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INTRODUCTION

But God, who is rich in mercy, out of the great love with
which he loved us even when we were dead through
our trespasses, made us alive together with Christ—hy
grace you have been saved—and raised us up with him
and scated us with him in the heavenly places m Christ
Jesus, so that in the ages to come he might show the
immeasurable riches of his grace in kindness toward us
in Christ Jesus. For by grace you have been saved
through faith, and this is not your own doing; it is the
gift of God—not the result of works, so that no one may
boast (Eph. 2:4-9).

IN CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY, the way in which the relationship be-
tween God and human beings 1s accomplished is frequently de-
scribed as gift. It is God’s self-gift that initiates this relationship,
facilitates it, and enables it to be sustained. This is the meaning
of grace: that God is for the world giver, gift, and giving, a trinity
of self-emptying love who is beyond all imagining, and that in this
gift what seems like an impossible relationship is made possible.
So it is suggested in the letter to the Ephesians, that relationship
with God—which is the very meaning of salvation—is made possi-
ble only because of God’s mercifulness and love (“God, who is
rich in mercy, out of the great love with which he loved us . . .
made us alive . . .”"). The initiative and the capacity to achieve
relationship lie totally with God (*this is not your own doing™),
and the movement toward relationship is seen to be motivated
not by justice (which is essentially a moment of recuperation—
justice tries to restore a certain balance to the scales) but by a
merciful love that is pure expenditure (“so that in the ages to
come he might show the immeasurable riches of his grace in kind-
ness toward us in Christ Jesus™). The movement toward relation-
ship is made without the motivation of return. In other words,
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relationship with God (salvation) occurs in the self-offering of
God, which coes not hinge on any condition. The gift of God is
pure as it is perfect and absolute. To speak of God as gift is theo-
logically compelling, not least because it appeals 1o a particular
aspect of Christian experience: if it is possible at all to describe
an “encounter” with God, it will be one that is utterly gracious,
impossible to predict, manipulate, or objectify—shecr gift. And
vet here we begin to glimpse the problem that motvates the writ-
ing of this book. For how might such a gift—pure, absolute, un-
able to be objectified—Dbe received?

The problem of God's scli-giving has a number of faces. We are
immediately referred 1o the whole question of human experi-
ence, which resonates in many registers and will of necessity be
treated here within particular limits. The more strictly theological
angle on this question is well worn but no less pressing for being
repeated: if God is utterly greater than that which human experi-
ence can contain, how is God to enter into that experience at all?
But in this context a further question arises that will serve as the
prism through which the previous questions will be examined:
the question of the gift itself. Significant in the passage from
Ephesians noted abhove is the unconditionality of the gift, and
even momentary reflection on a common understanding of the
word “gift” reveals that unconditionality is one of its most impor-
tant conditions. If I give expecting something in return, 1 have
not really given in the right spirit. But unconditionality extends
turther than not intending that the gift be returned; it extends to
the fact of its not being returned or even returnable. Few theolo-
gitans would contest that God’s gift is too great to be returned, and
theretore the difficulty does not seem to apply in this instance. Yet
there is an argument emerging from the work of Jacques Derrida,
and yet to be fully articulated or tested here, to suggest that no
gift that is recognized as such in the present is ever given uncondi-
tionally because such a gift is always and inevitably returned. In
my receiving the gift as a gift, the gift is undone, it ttrns to ashes
in my hands, it is no longer a gift. The question of the gift here
closely resembles the question of how God is to enter into human
experience. “If you meet the Buddha on the road, kill him.” If
you have seen God, what you have seen is not God.

The question of the gift as it is analyzed by Derrida arises in a
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very specific context, one that assumes a heritage of that type of
philosophy known as phenomenoclogy while pushing that heri-
tage to the limits. Given the extent to which the phenomenologi-
cal and post-phenomenological debate dominated European
phtlosophy in the twentieth century, as well as the intersection of
this debate with Christian thought at various points and in differ-
ing ways, it seems appropriate to question the relationship be-
tween philosophy and theology anew with phenomenology in
mind. It is all the more pertinent in the light of the work of an-
other contemporary Frenchman, Jean-Luc Marion, whose phe-
nomenological investigations of the possibility of revelation focus
the ditficulties with precision. For our purposes, Marion's re-
sponse to Derrida on the question of the gift serves to gather
together all these faces of the problem of God’s self-giving. The
question of whether or not there can be a phenomenon of gift
frames a discussion of the successes and failures of phenomenol-
ogy as well as its theological possibilities. What follows proceeds
by way of phenomenology, as it is read by each of the two main
protagonists, in an examination of the gift and a consideration of
somc of the theological implications that emerge as a result.
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1
The Problem of the Gift

