenomenality,” that is exarnineci
as “the intentional phenoweenon of the ego” (ED 182/123).

(32 The Mediats Relationship to the Other or Analogical Appresentation
I‘-Iussef:ls central concern in the relationship with the other is “the:
irredscibly mediate character of intentionality aiming at [péser] the other
as other” (ED 182/123). Hussetl is most insistent that “the other as
Franscenc'lental- othet (the other absolute origin and the other zero point
in the offentation of the world)” can never be given to me in perso
but only through analogical appresentation (BD 182/124).1 The al;;
0 cannot present itself, it cannot become an otiginaty presence for
the ego, it can never be given “in petson,” thus resisting the principle
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of principles of phenomenology-—namely, the intuitive given of
originary presence.’ o
Dettida notes that the felation of analogical apptesentation is
not an assimilating reduction of the other to the same, but rather
“confirms and respects sepatation, the unsurpassable necessity of
{nonobjective) mediation...If T attained the other immediately and
otiginally, silently, in communion with the other’s own experience, the
othet would cease to be the other” (ED 182/124). Contrary to
appearances, apptesentative transposition recognizes “the radical
separation of absolute otigins, the relation of absolved absolutes [abso/us
absons] and non-violent respect for the secret” (ED 182/124).
Throughout all of his writings, Detfida never abandons the
impottance accorded to analogical appresentation in his reading of
Husserl. Over thitty years later in Le foncher; Jean-Lac Nangy, Dertida,
while praising “Husserlian prudence’” as “a model of vigilance,”
reiterates the necessity of turning to analogical apptesentation.'* Noting
the “unsutpassable abyss [ubime infranchissabli)”” sepatating me from the
other, Dettida emphasizes that the other [Janre] is never given to me
immediately, is never “ptesented” directly, but is “apprehended” in an
indirect relationship. My access to the body (Leib) of the other, he
wtites in Le foucher, is only possible in “an indirect fashion, by
apptesentation, compatison, analogy, projection, and introjectio'n” (ET
217). My relation to the othet’s body, in contrast to the relation the
other has to its own body, can only be through appresentation. The
other, “from its point of view [de son e}, which will never be {miﬂe, ha‘s an
originary telation to its body;” the same way I have to mine, which I
will never have with its (I2L' 217). I can never have an expetience of the
other’s body as if I wete on its side. Thus “one must be vigilant abonflt
the alterity of the othet [ fant veiller 2 laltérité de Vautrd: the la.tifer will
always remain inaccessible to an otiginary giving [donatrice] intuition, an
immediate and direct presentation of bere [i]” (LT 218). Even though
1 may know ot feel that “there is an ozher here [7],” this other ‘here’
presents itself as that which will never be mine. It is not possible to
confuse me and the other because “the alterity of the altet ego can
never be reappropriated in the ownness [% proprd of ‘my ego™ (LT
220). Each of our wotlds is untranslatable, Derrida writes, and at bottom
there will never be the ‘same wotld’ {a# fond il w'y anra jamais de «mbme
mondes} (LT 220). There is an itreducible difference between us—I
have a direct and otiginary intuition of my body and an indirect
appresentation that gives me access to the other, The intetiotity of the
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othet cannot be given to me immediately, it cannot be zy interior life,
I have access to the othet, but only as otherand not as another me.

(4) Things and Alterity in General. Tn *Violence and Metaphysics”
Dertida is also keen to point out that HussesTs attentiveness to alterity
is not simply confined to that of the alter ego but also applies to the
alterity of things: “Bodies, transcendent and natural things are others
[des antres| in general for my consciousness. They are outside and their
transcendence is the sign of an already irteducible alterity” (ED 182/
124). Despite Levinas’s protestations, wishing to resetve alterity for
Autras, Hussetl maintains that alterity is also applicable “when things
ate concetned [guand il s'agit des choses]” (ED 182/124). This
understanding of alterity, according to Detrida, “takes setiously the
reality of the external world” (ED 182/124). What things share with
astrai is a general alterity, as witnessed by the fact “that something in
them is always hidden [se cache aussi tonjonrs], and is indicated only by
anticipation, analogy and appresentation” (ED 182/124).

The alteady itreducible alterity of the transcendent thing is due
to “the indefinite incompleteness [inachévemens] of my original
perceptions” (ED 183/124). Even though the transcendent thing
appeats through adumbrations [Abschattungen], in principle “the
possibility of an otiginaty and original presentation” of a hidden side
is always open (ED 183/124). However, in the case of auwi this
possibility is foteclosed. The altetity of the transcendent thing is thus
“incomparable with the equally itreducible alterity of ams?’ since the
alterity of antrui “adds to the dimension of incompleteness. ..a more
profound dimension of non-originariness”—the radical impossibility
of being able to “go around {faire % tour] to see things from the other
side,” of being able to expetience the lived expetience of the other
from the other’s vantage point (ED 183/124),

(5)An Econonsic Relation—Symmeiry and Dissymmetry. It is impottant
to note that without the alterity of bodies [as sorps] (and aupru is, after
all, also a body), the altetity of autrui could never emerge (ED 183/
124). Detrida underscores that these two alterities—the altetity of
bodies and the alterity of asrwi—one inscribed in the other, need to
be thought togethet. This is why the alterity of autrui is doubly
irreducible, “by a double powet of indefiniteness” (D) 183/124). The
other remains infinitely other because “the subjective face of his
expetience [véin] from bis vantage point [de son c#), such as it is lived by
him” is never available to me (ED 183/124). Unlike what belongs to
my sphete of ownness, the experience that the other has of what is
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proper to him will never be given to me otiginally (ED 183/124).

Yet there is a strange symmetry between me and the othet: T am
also the other’s other and T know this. Without this “evidence,” I could
not “desire {o1) respect the other in ethical dissymmetry” (ED 188/
128). It is precisely because “in my ipseity I know myself to be othet
for the other [astre pour Fantre]” that the movement of transcendence
toward the other could have any meaning (ED 185/126). No
dissymmetry would be possible without the symmetrical recognition
of the other as ego. Detrida calls this dissymmetty “an eonomy in 2
new sense” (ED 185/126).

"This economsy—which Dertida concedes may sound logically
absurd—is “the transcendental symmetry of two empirical
asymmetries” (ED 185/126)." This economic relation also entails,
Dertida reminds us referring to Parmenides of the Poew and Plato’s
Sophist, that the other [funtre] is always sald pros beteron! The other
cannot be absolutely “absolved” of relation to an ego; it cannot be
absolutely extetior to the same without ceasing to be othet. In other
wotds, the other, even though utterly other, according to Derrida, must
have some relation to the same, This would mean that the same cannot
be a totality closed in upon itself, “an identity playing with itself with
only the appearance of alterity” (BD 186/126). Citing Heidegget's
Identity and Difference, where the same presupposes mediation, relation,
and difference, Dertida argues that “the “play of the Same™ is only
possible when alterity is already lodged i the Same (ED 186/126-7).

(At this juncture it is essential to open a patenthesis to address
the expression “infinitely other” or “absolutely other [absodument astre]”
which, Derrida is to have stated, cannot be said and thought at the
same time. This has led cettain commentators, who hold steadfast to
this as an iron-clad rule, to claim that what distinguishes Dettida from
Levinas is that fot the former the othet can never be said to be “absoluiely
other” However, this would make it difficult to explain away the use
of “the absolute othet [lanfre absols]” in Donner la mort (DM 97/68)
and in a recent essay “L’animal que donc je suis” (L'awimal
antobiographique, 261) or comments such as: every other is “absolutely
othet [ubsolument antre]” or “infinitely other [infiniment autre]” (DM 110/
78). A solution to this apparent contradiction ot paradox can be found
in exploring the expression “Tout autre est tout antre” which Dertida
has used in a mamber of texts.” Fot Derrida, there is a relation to the
other who remains absolutely other, singular and unique).