THE QUESTION OF THE GIFT

A GIFT IS ANY OBJECT given by one person to another, gratuitously
(in the OED we read that it is the “voluntary transference of prop-
erty without consideration,” where “consideration” 1s taken to
mean “‘reward’ or “compensation”). This gratuitousness is em-
phasized as an essential part of the gift: a gift has to be given in a
certain spirit if it is to be a gift at all, and that spirit is sheer gener-
osity. The purest of gifts is the one that is given without motive,
without reason, without any foundation other than the desire to
give. A gift is, in the best sense, something that emerges from
a preparedness to expect nothing in return, to be dispossessed
unconditionally. The attitude of the giver of the true gift must be
to expect nothing in return. And the recipient, in like spirit, must
accept in complete surprise and genuine appreciation. For a gift
cannot be something earned, something automatically due, any
more than it can be something passed on merely out of obliga-
tion. When [ receive a gift that is not given in a spirit of generosity,
{ am instantly suspicious. Once there are “strings attached,” what
1s given is no longer a gift, but a sign of something clse. Perhaps
it is a bribe. Perhaps it is like a contract, binding mc in debt once
accepted. Perhaps it befalls me as a blow, something intended to
embarrass me, a sign of an unequal relationship between myself
and the giver. And T may sometimes give a gift simply because it
is expected or necessary. There may be a situation where a gift is
appropriate but where my intenton is begrudging rather than
generous, Ineach of these cases, the gift becomes something bur-
densome, and the title “gift’”" is used only tentatively, There is no
other word, but we recognize a certain lack that undermines the
very gift itself.

Of what, then, does the gift consist? It would seem that the gift
is the object that passes from one to another. Or does the true
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gift consist in the givennessy Does the gift-object serve only as a
conduit for a certain excess: an excess of generous intention on
the part of the one who gives, and a recognition and acceptance
of that excess on the part of the one who receives? This focus on
the excessiveness of the intention forms part of the work of Rus-
sell Belk, who tries to define the characteristics of the “perfect
gift.”! Belk interprets the expression of the perfect gift as agapic
love, where the gift “is not selected and given to communicate a
nessage . . . but rather to express and celebrate our love for the
other. [t is spontaneous, affective and celebratory rather than pre-
nmeditated, cognitive, and calculated to achieve certain ends.””
Such a gift, he suggests, would have the following properties: the
giver makes an extraordinary sacrifice; the giver wishes solely to
please the recipient; the gift is a luxury; the gift is something
uniqucly appropriate to the recipient; the recipient is surprised
by the gift; and the recipient desires the gift and is delighted by
it.” Belk’s list does not reduce the gift solely to the intentions with
which it is given and received, but the determinative value of the
gift clearly resides in the intentional realm. Nevertheless, there
can be no giftintention without a gift-object, whether that object
itself be real or ideal. Yet is there such a thing as an ideal gift-
object? It is common to speak of gifts such as {riendship, although
there may be a degree of imprecision in their definition, If a gift-
object were ideal, would it be possible to separate this object from
its givenness? Imagining such gifts as forgiveness, friendship, love,
or inclusion, it is interesting to note that the same measure of
freedom and generosity that would characterize what has been
called “‘the excess” also nccessarily characterizes cach of these
particular gifts. So at least in some cases, there may he 1deal gift-
objects that also embody the quality of givenness, although they
are not inevitably identical with it.

Perhaps there is still something else to learn regarding the
definition of the gift from the way in which it can also be known
as a present. The use of the word “present” to mean a gift appar-

' Russell W. Belk, "“Fhe Perfect Gilt,” Gifi-Giving: A Research Anthology, ed. Cele
Otnes and Richard F. Beltramini (Bowling Green, Ohio: Bowling Green State
University Popular Press, 1996), 5%-84 {hereafter Belk, TPG].

2 Belk, TPG, 61.

s Belk, TPG, 61.
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ently originates in the Old French locution mettre une chose en prés-
ence d guelpu’un, to put a thing into the presence of someone
(OED). We also speak of presenting someone with something,
making a presentation, or making a present of something. So a
gift seems to have something to do with presence in the present.
A gift is made present, it is brought before its intended recipient,
it enters into the presence of the one who is to receive. Does this
mean that there can be no giving in secret? If I am present 1o a
present do 1 have to be completely aware of it, or aware of its
value as a gift? On the basis of the definition suggested earlier
(that a gift is something given to someone, gratuitously), possibly
not. A gift may be present, but it neced not necessarily be present
as a gift. This introduces a distinction between receiving and ac-
cepting. To receive is to take something into one’s possession,
which does not focus the attention so much on its origins, To
accept, on the other hand, means 1o “consent to receive” (OED),
to agree to take something, which implies a greater scrutiny of its
importance or its impact. But can someone give without knowing
that he or she gives? At first glance this would not appear to fulfili
the conditions of gift-hood, becausc it would alter the necessary
factor of gratuity. One cannot give freely without some intention
ol the will. At the same time, a puzzling passage in the Christian
scriptures suggests that in giving alms, the left hand should not
know what the right is doing.! And if 1t is possible for a gift to be
received without being identificd as such by the recipient, why
should it be impossible tor a4 gift 10 be given without a similar
identification? If T accept as a gift what I understand to be freely
given, it effecuvely operates tor me as a gift. In other words, to
thie extent that I perceive a gift to be gift, on one side or the other,
it functions as a gift, and this may well be sufficient to define 1t as
a gift. On the other hand, the risk of self-deception seems large.
This leads us to the consideration of another, related word that
emerges in this context, the given. If something is a given, then it
is assumed, it is already there, or it is simply what presents itself.

* Matt. 6:3-4: “But when vou give alms, do not let your left hand know what
your right hand is domg, so that vour alms may be done in sccret; and your
Father who sees in secret will reward you.” All quotations from the Bible will be

front the New Revised Standurd Version with Apocrypha (New York: Qxford
University Press, 1989},
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In this last sensce, the given is that to which the philosophical disci-
pline of phenomenology is oriented. The origin of a given may
well be unknown. So the given may also be a gilt. or it might not
be. At times it will be impossible to say, or the atfirmation that the
given is a gitt will rest on criteria other than demonsirable proofs.

At the maost fundamental level, then, giving takes place where
a gift-object is transferred frecly from one person to another. But
additional specifications have emerged that inevitably amplify this
definition. It is clear that for a pure gift to occur, there should be
no motive of return on the part of the donor and no anticipanon
of reward on the part of the recipient. Further, according to
Belk’s analysis, a gift should involve some sacritice by the donor,
and it should have luxurious and particularly personal qualides
that place it out of the realm of the ordinary for the recipient. It
has also been noted that it is givenness on the one hand and/or
acceptance on the other that modily a real or an ideal object into
a gift-object. Further, a giftis a present, that is, something brought
into the presence of its recipient. Finally, a gift is a given, al-
though a given may bear somce or even no relation to a gift. With
regard to the phenomenon or concept we call gift. these appear
to be its conditions of possibility. Summing up, it seems to me
that these conditions are reducible to two. One is that the gift is
free. That ts expressed in the demand for no motive of return,
the requirement of sacrifice, and the need tor placing the gift
beyond the necessities of the evervday., The other condition s
that the gift is present. This relates to the recognizability of the
gift as a gift and draws in the corollaries of giving and recewving
(or accepting). Freedom and presence are the conditions of the
gift as we know it

THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF THE GIFT

In the preceding anatysis of the gift, I described those counditions
that seem to determine what can be known as a gift. But has a gift
ever met these conditions? There is a kind of purity about giving
reflected in the desire that such conditions be met, but this is
almost inevitably lost in the fact. The name of gift seems to pre-
serve the hope of its integrity, but it leaves unspoken the constant
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compromise of that integrity. The gift is never as we would like 1t
to be. For is any gift given in complete freedom, where nothing
returns to the giver, even gratitude on the part of the recipient?
When I acknowledge the birthday of a friend, do I really relin-
quish the expectation that I will be similarly acknowledged in due
course? Do I ever give when there is no reason to give, or if I give
spontaneously and not in relation to any occasion or act, do I not
enjoy the excitement and surprise of the one to whom I giver And
if T give anonymously, do I not still receive my reward in the subtle
self-congratulation that frequently attaches itself to acts of altru-
ism? In short, does not the whole enterprise of giving essentially
depend on conditions to which it cannot adhere? The pure gift
must not return to the one who gives, but as soon as we recognize
a gift, the gift gives back, contradicts itself, stubbornly resists
being truly given. Our gifts are tainted with the stain of self-inter-
est. Why is this the case? Why is it so difficult to give without
getting, to avoid what in effect becomes a series of exchangesr
Why does my gift always end up having a purpose, or being a
response to someone or something? Why does your gift 1o me
never say everything? Why are gifts always set in the context of
other gifts, of lesser or greater gifts, of gifts that measure cach
new gift within an inch of its life? Perhaps it is because our gifts
always take place according to a particular horizon, and therefore
within a restricted economy, whose measure cannot be escaped.”