'The transcendental symmeity of two empitical asymmetties, the
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altetity of things, the mediate relationship to the other or analogical
appresentation, the egoity of the alter ego and the necessity of its
appeating, make up the cote of Dertida’s interpretation of Hussetl’s
witings on the other, which insist that Hussetl’s wotk, by providing a
tigotous account of the relation to the other as other, has always been
thotoughly attentive to the alterity of the other. Even though Derrida
provides an account of Hussetl’s work that differs from Levinas (for
example, Levinas would deny that.4ufuiis an ego), he is insistent that
no matter the particular interpretation of use of terminology (e.g,
alter ego) Husserl’s work is most attentive to the altetity of the other.¢
Following an examination of Hussesl, Derrida then turns his attention
to Levinass notion of Autrui.

Levinas’s Autrui and Derrida’s Paptre!’

As noted above, throughout his own writings, particulatly from
Totatity and Infinity onward, Levinas makes abundantly cleat that the
absolutely other is Ausrai, that is, only Aurui can be absolutely other.'®
This “schema,” Dettida emphasizes, underpins all of Levinas’s thought
on alterity (ED 154/104). In “Violence and Metaphysics” Dettida
attends to both components of this axiom, scrutinizing what Levinas
means by the terms “absolutely other” and “Auwi” We shall now
examine the lattet.

According to Levinas ontology has always conceptualized and
totalized, hence neutralized, the telation to the other [/a##d. But this
relaion—neither mediate, nor immediate—cannot be totalized bya
concept of relation (ED 134,/90). It is not possible to conceptualize
the encounter, since the encountet itself is made possible by the other
[fantre]. The infinitely ofher; resistant to all categories, cannot be bound
by a concept or thought on the basis of a horizon, since the concept
supposes an anticipation and a hotizon, For Levinas, the encounter
with the other has the form of sepatation, the trace of which is at the
heart of all experience (ED 141-2/95).

The infinitely other is invisible; it shows itself or appeats in 2
cettain non-manifestation (ED 135/91). Itis in the face that the other
is “given ovet in person as ather [fivre en personne comme anutre], that is, as
that which does not teveal itself, as that which does not allow itself to
be thematized” (ED 152/103). The face which “is not of ‘the world
can only be reached as the inaccessible, the separate, the invisible, the
intangible, and the secret (ED 153/103).
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If “the existence of aufrui” escapes conceptualization, then what
can be said about aztrwi? (ED 154/104), Who or what is autrui? Despite
appearances, as Derrida points out, there is no concept of autrui (ED
154/104). In French, Auti is not an adjective, or a pronoun; it 15 a
substantive (Le., it functions syntactically as a noun butis not a noun ot
a species of anoun). Itis not a propet noun or a common noun elthet_:,
and unlike the Greek category of the other in general, 1.e. heferon, it
does not take the definite article and admits no pliral. Quoting the
entry from the Li#, which states: “Auntrui, from alter—bz{ia this other
[cer aztrd. ... Autrui is less general than « Jes antres »,” Detrida asks how
are we then to understand what is meant by autri? (ED 155/105).

T would now like to turn to a couple of passages from a long
paragraph in “Violence and Metaphysics” where, u.tgiflg us to reflect
upon “Autrud in an artisan-like way,” Derrida’s text indicates a schema
for a re-reading of Levinas, at least of the terms autrui and Jantre (ED
154/104). Taking note of Derrida’s emphases—he uses the phrase
« 11 faudrait réfléchir » five times on two pages—I would like to show
how Derrida subtly questions the prominence and ptiotity of the alterity
of Autrvi in Levinas’s work (ED 154-5).

After citing the etymology of .Autr, Derrida wonders whether
its capitalization, does in fact reinforce its nentrality: “We would h:elve
to reflectupon this word “Aufrui’in an artisan-like way (I faudrait @‘ledazr.‘de

faon arfisanalk). . .this word ‘Aupraf circamscribed in silence by the capital
letter which ever increases the neutrality of the other [autre]. ..even
though it is the very disorder of conceptuality” (ED 154/ 104.-5). Next,
in a difficult passage, Detrida highlights the relation of ~utrwi to beteron,
the Greek genre or category of alterity relative to a point or term:

We should have to examine patiently [I/ fandrait réfléckir
patierment] what emerges in language when the Greek
thought of Aeteron seems to run out of breath [semble
sessoufler] when faced by the afier-huic, seems to becom.e
incapable [sewble devenir impuissant] of mastering whaF it
alone, howevet, is able to precomptehend by concealing
it as alerity (other in general) {dissimaulant commme altérité (autre
en géndral)], that which, in return, will reveal to it the
irreducible center of its meaning (the other ar autrui)
[(Fantre comme anrra). (ED 155/105)

1t is worth examining, Derrida notes, whether hezeron does “run
out of breath” and whether it does become incapable of mastering
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whatitonly s able to pre-comprehend, i.c. . Autwi, Does heteron, Dertida
seems to be asking, conceal Aupri as other in general? Ts it not worth
reflecting on whether, as Levinas claims, Au#w is the “irreducible
centet” of the Greek thought of heteron? Levinas’s tesistance to the
thought of Aeteron is a protest against the relativization of Ausws.
According to Levinas, Autrai always falls outside the general and
comparative Greek category of other. If, as Levinas holds, Aetzron has
atways concealed and pre-comprehended Autwi as altetity, as other in
genetal, then, Dertida adds: “We would have to examine [I/ faudruit
riflechir] the complicity of this dissimulation and pre-comprehension
which is not produced within a conceptual movement, because the
French word amsrui does not designate a category [espicd] of the genre
atre” In other words, Detrida is questioning whether there has been a
“complicity” to dissimulate antrwi.

Perhaps cateful attention needs to be paid to 2 thought of Zausre
in general, which should not be mistaken fot that of a genre: “We
should have to examine [I/ fandrait réflechin] this thought of Pautre i
general (which is not a gente), Greek thought within which this
nonspecific difference tealizes (itself in) out history” (BD 155/105). But
how can we understand a thought of Fautre in general which would not
be a genre? Here, we atrive at the crux of Dertida’s questionioning of
Levinas. Derrida queties: “Bven earlier [Pus #64: What does autre mean
before the Greek determination of heron and the Judeo-Christian
determination of aurw” (ED 155 /105)."° Dertida is aware that such a
question would meet tremendous tesistance from Levinas, who would
“contest it profoundly” (ED 155/105). Fot, according to Levinas, only
the interruption of amri would allow access to the absolute and
irreducible alterity of the other. Derrida goes on to add that “we should
have to examine, therefore, this Huic of astras (I fandrait done réflechir 3 co
Huic d antrud) whose transcendence is not yet of a thou [#,” not perhaps
that of 2 He [I4 (ED 155/105).%Should a thinking of Zuu#re be limited
to a choice between the invisible transcendence of asti, I ot that of
a Bubetian thou, ## Is there the possibility of another option?