In nuce, there are two dimensions of gift-giving that make it
problematic. The giving of a gift depends on freedom: the free-
dom of the giver to give and the freedom of the recipient to re-
ceive. Any compulsion on either side fundamentally alters the
gifti-character of what is given. The first part of the problein there-
tore resides in the relation between freedom and the economy. If
the gift forms part of an economy, it is implicated in a process of
exchange, and the gift is no longer gift but obligation, pavback,
return, traditon, reason, sweetener, peace offering, or a thou-
sand other things. The giving of a gift also depends in varying
degrees on its presence, that is, on our ability to identify it as

* Regarding the association between gilts, relationships, and economies, see
the introduction by Aafke E. Komter, editor of The Gift: An Iuterdisciplinary Per-
spective (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 19963, 3-14.
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something that is a present, that is transferred between one per-
son and another. It depends, in other words, on our knowing that
it is a gift, our perceiving its dimensions or borders. 'T'he second
part of the problem therefore resides in the relation between
presence and the economy. If the gift 1s present—that is, if it can
be identified as such—then the gift is no longer gift but commod-
1y, value, measure, or status symbol. The basic definition of the
gift (somcone freely gives something to someone) never seems to
accord with its practical reality. A gift is ideally something for
which we do not try to take account, and yet our gifts seem to
suffer the malaise of being measured. This ditficulty relates espe-
cially to two factors that are central to the whole idea of the gift,
the features of freedom and presence. The significance of these
features, and the way in which they become problematic, is
brought out in the analysis of giving oftfered by Jacques Derrida
in Given Time: I, Counterfeit Money, which 1 shall now follow in
some detail ©

In his discussion of the gift, Derrida locates one of many points
of resistance to cconomic thought, that is, 1o thought that tries
to take account of everything. That there can be such points of
resistance docs not mean 1t is possible for us throngh them to
escape an economy altogether, for we always and already find our-
selves within at least one, but instead indicates that it 1s inpossible
to reduce everything to economic terms.” There are some ideas,

b Jacques Derrida, Given Time: 1. Counterfert Money, wans. Peggy Kamuf (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1992) [hereafier Dernida, GTI. Donner le
temps: 1. La fausse monnme (Paris: Galilée, 1991) [hercafter Dervida, DT,

"This 15 wherce a distinction drawn by Georges Bataille and others becomes
highly relevant. Bataille compares “restricted economies”™ to “general ceono-
mies’": the former term refers to systems where the capital that is mvested even-
tually returns 1o the investor; the latter refers to the situation where expenditure
occurs without return, or apparently goes to waste. Bataille argues that cco-
nomic growth cantiot be separated from loss, that unconditional expenditure,
which has no end in uself, is inevitable. No systemn can escape this loss; all organ-
1sms are structured in such a way that there is an excess of energy for which we
cannol take account, The wlea of a totaliy 1s in fact impossible. Fronomies bear
an excess, or belter, cconomues are interrupted by an excess, which means that
there is ultimately no hottem line. The books are never complete. We may always
and already (ind ourselves within a general cconomy, but that does not mean
we can comprehend it as though 1t were completely resireted. See Georges
Bataille, The Accursed Sharve: An Fssay on General ficonomy, trans. Robert Hurley
(New York: Zone Books, 1988). Sce especially vol. 1, Consumplion. Derrida puts
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for example, that exceed the capacity of economic thinking, and
hence that exceed the human capacity to achieve their reality.
Such an idea would be that of the gift. Economically speaking,
the gift simply does not work. It is resistant to calculation, unable
to be fully thought, impossible, a black hole. In Derrida’s words,
the gift is structured as an aporia.®

An aporia is, in the Aristotelian sense, a problem. Derrida sug-
gests it is “the difficult or the impracticable, here the impossible,
passage, the refused, denied, or prohibited passage, indeed the
nonpassage, which can in fact be something ¢lse, the event of a
coming or of a future advent, which no longer has the form of
the movement that consists in passing, traversing, or transiting.”™
In other words, an aporia is a problem that resists being solved
hecause it defies any usual frame of reference. An aporia is a prob-
lem that exceeds our capacity even to hold onte it as a4 problem,'?
It is resolved, not by reasoning or by proof, but only by decision."

Derrida is not the first to write on the question of the gift, but
it is he who powerfully highlights the contradictory tension in
its very definition, who points out its aporetic qualitics. “These

forward the idea that it is not possible to attain to a position of complete exteri-
ority with regard to 1extuality, and we can apply this very widely as an example
ot the Tunctioning of the econamic. Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology, trans.
Gayatry Chakravorty Spivak, rev. ed. (Balimore: johns Hopkins University Press,
1998), 168, On economy generally, see G717, and also Derrida, “*From Restricted
o General Economy: A Hegelianism without Reserve,” Wrting and Difference,
trans. Alan Bass (London: Routledge, 1978), 251-77. 270 [hercafter Derrida,
Wl

*Derrida, GT'1, 27-28.

" Jacques Dernda. Aparas, trans. Thomas Dutont (Stanford: Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1993), 8 [hereafier Derrida, Ap).

" Dernda, Ap, 12: T knew what was gomg 1o be at stake n this word was the
‘not knowing where 10 go.” It had 10 he a mauer of the nonpassage, or rather
from the experience of what happens and is fascinating in this nonpassage, para-
fvamg us i this separation in a way that is not necessarily negative: hefore a
door, a threshold, a border, a line, or simply the edge or the approach of the
other as such. It should be a matter of whay, in sum, appears to block our way
or to separate us in the very place where o would no lenger be possible to constutute
a problem, a project, or a projectuon.”

" On the decision that resolves the aporia, sce Derrida’s essay “Sauf le nom,”
trans. John P, Leavey, Jr., in On the Nawe, ed. Thomas Dutoit (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1995), 35-85, 54 [hereafier Derrida, SLN]. On undeadability
generally, see his Dissenunation, trans. and ed. Barbara Johnson (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1981) [hereafter Derrida, 1)].
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conditions of possibility of the gift (that some ‘one’ gives some
‘thing” 10 some ‘one other’) designate simultaneously the condi-
tions ol impossibility of the gift. And already we could translate
this into other terms: these conditions of possibility define or pro-
duce the annulment, the annihilation, the destruction of the
gift.”* In Derrida’s analysis, the gift cancels itself by being ele-
mental in an economy, a cycle of return. The gift cancels itself
because as a present, it is never complcetely free. Derrida analyzes
these conditions rigorously with reference to each element of the
gift formula: donor, recipient and gift-object.

On the part of the donor, any recognition of the gift as gift
antcipates some kind of return. For according to Derrida, when-
ever | intentonally give, I invariably receive. I may receive an-
other tangible gift, or I may simply receive gratitude. Even if the
worst happened, and my giving were greeted with displeasure or
rejection, there would still be some return, if nothing more than
the reinforcement of my own identity as a subject.” From the
point of view of the recipient, any awareness of the intentional
meaning of a gift places that person, too, in the cycle of exchange.
When I receive something I perceive to be a gift, I have already
responded with recognition. Even if my response to the giver is
one of indifference, it would be in my recognizing the gift as gift,
in recognizing that I am indebted, that I would have unwitiingly
entered the gift economy." The goodness of the gift is trans-
formed into a burden as soon as I recognize it and therefore con-
tract it as a debt."” Considering the gift-object itself, we are faced
with further difhicuites. The gift-object may be a real thing or it
may be simply a value, a symbol, or an intention.’ Again, the
problent 1 one of recognition, which always has a reference to
perceiving subjects in the present. So the problem is not whether

™ Derrida, GT'1, 12

PUIE he recognizes it as gift, if the gift appears to him as such, it the present s
present to hun as present, this simple recognition suffices to annul the gift. Why?
Because 1t gives back, in the place, let us say, of the thing itself, a symbolic
equivalen”’ Derrida, 7, 13.