Dettida’s dense, suggestive passage urges us to teflect, in an
attisan-like fashion no less, (1) upon the two Latin components of
Astrii—(a) the Fluiz, the this, and (b) the alter, the other; of alter-hui—
but, even more profoundly, (2) calls for a thinking of Jumsre ptior ot
anterior to both beferon and Awutrui

1. (8) The “Huic of Autrsz” We know from Levinas’s work that
the #5is of antruivefets to this other human [Pastre homme), diffesentiating
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it from all other forms of alterity. Auirui is thus the priviteged form of
altetity—#his (hwic), and not that, other (a/fer). By calling attention to the
absolute singulatity of the #bis, doesn’t Derrida intimate that the 744,
the Huir need not only tefer to this other human, but also to othets, to
all that is alier?

(b) 'The alter of alter-huic. In contrast to Levinas, Derrida in his
reading of Husser} emphasizes the other as alter ego. To have a relation
to the other as aferego means to have a rapport with the other as other, an
atherirreducible to 7y ego, precisely because it is an ego (see above section
on Analogical Apptesentation). Levinas seems to have underestimated
ot played down the alterity of the akerin aler-huic.

2. Derrida’s very schematic comments hete point toward a thinking
of the othet [/autr], antetiot to beteron and amtrui (FD 155/105). As we
know, Levinas refuses to assimilate Antrui to beteron, since the former
cannot fefer to a general alterity or an alterity relative to a term. But, as
Derrida demonstrates, referting to the notion of Aeeren in Plato’s Sophis,
hetzron st not simply be thought in opposition to au#rai. Detrida poses
this question to Levinas: “But how to think ot say aufrus’ without
reference—we do not say reduction—to the alterity of Aeferonin general?™
(ED 186-7/127). Can there be a thinking of alterity thatuttetly absolves
itself from relationality?

Heteron no longer has “the restricted meaning which permits simply
opposing it to that of awtrui, as if it was confined to the region of real ot
logical objectivity” (ED 186/127). If, as Derrida remarks, heseron belongs
“to a mote profound and otiginaty zone than that in which is deployed
this philosophy of subjectivity still implicated in the notion of awtrad”
then aufrwi must be thought with beteron (BED 186/127). A thinking of the
other, Zantre, would not then be simply a thinking of othernessin general,
ot altetity relative to a term, or #hés absolutely other, .Autru, understood
as this other human being and not any other being, A thinking that
thinks the singular #is of antrii and the heteron together at the same fime
would be, for Dettida, a thought of Sastre—ptior to its simple
determination as this othet human or a general alterity—the thinking
and writing of which becomes further refined in Derrida’s own work™

The Relation to the Other

What does the account of the telation to the other in “Violence
and Metaphysics” teach us? What conclusions can be drawn about the
refation to the other? Would it be desirable even to ptovide a formal
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account of this relation? Would such an account be able to do justice
to the singularity of the other or would it run the risk of hypostasizing
the other, endangering its alterity and thematizing what it seeks to
investigate? In this essay Dertida praises “the nature of Levinas’s
wtiting,” his way of proceeding, “masterfully progtessing by negations,
and by negation against negation. Its proper toute {Sa voiz proprd],” he
writes, “is not that of an ‘cither this. ..ot that’ [«on bien .. .0u bieny] but
of a ‘neither this...nor that’ [wi ...non plam]” (ED 134-5/90). Thus
one of the finest features of Levinas’s writing is that it does not attempt
to define or grasp the other, but its insistent thythm strives to respect
the singularity of the othet. For, as Levinas comments, the relation to
the other is “pror to the negative or affitative proposition; it first
institutes language, where neither the no not the yes is the fitst wotd”
(TT32/42). Itis necessary then to attend to the singulatity of the other
each time, while at the same time, attempting like Levinas to provide as
nuanced an account as possible,

Thete can nevet be a telation to the other as such, for the other
never appears a5 such. One can only have a relationship to the othet as
other. To have a relation with the othet as ozber is to have 2 relation with
the distant, the sectet, and the invisible, beyond propriety, restitntion,
and the present, “there where the a5 such of the other eludes [se dérobd]
phenomenality”** My relation to the other is a telation to that which
cannot present itself as such, never appears as such but only appeats in
disappeating. My relation is a relation to that which is not present,
since if the other were actually present as such I would be able to
apptoptiate it in my field of experience and it would be a phenomenon
for me,

However, the telaton with f# autre as such i a relation. 'This
rapport sans rapportis a paradedical relationship: “A relation without reladon
to any other relation,” a relation with that which because of its “alterity
and transcendance makes the relation impossible.””? In otdet to enter
into relation with the other, it is necessaty that an interruption be
possible and that the relation be “a relation of interruption.” However,
this interruption does not simply interrupt the relation with the other;
rather it opens the relation to it. In fact, all social bonds and ties
ptesuppose and are made possible by such an intetruption. As well as
a relation of intetruption, there is simultaneously a cettain mediation
in the relation to the other. In this other experience of mediation—
not to be confused with a relation of reconciliation and totalization—
the other is understood as other in a certain relation of
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incomprehension. 1t is necessary that, at a given moment, the other
in as othet. '

remaﬂ'}hils the relation to the other is twofold: there is (1) asuspension
of opposition between binarY ?ppositions, a mediation wu.:l?out
opposition. At this moment one is in economy: between all oppositions
there is no distinction ot opposition, there is a difference (e.g between
nature and cultutre, where culture is nature differed and deferred, .e.tc.),
and at the same #me (2) precisely because it suspem?s the.opposmon,
there is a radical heterogeneity, the matk of tadif:al difference or
aneconomy. The telation to the other then is F(?nstltuted by the two
logics of economy (mediation With()}lt opposltif)n) gnd anecsmomy;
(radical alterity), relation and interruption of telation, interruption az
negotiation.

Resemblance to God

Let us now retarn to the analogy between the relation to Fhe
other and the relation of Moses to Godwithwhichw? begafu. A reading
of analogy, as we shall show, is already hinted at in “Violence an'd
Metaphysics,” but it is Dertida’s subsequent wotk on analog).r that will
enable us to read the analogical relation as resemblance ‘f”‘? dlffereflce,
cconomy and aneconomy? “The question of analogy” is itself raised
in a discussion of the relation of Levinas’ work to Hegels (ED1)47—8 /
100). It is wotth noting that Derrida italicizes the tetm “analogy’ Zgzher?,
thus signaling that it is not being used in a conventional manner. Thl’s
practice is true of practically every refetence to analogy in Derrida’s
work, Refetring to Levinas’s statement that “Thought 1s}ang:1age afld
is thought in an element analogous to sound and not to light,” Derrida
asks: “What does analagy mean here, difference and tesemblance, a
relation between the sensible sound and thc' sou.nd of thought as
intelligible speech, between sensibility and signification, the senses gnd

sense?”(ED 147-8/99). Levinas employs an unusuzf,l_an.alogy ?:elanng
thought to speech in tesms of sound rather than vision and hght,fan
analogy rarely used in philosophy (hence one of the reasons 0;
Derrida’s subsequent use of the phrasc_“an almost unheard—c?
analogy”). If, according to Levinas, t‘noughF is language ar:Ld mote akin
to sound than to light, then thought is being equated with SPCC.(‘%l, a
living speech. Futther, if, as Levinas claims, thought h.ears tpe invisible
(God), then all speech [disconrs] would be a conversation Wlth God. .
We know that in Tofality and Infinity the ethical telation with Aﬂirm
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is speech ot discourse [disconrs] and that Ausrwiis encountered in speech
(TT51/43). Disconrs would be the telation to the other as interlocutor.
In the relation to the other, Aufu’s manner of presenting itself is
called “expression,” and the face expresses itself £azh anto, This is why
Detrida can point out that the relation to the face in Levinas is only
understandable in light of a certain tesemblance of man to God (ED
159/108-9). Quoting from one of the “Conclusions” of Totality and
Infinity, Dertida notes that “Aatrwi resembles God” (ED 159 /108).%1t
is this very resemblance—"the tesemblance between man and God,
man’s face [visage de Lbomme} and the Face of God [z Fice de Died]” (ED
159/108)—no matter how radically thought by Levinas, which Derrida
ultimately objects to, as it is the soutce from which both humanism
and theology detive their impetus.?’
In Torality and Infinsy, Levinas cautions us that “it would be false

to qualify [the relation to the absolutely other} as theological” (1T 32/

42). Even though “the dimension of the divine opens forth from the

human face,” out relation with the other is “an ethical behaviot and

not theology,” not “a knowledge by analogy of the atttibutes of God”

(T1 76/78). “There can be no ‘knowledge’ of God.” he latet adds,

“sepatated from the relationship with men. .Autwiis the very locus of
metaphysical truth, and is indispensable for my relations with God”

© (TT 77/78). Thus, Levinas further elaborates, “Autrui is not the

incarnation of God, but precisely by his face, in which he is disincarnate,
is the manifestation of the height in which God is tevealed. It is our
telations with men.. . that give to theologieal concepts the unique
signification they admit of” (T 78-9/77). Despite all of Levinas’s
qualifications, what Derrida still finds troubling in Lotality and Infinity is
the complicitous relationship of theology and metaphysics (ED 160/
108-9).28

Dettida notes: “I'he face-to-face is thus not otiginally detetmined
by Levinas as the vis-d-vis of two equal and upright men. ‘The latter
supposes the face-to-face of the man with bent neck and eyes raised
toward God on high”” (ED 158/107). In this tesemblance, “The Face
of God” commands while hiding itself, disappears in showing itself,
What Detrida detects in this passage, and other passages like it, are
evocations of the Face of Yahweh. Derrida cites the passage from
Elcodus with which I began, in which speaking face to face with Moses,
God says: “Thou canst not see my face [z  face]: for there shall be no
man see me and live. ..thou shall see my back parts: but my face shall
not be seen” (Exodus 33:20-23).2 Derrida concedes that “the face e
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visage] is neither the face [/ faze] of God nor the face [/ fignre] of man:
it is their tesemblance. A resemblance which, however, we must think
before, or without, the assistance of the Same” (ED 161/109).% (As
we shall see, Derrida’s comments in Rabat will enable us to think this
resemblance otherwise.)

The resemblance between the face and God’s visage also sets up
an analogy between speech between men and discourse with God:

Via the passageway of this resemblance, man’s speech
can belifted up [re-monte toward God, an almost unheard-
of analagy [analgis presque fnowiz} which is the very movement
of Levinas’s discourse on discourse, on speech {dissrs de
Laosinas sur le disconrs]. Analogy as [eommi] dialogue with
God: ‘Speech [Ls Discours] is conversation with
God....Conversation with God, and not in God as
participation. Conversation with God, and not discourse
on God and his attributes as thee/ogy. (ED 159/108)

This “almost unheard-of” analogy, Dertida writes, is also the
movement of Levinass own discourse. In other words, Levinass
discourse (on discourse, that is, speech with God) is itself a speech
addressed to God, making the status of his text, of all his writings,
analogous to a conversation ot dialogue with God. The nudity of the
face—speech and look—is analogous to divine speech, the speech
that instantaneously presents the speaker. The relation to God, in
language and conversation, is therefore pre-supposed in every face-to-
face, and speech with God, always in the background, serves as
“onarantor” for all face-to-face relations. It is in this sense that Derrida
can write, pataphrasing Levinas, that the dissymmetrical relation to the
other “is, perhaps, the very presence of God” (ED 159/108). Yet this
“presence” is a strange presence:

Presence as sepatation, presence-absence as resemblance,
but resemblance which is not the ‘ontological mark’ of
the worker imptinted on his product (Descartes) or on
‘beings created in his image and resemblance’
{(Malebranche), a resernblance which can be understood
neither in terms of communion ot knowledge, nor in
terms of participation and incarnation. (ED 159-60/108)

For Levinas, this resemblance, which is not a sign ot an effect of
God, places us “in the Trace of God” (ED 160/108). Butit s precisely
this “resemblance” of man to God, the determination of Aufrui by its
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resemblance to God, which prevents the face from appeating in relation
with other beings: “Itis the analogy between the face and God’ visage
Ve visage ave Ja face de Dien] that, in the most classical fashion, distinguishes
man from animal. ... Man’s substantiality, which permits him to be face,
is thus founded in his resemblance to God who is thus the Face [Le
Visagd and absolute substantality” (ED 210/142). Levinas’s theological
conceptuality—or at least his rhetotic—reinforces the identification
of the absolutely other as Awufui, my fellow human, and not as zbis
other, whether animal, living, non-living, ete. Detrida remartks that
Levinas’s use of the language of “substance” (“perhaps man alone is
substance”), refers us to the scholastic problematic of analogy, but he
prefers to leave this issue aside (ED 210/143).

Rethinking Analogy—Difference and Resemblance

The relation to the other opens up a space that is not necessatily
simply theological but can also function as the soutce of theological
discourse. As Derrida rematks regarding Levinas’s entite enterprise,
“this return to experience and ‘to the things themselves,” as a telation
to the infinte(ly) other is not theological, even if it alone has the power
afterward to found theological discourse” (ED 159/107-8). If God,

' the most proper name, were not thought of as a substance, an ineffable

Being, a presence, a final anchot term, but rather was the name of an
“endless desettification of language, ™ if the name of God were the
tesult of an always possible “movement of the effacement of the
trace in presence” (ED 160/108), then the ‘theological’ would be, as
Detrida writes in Of Grammatolgy, ““a determinant moment in the total
movement of the trace)” an “gffect of the frace” (ED 160/108). God
would be, a “nominal effect”” within ‘“‘the chains of substitutions of
narnes,” a name substituting yet another totally other for the wholly
other.*This possibility of infinite substitution, the infinite substitution
of the infinite, allows “God” to stand for the name, one of the
substitutable names, of the unsubstitutable, Such an account would,
of course, break with all the monotheistic doctrines of the oneness,
uniqueness, and unsubstitutability of God. It is said that the absolute
uniqueness of Yahweh does not lend itself to analogy, yet in this
uniqueness and itreplaceability analogy begins. Thus when we say
that the relation to the othet resembles the relation of Moses to God,
we mean that not only is there a formal resemblance between the two
relations but that “the other” shares 2 number of charactetistics with
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what we call “God” There is a structural analogy between the two
relations.

In teaditional analogy either (a) two quantities of the same kind
ate in a direst telation where the value of one determines the value of
the othet (proportis), or (b) there is a similatity or resemblance of telations,
similitade proportionam, between the terms (proporsionalitas)* The
etymology of “analogy” [ana-lagid—the repetition (ana) of a lagos (of 2
relation or a ratid)—points to the possibility of a convettibility of
conversion and a reversibility, since a#s means reversal as well as
tepetition (as reputn, tevetsion, and inversion).” Thus analogy implies
a double movement: the repetition of an initial relation and the
teversibility ot reversal of a relation®

For Derrida, analogy is traditionally anchored by the propet name
ot noun [idien onoma), where the propet name functions as “the
nonmetaphorical ptime mover of metaphor,” as a first term ot
causality® Traditional analogy—what Dertida has elsewhete called “ana-
onto-logy,” which is dominated by the necessity of “the appearance as
such of the as such, of the as”—is governed by the proper name of the
Jogos outside and beyond language. The origin of analogy has always
been lygos—reason and wotd—what “regulates all analogy and which
itself is not analogical ' The analogical chain proceeds from and always
comes back to an otigin, to truth, whose value govetns the entire chain.
This remrn is guided by the funcdon of resemblance (bomoiosis): the
propet and the metaphor teflect and refer to each othet, where the
propet noun has a single sense and means only one thing, The logjcal
and metaphysical anteriotity of that which is tesembled is never
contested. Traditional analogy also assumes that the identity of the
terms in the analogical relation and their relationships are evident,

known, and stable, In other words, all the terms are either present ot
can come o presence.