“ T eannot be gift as gift except by not being present as gift. . .. There 1s no
more gl as soon as the other recerves—and cven if she refuses the gift that she
has percewved or recogmised as gift.” Diernida, G771, 14.

" Dernda, GTE 12,

s Derrscda, GFEL 12-13.
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or not the gitt is phenomenal, but the fact that as soon as it ap-
pears as a gift, its gifi-aspect disappears. As Derrida notes, “1ts very
appearance, the simple phenomenon of the gift annuls 1t as gift,
wransforming the apparition into a phantom and the operation
mto a stmulacrum. ™7

The conditions of possibility of the gift are also its conditions
of impossibility. Those conditions that make the giit what it is are
also the very conditions that annul 1t If to give a gift means to
give something freely, without return, then in its ideniification as
a gift in the present, no gilt is ever accomplisheed. Derrida insists:
“H the gift appears or signifies wsel, if 10 exists or is presently as
@ift, as what it is, then it is not, it annuls itself. . . . The wuth of the
gift (its being or its appearing such, its as such insofar as it guides
the intentional signification of the meaning-to-say) suffices to
annul the gift. The truth of the gift is equivalent to the non-gift
or to the non-truth of the ¢gift.” '™ One of the critical points in this
analysis is that the investiture of a gifi-object with an excess of
givenness on its own docs not sufhce to make the gift possible as
such. The question has not only to do with givenness or generos-
ity but with whether or not the gift becomes part of a circle, or is
reduced to the terms of a restricted cconomy. At the same time,
itis impossible to imagine the gift in terms other than these, since
it seems that they are all we have. The difficulty that Derrida iso-
lates is borne out by his reading of the linguistic, sociological, and
anthropological material available, where it seems that the word
“gift” is frequently used in a highly ambivalent way.

From the hnguistic side, a tension cierges within “gift” (and
related words) between good and bad. A gift is most often taken
to be a positive thing, but the word nevertheless demonstrates
somc instability. For example, the Latin (and Greek) dosis, which
enters English as “dose,” bears the meanings of both “gitt” and
Ypoison,™™ Or again, “gilt” in English can translate as either
“poison” or “married” 1n langnages based on German.*" Derrida
also makes reference 1o Gloria Goodwin Raheja’s study The Poison

Y Dervida, G, 144,

® PDerrida, GTF, 86427,

“Dernda, GTI 36 0. See also Dernda, 1, 131-32 i,
“See Dernidda, D131, inanote by the translator.
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in the Gift*' ‘This study explores how, in a society in northern
India, a gift (dan) involves the transfer of “inauspiciousness”
from giver to recipient.*® In other words, the gilt works for the
good of the donor, but the recipient obviously fares less well.
What these instances collectively seem to suggest is that a gift
need not be a good thing. Referring to the work of Emile Benven-
iste, Derrida observes the tension between giving and taking
within the family of gifi-related words.** Benveniste traces the verb
“to give” (in French donner) back to the Hittite dé, suggesting
that it lies at the origin of most Indo-European versions of giving.
Yet he notes the similarity of this root to the Hittite dd, which
refers not to giving but to taking. He then concludes that giving
and taking actually have the same origin, or at least that it is im-
possible to derive onc from the other. To solve the linguistic prob-
lem that thus ariscs, Benveniste proposes a syntactic rather than
semantic solutton. The meaning would thus depend on the way
the word was used.” Yet as Derrida observes: *"T'his syntactic de-
cidability can function only against a background of ‘semantic
ambivalence,” which leaves the problem intact. Benveniste seems
to recognisc this.”* Then there is the tension in the word “gift”
hetween something that returns and something that does not re-
turn. In his analysis of five Greek words that can be rendered
“gift,” Benveniste observes that at least one includes the recogni-
tion of necessary return, the word dwtivn {dotine): “*One would
not know how to underline more clearly the functional value of
the dotine, of this gift that obliges a counter-gift. This is the con-
stant sense it has in Heroditus; that the dotine is designed 1o
prompt a gift in return or that it serves 1o compensate for an
anterior gift, it always includes the idea of reciprocity.”* Benven-

2 Gloria Goodwin Raheja, The Powson tn the Gift: Ritual, Prestation, and the Domi-
nant Caste 1 a Novth Indian Village {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988)
[hereafter Raheja, PG.