The relation ot analogy between two telations is itself dominated
and named by one of the terms within the relation of telations, for
example, in our case, God. The name of the relation is the same as that
of one of its terms and all the terms ate comprehended in the structure
of this one term. “This comptehension,” according to Derrida, “is an
actof dominationand dedsion” Thus the relation itself is comprehended

and decided in favor of one of its terms. “God,” then would dominate
the other terms of the analogy, swallowing them up, incorpotating

them.

For Dertida, in the analogy of the relation to the other to that of ;
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the relation of Moses to God—analogy displaced, analogy otherwise,
an almost-unheard of “analogy,” analogy and heterology—what the
tetms of the analogy name, for example “God” or “the othet;” ate not
the proper names referting to a unique thing, 'The analogy does not
refer back to a fixed term ot an undivided otigin. The relation to both,
the other and God, is an inditect, reticent rapport to a cettain obscurity
a'nd remoteness. What both relations have in common is a structutal
sllmila,rity: both ate asymmestrical relations to that which is infinitely
distant, to what cannot be seen or immediately presented. ‘The
description of one relation—for example, the charactetistics of the
relation to the other—can then shine 2 light, albeit 2 nocturnal glow
on the other relation. ,
Following the same logic to its limit, we could say that the telation
to the othet and the relation of Moses to God are at once analogous,
Fhey share 2 certain functional analogy (hence this relation could be
mscFibed in an open series which would contain many other analogous
relau::ms) and also temain entirely singular, ifteducible to one another,
offegng no guarantee of analogy. Fach relation, uttetly unique, singular
and itreplaceable, is patt of a specific semantic or tropological system,
and can be substituted by another. Fach relation is a part of a seties
but is also able to comprehend the whole and stand for all the othersi
.If thete is an analogy between the relation of Moses and God, analogy
is here understood in a new sense, combining “the economy of
analogy—the same only diffeted, telayed, deferred [rgportil—and the
tuptute of all analogy, absolute heterology”#Itis an intetrupted analogy,
which once interrupted, is again resumed as an analogy between two
absolute incommensurable heterogeneities. ‘

Paradigm and Seties

Thus, the relation between Moses and God can be taken as the
patadigm, paradeigma, example, fot all relations to the other. In both
cases a demand is made for the other to show itself (“montre-toi”)
fmd each time this demand cannot be fulfilled. What is asked to shovs;
lt.self cannot show itself in petson; it erases itself in ‘presenting’ itself,
disappeating in its appeatance. Hence thete can be no relation to the
other ot to God as such, thete can only be a relation to the other as other,

The telation of Moses to God is exemplary and can function as
the paradigm fot all relations to the other, but this paradigm has no
absolute privilege with tespect to other relations in the open-ended
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seties of relations in which it is inscribed and that it makes possible.
The paradigm here is neither the producer not the generator from
which a copy emetges. It is not at the otigin, arehé, or the model already
thete, in nature, from which other relations originate. This seties without
commencement ot end, without origin ot hierarchy, is composed of 2
chain of relations, an open seties of relations, each unique and
irreplaceable. The relation of Moses to Ged is 2 patt of this series,
which we may just as well call, without patadigm, but a part that can
always comprehend the whole, If the serles of telations ate analogous
itis in their disjunction—they ate intetlaced but intetrupted at intervals.

Read in this mannet, even if the relation of Moses to God is to

be consideted as the paradigm of all relations to the other, the
relationship to the other nced not necessatily be 2 “religious” relation
undetstood onto-theologically. In “Violence and Metaphysics” Detrida
found it objectionable to call the relation which opens ethics, this bond
or tle, religion. At that time, Detfida demonstrated that Levinas was
unable to escape the theological ambit of his thought, that he was
unable to keep the philosophical texts and the confessional, theological
writings apart.® Since those eatly pronouncements Detrida’s own work
has undertaken a setious engagement with religion, and he would be
more tempted to accept the term religion, as long as this relation could
be understood as the inescapable telationship to a non-thematizable
X, a relation without relation to the totally other rather than an organized,
positive, revealed religion.* Yet he would still maintain that Levinass
insistence on keeping the two realms separate leads to 2 metaphysical,
onto-theological thought.

Fot Dettida, the impossibility of figotously separating the two
relations—the relation of Moses to God and the relation to the other—
from one another is precisely the vety condition of any relation ot
address to the other. What cannot be denied is the primal importance
of the relation to the other, an undeniable tie ot “bond” that precedes
all determined community, all otganized religion, every onto-anthropo-
theological hotizon. This bond would be what would link singularities
io each other before any social ot political determination. Thus what
both sides of analogy between the two telations point to is #he faw of #he
velation to the other—a tie prior to all anthropo-theology, a relation antetior
to the bond between men, and ptiot to what links man to Ged. To
have a relation to the othet as ofberis not to simply have respect for the
other as human subject, which Levinas's notion of Ausryi would seem to
insist o, it is to be in relation with that which comes, beyond being,
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whose identity is always yet to be determined. Perhaps the resemblance
of the other to God as the movement of the trace is that very “space”
in which the undecidable coming of the other occuts. It is in this way
that the coming of the other “can no longer be confused with the
God ot the Man of onto-theology ot with any of the figures of the
configuration {the subject, consciousness, the unconscious, the self,
man ot woman, and so on).”
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! Hachem Yoda, “Bn compagnie,” Idionses, nationalitts, déconstruction:
Rencontre de Rabat aves Jacques Derrida, special issue of Cabiers INTERSIGNES
13 (Casablanca: Fditions Tonbkal, 1998), 20, All further references, abbreviated

. 33 IND, will be cited in the body of the text. Foda is teferring to the French

transhation of Abu Bakr ibn Abi Ishag Muhammad ibn Ibtahim ibn Ya’qub
al-Bukhari al-Kalibidht's Ta'arrf k-miadbab abl al-tasawwuf, Traité du Soufisme,
trans. Roger Deladtiére (Paris: Sindbad, 1981); translated into English as The
i)ga;%’irze of Sufts, trans. A. J. Arberry (Cambtidge: Cambtidge University Press,

' *This is my translation of Foda’s citation, “Montre-Toi & moi, que
je Te regarde,” from the Trui#é du Soufisme.

*Tam hete translating Foda’s rendering in French, “Ttu ne Me vertas
poinit,” of a citation from the Qurlan VII, 143, The King James Version of the
Bible reads: “And he said, I beseech thee, show me thy glory” In his response
God states: “for thete no man shall see me’” (Bxodus 33:18-20).

4 Jacques Derrida, “Fidélité 4 plus dun.” in Idiomes, nationalités,
déconstruction: Rencontre de Rabat aves Jacques Dervida (Casablanca: Editions Toublal,
1998), 226, my italics.

’ * See, for example, Levinas's following remarks in an interview with
Richard Kearney regarding the difference between his two forms of writing:
“Talways make a clear distinction in what I write, between philosophical and
confessional texts....I would never, for example, introduce a talmudic or

- biblical verse into one of my philosophical texts to try to prove ot jostify a

phenomenological atgument.” “Dialogue with Emmanuel Levinas” in Fase 0
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Faace with Levinas, ed. Richard Cohen {Albany: State University of New York
Press, 1980), 18.

¢ Jacques Detrida, “Violence et métaphysique,” in I.'Ecriture of Iz
difference (Paxis: Seuil, 1967); translated by Alan Bass as “Violence and
Metaphysics” in Witing and Difference (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1978), Cited throughout as ED in the body of the text, with the page references
first to the French, then to the English. T have silently modified the translation
whete necessaty. ‘This article was first published in two parts in Resue e
métaphysiqus ef de morale 69:3 (1964): 332-345 and 69:4 (1964): 425-473.

7 dwtriis often tendered in English as “othets” (e.g., Harper Collins-
Robert French Dictionary); however, in translations of Levinas the term is
customatily translated in the uppercase as “the Other” to indicate that Levinass
concern is always with a human other, For Levinas, Auirsi is a concreie
reference to the other person, to the empirically human, whereas the use of
Antre tends to stress the formal sense of alterity, even though he is not
consistent about this throughout bis writings, The French Robert dictionary
provides the following entry for ausrus: “(pronom)—alrui 1080, cas régitme
de amveun autre, les autre hommes.” The following etymology canbe found
in the Litré: “Provencal alirwi, avtrni; ital, adtrs; de alter-bute, cet autre, Aun cas
régime: voili pourquoi autrui est toujours au régime, et pourquol autrii est

moins général que ks astres.” Perhaps, like the translators of Being and Time
who chose not to translate Dasein, philosophical English should adopt Ass

as a mote acceptable term than “the Other.” This practice is followed by
Susan Hanson in the transtation of Blanchot’s The Infinite Conversation. Since
one of the purposes of this paper is to disentangle the different conceptions
of the term “other’” in the works of Tevinas and Detrida, I have retained the
French terms throughout in my essay. Also, 1 have maintained Detrida’s use
of the lower case Jautrs, the othet, in order to emphasize how he utilizes this
term.

8'T'he complex relation between Detrida and Levinas, involving a
umbet of texts over the coutse of decades, would naturally require a cateful

analysis that cannot be undertaken here. It needs to be remembeted (1) that

“Violence and Metaphysics” mainly treats Levinas’s early writings (Detrida
notes that his essay was already written before the publication of “The Trace
of the Other” in 1963), and (2) that certain terms and motifs have shuttled
back and fotth between the two authots and a nuanced reading of the relation
between the two thinkers would have to take into account this mutual re-

reading, My concesn in this essay is not whether Derrida’s interptetation of
> not is it to provide Levinasian “responses” to any of |

3

Levinas is “accurate,

Dettida’s “objections.”

9 Since the aim of this essay is to attend to Derrida’s reading of '

Hussetl, we would have to leave aside an examination of Husserls own texts.
Tt s worth noting, however, that throughout his writings, from the Hussetliana
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volumes XINI-XV Zur Phinomenologie der Intersubjektiviit {1905-35) to Formal
and Transcendental Logic and the Cartesian Meditations, Husserl maintainéd that
there can be no presentation (Gegenmirtignng) of the other’s lived expetiences

Ilcan never have unmediated access to the othet. Since the other cannot be;
givenin flesh and blood, it never offers itself originaliser [origing, it can only be
analoglcally appresented. In the Carsesian Meditations Husser] insists that the
cxpetience of the other, Bremderfabrung, is not an inference from analogy of
reasoning by analogy (§50). Apperception is nota thinking act or projection
rather t?le relation to the alier ¢go or the alien (Husserd uses the adjective da;
ﬁemde)l s a transfer, an analogizing transposition, Husserl uses the terms
:}rlz:i@zgatwﬂ ES/lﬂd?gifiWﬂg] and analggon frequently to signify a process rather

a state. See, for example, Hua XIIT, 265 Lo

other [der Anderd] is my aml:!ogan.” oA CHS ¥4, Hual, 125:“The
. ¥ For anothe.t teference to analogical appresentation, see Vi and

bmamm.aﬂwhere Dertida writes: “outside the transcendental monadic sphere
of what is my own (wir eigenes), the ownness [l propriétd] of my own (Efgenbeid)
my own self-presence, I only have relations of analgical appresentation, of mdz‘at;
and potential intentionaliyy, with the other’s ownness te propre d’autmz]} with the
self~pres‘ence of the other; its primordial presentation is closed ,to me [&
pré{mtat.wn. originaire m'est interdite).” La voix et le phénomine (Patis: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1967), 42; translated by David Allison as Speech and
Pb‘efwrfz.em1 1(I-Eéva:}ston: Northwestern University Press, 1973), 39.

‘ . ee Jacques Derrida, “I faut bien manger,” Pos jor:
enfrefiens, ed. Elisabeth Weber (Paris: Galilée, 1992)1,]%78; ti):xfllf;; 1?81’::7:;;
Connor and Avital Ronell as “Bating Well,”” Pontr ...: Inferviews, 1974-1994
trans, Peg%y Kamuf et al, (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1995) 263-4)

Jacques Detsida, Le foucher, Joan L Nangy (Paris: Galilée) ’p. 21 8.

All furthefjrefcrc_nces will be cited as LT in the body of the text. , '

.Demda goes on to add that this economic telationship is also at
the same timec a relation of violence and nonviolence (188/128-9). The
question of violence in the wotks of Levinas and Derrida has been the Sl:Ib'CCt
of much controversy, which cannot be broached here. !

i * We know from Plato’s Sgphis that to be other is to be other than
somc't’tnng clse: “other is always said telative to other [pros heteror]” Plato
Y zpbm‘,.Locb Classical Libraty, vol. VI, trans. Harold Notth.Fowle:.i
(Cambn'dgc, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1996 [1* ed. 1921]), 255d. Stanle
Ros'en, in Plato} Sophist: The Drama of Original and Image (New Haven: Yalz
Umvetmg Press, 1983), 271, renders this Passage as: “whatever is other is
necess@y this specific nature with respect to another” {255d6-7), Also see
Pgmemde:l?:% and 164¢. Derrida notes that even though the othex; is always
§md pros beteron, this “does not prevent it from being an eidbs (o a Zenire genuz]

. Inanonconceptual sense} that is, from being the same as itself” as long as we

understand this sameness to involve alterity (186, 127}, ’ s
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The notion of the other in Plato, whether afs ot heteron, is especially
difficult to comptehend, particularly in the later dialogues. See Stella Sandford’s
excellent “Plato and Tevinas: The Same and The Other,” Journal of the British
Society for Phenomenolygy 30:2 (May 1999): 131-150. Sandford cites Jean Wahl,
who in 1926 wrote that the other is “unable to be grasped [insaisiuabl] by
pure conceptual thought,” and Paul Ricoeur, who calls the other “the most
ungraspable [insaisissablé] of the categories” (141).

15 See my essay ““Ca me regandé’: Regarding Responsibility in Dertida,”
fotthcoming,

16 For two peneitating analyses of Dertida’s reading of the notion
of the other in Husserl in “Violence and Metaphysics,” see Robert Bernascont,
“The Altetity of the Stranger and the Experience of the Alien,” in The Face of
the Other and the Trace of God: Eissays on the Philosophy of Emmanuel Levinas, ed,
Jeffrey Bloechl (New Yotk: Fordham University Press, 2000) and Leonard
Lawlor, Dervida and Husserl: The Basic Problem of Phenomenology (Bloomington:
Tndiana University Press, 2002),

T When discussing I evinas’s wotk in “Viclence and Metaphysics,”
following Levinas’s own practice in Tofakty and Infinity, Detrida uses auirui and
Pantresynonymously. It should be noted that, even when providing an account
of the chatacteristics of the other in Yevinas, Dertida consistently uses Sauire
in the lower case. Ausruiis a term that does not belong to Derrida’s terminology.

18 “The absohutely other is Autmi [L'absolument Autre, ¢'est Antruil.”
Emmanuel 1évinas, Totalits ot infini: Essat sur Uextériorité (e Hague: Martinus
Nijhoff, 1961), 28, Al page references in this essay are to the Livre de poche
edition; translated by Alphonso Lingis as Tolality and Infinity: An Lissay on
Eiscteriority (Pittsburgh: Duguesne University Press, 1969), 39, Heteafter cited
throughout in the body of the text as T1, with the page refetences first to the
French, then to the English.

¥ One cannot but hear in the words pus /2, “even catlier,” echoes
of another wotd, pluist, “rather”” Rather, Dettida seems to be asking, what

does antre mean before its Greek and Judeo-Christian determinations?

D The “thou” is an obvious reference to Buber’s work which is
founded on an ontology and a theology of the “/entre-denx”

2 Tt is cleatly not possible to fully substantate this claim in the
space of one essay.

2 Yacques Derrida, Adien & Emmanuel Lévinas (Patis: Galilée, 1997),
100; translated by Pascale-Anne Brault and Michael Naas as Adien: To Emmanel
Levinas (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999), 54.

2 Tacques Dertida and Pierre-Jean Labatiérre, ~Alrités (Paris: Osiis,

1986), 81-2. My account of the relation to the other in this section botrows
heavily from this text,

% For a partial list of Derrida’s references to analogy, sce the '

discussion of “the principle of analogy” in Archeolgy of the Frivolous, Voise and
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Pbeﬂamenoﬂ, “Ousia and Gramme” and “White Mythology” (where metaphot
is called “Tl.le manifestation of analogy”) in Margins of Philesaphy, “Plato’s
Pharmacy” in Dissensination, “Parergon” in The Truth in Painting (where Derrida
notes the connection between anthropo-theologism and analogism),
“}.Economimesis,” ” 'To Speculate—on “Freud™ in The Post Card, On the Nawse,
Signsponge, “Shibboleth: Fot Paul Celan,” and The Gif of Death. ,

* Analogy is also italicized on ED 148, not teflected in the English
translation on p.100,

% This is a quotation from TT 326,/293,

¥ Wee can find in the writings of Saint Bonaventure references to a
tesemblance (similiiuds) between ereatures and God. In the Commentary on
the Senses he wrote that the likeness of creature to God is a relation of
proportisnalitas. The relationship of creature to God is that of the axerplatum
to the exemplar, making every creature a zestigim Dei. For Aquinas, the
foundation of all analogy is also the likeness of creatutes to God, Ana.[o’gical
predication is founded on resemblance. In De Deritate Aquinas distinguishes
the tesemblance of propottion (sonvenientia proporsionis) from the resemblance
of .proportionality (vonvenientia proportionalitas). In the Summa Theolgica 1 Aquinas
writes of an analogy of propottion, analogia secundsum convenientianm proporsionss,
and proportionality, analogia secundum convenientians proporsionalitas. In Aquinas
analogy plays an important role as a supplement to human logos ir;
undesstanding God. See Geotge Peter Klubertanz, 2 Thomas Aguinas on
Arnalogy: A Teoctual Analysis and Systematic Synthesis (Loyola University Press,

- 1960).

% In an interview, Levinas clatifies the relation between God and
aufryi;“1 cannot describe the refation to God without speaking of my concern
for autryi [ce qui m'engage a Fogard & antrnd” Adding that in Matthew, 25 the
tﬁ].ﬂi']()n to God is presented as “a relation to another person [fauire Ezamme] i
k@as says: “In amirui thete is the real presence of God.” See “Phﬂosophi:e
Justice et Amour” in Entre nous: Essais sur ke penser-a-Fantre (Paris: Gtasset:
199?}, 120-1; translated by Michael B. Smith and Barbara Harshav as
“Philosophy, Justice and Love” in Ensre nous: Thinking-of The-Other (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1998), 109-110, trans. modified.

. # T am hese citing the translation used by Alan Bass in Writing and
Difference which differs slightly from the one with which my essay began.

* In the context of a discussion of the role of att in “Reality and Is
Shadow;” Levinas writes of a resemblance without model. Historically resemblance
has been understood as a relation between the thing and its image, 2 comparison
between an image and the ofiginal. In this extremely tich eatly essay, Levinas

._ thmks of tfl:semb]ance as the very movement that engenders the image. ‘The
- thing, he writes, resernbles itself. See “T a réalité et son ombre” Les Temps modervies

38 (1948): 771-789; translated by Alphonso Lingis as “Real 7
: ; ty and Its Shadow;” in
The L svinas Readsr, ed. Sean Hand (Cambridge, Mass.: Blackwell, 1989).
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3 The main Scholastic philosophets (late fifieenth through sixteenth-
centuries) associated with the question of analogy were, of course, Thomas
de Vio (Cajetan), Peter de Fonseca, and Francis Suéarez. In Digputationes
metaphysicae Sudrez wrote: “Every creature is being in virtue of a relation to
God, inasmuch as it participates in ot in some way imitates the being (ess¢) of
God, and as having being, it depends essentially on God”

% Jacques Detrida, Sauf ke nom (Pasis: Galilée, 1993), 56; translated
by John P. Leavey, Jr. as «Gauf le nom” in On #he Name, ed. Thomas Dutoit
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1995), 55-6.

% Jacques Derrida, De la grammatologie (Parls: Minuit, 1967), 47;
translated by Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak as Of Grammatology (Balimore: Johns
Hopkins University, 1974), 69.

* Jacques Detrida, “La Différance,” Marges de la philosopbie (Paris:
Minuit, 1972), 28; translated by Alan Bass as “Différance.” Margins of Philosaphy
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), 26-7.

* Dertida returns to the question of analogy and the Name of God
in Levinas in “En ce moment méme dans cet ouviage me voici,” Pyebé
Tnsentions de Pantre (Patis: Galilée, 1987-98); translated by Ruben Berezdivin as
“At This Very Moment in This Wotk Here I Am” in Re-Reading Levinas, eds.
Robert Bernasconi and Simon Critchley (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1991). Quoting Levinas’s words in “The Name of God Accotding toa
Few Talmudic Texts” where he emphasizes that God refuses all analogy with
beings, Derrida adds that once interrupted, this analogy is again resumed.
Just as there is a resemblance between the face of God and the face of man,
Detrida writes, there is also an analogy between all proper names and the
names of God, which are, in their turn, analogous among themselves.

% The teems proportio and proporfionalitasare from the Latin translation
of Budclid’s The Thirteen Books of the Elements, vol. 1L, trans. Thomas L. Heath
(New Yotk: Dover, 1956) book 5, def. 3 and 5. 'The Latin word proporiis
translates the Greek analgia, a translation that already betrays a Platonic
conceptualization of analogy.

¥ See Fliane Bscoubas, Inago Mundi: Topologie de Fart (Patis: Galilée,
1986), 113. Ana has the same sense as the Latin re or refro, It can also mean
“upwatd,” and in certain circumstances “according to,” “in rrmtual accord,”
“reciprocally.””

% The otigins of analogy ate somewhat obscute. A genetal theory
of analogywas first developed by Eudoxus (r406-2355 BC) and then codified
by Euclid. Whether credited to the Pythagoreans or their predecessors, the
initial use of analogy was mathematical, where it signified the equality of two

proporions, For the use of analogy in Plato, see Republic Bk V1L 508c (analgon
“0 stand in a proportion with itself); 5342 {“the propottion [analgia] between
the things™), 510a-b, 511e, 530d, 534a, 576c; Gorgias 465b-c, Phaedo 1112-b;
and ‘Timaens 29¢, 31 ¢, 32a-c, 69b. Asistotelian analogy also emphasizes the
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telation of “a proportion or equality of two relations” ; 7
V, 6, 113130, Metaphysics 1003a3§j 1017a, Réetoric ﬁ;gi’g fﬁ’fﬁmﬁﬁfﬁ?
11, 11, 1412a; Postis, Topies 108a7-8, V., 8, 13824, Palitcs 1296b, Detrida has
Kg:?t:ldly li;l:ked .the problem of analogy and metaphor, noi;lng that, for
otle, analogy is me iti i

s (ot ,%'Z e I;:jtphor par excellence as it is based on an equality of

It is welt known that Franz Brentano's 7
Bedentung de Seienden nach Aristoreles (Hildesheim: G? ?glfn?égg ii:ilt?d% ;f'fg
ttar}siatc?d by Rolf George as O the Several Senses of Being in,Arirtat'le (Berkeley:
Um\-rersuty of California Press, 1975) was influential on Heidegger (see “Lettz;
to Bichardson”). Brentano situated his wotk within the tradition of scholastic
phllor?ophy which attributed to Asistotle the determining of the manifold
meanings of being in terms of analogy. However, many commentatots of
Aj:fstotl:lc hffwe pointed out that for the Stagirite, it is mote accurate to say that
Being is said pros hen and not analogically (e.g,, Metaphysies 1003233). Tt is the
Late Scholstics, and not Thomas Aquinas, who equate the Aristotelian pros
ben lagomenon with the analogy of attribution. Jean-Francois Couttine’s recent
Im. mtélg.rarz:ef de létre. Etudes de philosophic ancienne et mediévak (Patis: Presses
Univetsitaires de France, 2003) argues quite convincingly that the doctrine of
analggy of being, analgia entis, appears much later in the commentators of
Aquinas such as Capréolus (Jean Cabrol), Cajetan, and Sudrez,

In Being and Time Heidegger poses the question: What constitutes

. theunity of the universal concept of being? Quoting Aristotle in the opening

pages, H.cidcgger credits him with elevating this problem to a fundamental
level. Being is not a genus, Heidegger notes, and the universality of Being
tran?ccnds any universality of genus, In medieval theology heing is designated
asa tlransccndens.’ According to Heidegger, Aristotle himself knew the unity
f)f @s transcendental ‘universal’ as a unity of analygy, but the Schoolmen who
mhenltcd -the doctrine of the unity of apalogy failed to explain how the uni
of bc?mg is possible. Not only is the docttine of the analogy of bein nottZ
solution o the Seingfrage, Heidegger points out in a lecture course, Af&tateler
Mft@/yﬂk E 1-3, Von Wesen nnd Wirkfichksit der Kraft, GA. 33, ed. Heinricli
ilrel: grankfort: K.Iostc:cmann, 1981), 46; translated by Walter Brogan and
:atnek as A{Hiﬂfl&’lM etiapbysics 2 1-3: On the Essence and Aetnality of Force
(Blooml.ngton: Indiana University Press, 1995), 38; but it is the index of “the
most stringent aporia,” an “impasse [Aumgghsigke” According to Heidepger
itis {mPOSSJble to illuminate the primary meaning of being until th i
of time is broached. ; s
" In Kant, malogy is 2 "‘perfcct resemblance ot similarity of two
ations bt'e'tw?cn two quite dissimilar things [eine unvollkommene Abnlichkest
sputier Verbdliisse spuischen gans, unibnlichen Dingen bedentel].” Prolegomena zu ciner

.. Jeden Kiinfiigon Metaphysik, die als Wissensohaft wird anfiveten kinnen (Hamburg,

Felix Meiner Vetlag, 1957), § 58, 124, Ak. 357-8; translated by James W,
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Ellington as Prolgomena & any Future Metaphysics, Paul Carus trans. revised
(Indianapolis: Hackett, 1977), 98. Analogy is then a mattes of resemblance
LAbnlichkeif] and relations [Verhdinissé]. Operating everywhere in the Crifigne

of Judgment, analogy attempts 1O bidge the abyss between the two absolutely
hetetogeneous worlds of Natute and the Ethical. As Derrida writes in The
Truth in Painting, “the recourse to analogy, the conceptand the cffect of analogy,”

in Kant “are or make the bridge itself” (43/36). See, for example, Critigue of
Judgmeent Ale 464, Detrida also underscores “the connection between anthropo-
theologism and analogism” in the "Third Critique: “the principle of analogy is

here indeed inseparable from an anthropocentric principle. Thehuman centet
also stands in the middle [ax milied], between nature (animate ot inanimate) |
and God” (133-4/117). Fora guide to the question of analogy in Kant, see
Francois Marty, La naissance de la ridtaphysique chex, Kant. Une etude sur la notioh
Lantienie d'analogie (Patis: Beauchesae, 1980).

* Jacques Dertida, “1a mythologie blanche,” Marges de la philosophis
(Patis: Minwit, 1972), 290, translated by Alan Bass as “White Mythology,”
Margins of Philosoply (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), 243,

 facques Derrida, “Fieonomimesis” in Minesis des artionlabions (Pads: .
Aubiee-Flammation, 1975), 85; translated by Richard Klein as “Eeonomimesis” 13
Diacritics 11,2 (1981): 19, :

“ Jacques Detrida, “Ta pharmacic de Platon,” La dissémination {Paris!
Senil, 1972), 133; translated by Batbara Johnson as “Plato’s Pharmacy,’
Dissersination (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981), 117.

“ Jacques Detrida, “Comme s Cétait possible,” Revue internationale
e phibsgpbis 205, 3 (1998): 497-529, p. 524,

4 Referring to Difficuls Freedom Derrida states that the ethical relation
is a religious relation (142/96}. The soutce of concern for Derrida is that
Levinasian ethics inevitably leads to “refigion,” “not aeligion, hut hereligion,
the religiosity of the religious” (142/96). Levinas defines religion in Totally
and Infinity in the following ways: “We propose to call religion the bond [ bien
that is established between the same and the other without constitutiog 2
totality” (TT 30/40) and “Flor the relation between the being here below and
the transcendent being that results in no community of concept or totality—
a telation without relation—we reserve the tegm teligion™ (T17 8-9/80). This
term is, of course, revisited by Dertida in [ et savoir: Les deux soutces de
la ‘religion’ aus limites dela simple raison.” In La Religion. Fds. Jacques Dertids
and Gianni Vattimo (Patis: Seuil, 1996); translated by Samuel Webet as “Fajth
and Knowledge: The Two sources of ‘Religion’ within the Limits of Merc *
Reason,” in Refigion (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998). '

# Both Hent de Vties, from whose wotk T have henefited greatly
and John Caputo have wiitten extensively on Detrida’s wiitings on religion.
See Hent de Vries, Philosoply and the Turn to Religion (Baltimore: Johns Hoplds
University Press, 1999) and Religion and Violence: Philosophical Perspectives Jro
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Kant 1o Dervi R . .
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