2 Raheja, PG, 3111 )

B Derrida, GTI, 78-82. Emile Benveniste, Problémes de linguishique générale
(Paris: Gallimard, 1966) [hercatter Benveniste, PLGH, especially the chapter
entiled “Don el échange dans le vocabularre indo-europcéen,” 31521

M Benveniste, PLEG, 316: " Nous considérons que *de- ne signifiait proprement
n ‘prendre’ ni “donner’ mats 'un ou autre selon la construction.”

% Derricka, G, 79,

# Benveniste, PLEG, 319 “On ne saurait souligner plus claivement la valeur
fonctionnelle de la dwtivyy, de ce don qui oblige & un contre-don. Clest 1a le
sens constant du mat chez Hérodote; que la dwtvi) soit destinée a provogquer
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iste further makes a connection between gift and hospitality.*
Studying the Latin hostia, Benveniste relates it to a kind of com-
pensatory offering to the gods. In turn, ihis 1s related to hoslis.
“Through hostis and allied terms in old Latin we can grasp a type
of compensalory prestation that is at the foundation of the notion of
hospitality in Latin, Germanic and Slavic socicties: equal condi-
tions assert themselves in the right to parity between persons that
is guarantecd by reciprocal gifts.”* This adds to the sense of am-
bigﬁity in the gift—how can a gift be obligatory, or reciprocal?
How can hospitality be something that is owed?

Some associated observations can be made on this point. Re-
sponsibility, or the ordering or obligation to hospitality, is an im-
portant part of the work of Emmanuel Levinas.™ He suggests that
the order to hospitality is an order to an excess: I am called upon
to welcome the Other out of my own very substance, and uiti-
mately beyond my capacity. In another context, but expressing
this very idea, Levinas writes: “The immediacy of the sensible is
the immediacy of enjovment and its frustration. It is the gift pain-
fully torn up, and in the tearing up, immediately spoiling this very
enjoyment. It is not a gift of the heart, but of the bread from one’s
mouth, of one’s own mouthful of bread. It is the openness, not
only of one’s pocket-book, but of the doors of one’s home, a
‘'sharing of one’s bread with the famished,” a ‘welcoming of the
wretched into your house’ (Isaiah 58).7* Crucial to Levinas’s un-

un don en retour ou qu'elle serve a compenser un don antérieur, clle mclut
toujours 'idée d’une réciprocné.”

¥ Benveniste, PLG, 320: Y Un rapport évident unit a la notion de don celle de
I'haospitalié.”

= Benveniste, PLG, 320-21: A wavers Aostis et les terimes apparentés €n vicux
latin nous pouvons saisir un certain type de prestation compensalonre qui est le
tondement de 1a notion d*hospitalité” cans les sociétés latine, germanique et
slave: 1'égalité de condiuon transpose dans le drowt la parité assurée entre les
personnes par des dons réciproques.”

* Derrida does not refer to this part of the Benveniste text m Given Time, but
he deals extensively with Levinas’s treatment of hospitality in two more recent
books, Adiew: @ Emmanuel evinas (Paris: Galilée, 1997) [hereafter Dernda, Ad],
now in translation as Adiew: to Emmanuel Lemnas, trans. Pascale-Anne Brault and
Michael Naas (Stanford: Stanford Unwversity Press, 1999}, and Aune Dufounr-
mantelle and Jacques Derrida, De L'hospitalité (Paris: Calimann-Lévy, 1997) [here-
after Dufourmantelle and Derrida, DI°H], now available as Of Hospetality, trans,
Rachel Bowlby (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2000).

* Emmanucl Levinas, Otherunse Than Being or Bevond Essence, trans. Alphonso
Lingis (The Hague: Martnus Nijhoff, 1981), 74 [hereafler Levinas, OBBE]. For
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derstanding is that my being called to excess ivolves no reciproc-
ity. This lack of symmetry is reflected in the saying from
Dostoyevsky's The Brothers Karamazov, which Levinas regularly
quotes: “Each of us is guilty before everyone, for everyone and
for each one, and ! move than others.”” 5

What are the limits of hospitalityr This question is picked up by
Derrida in the “Villanova Roundtable™ and is also explored by
John D. Caputo in his discussion of that text. Derrida’s point, as
it is explained by Caputo, is that essential to any understanding
of hospitality is its being a gencrous welcoming of another into
one’s home. But at the same time, **[a] host is 4 host only if he
owns the place, and only if he holds onto his ownership, if one
limits the gift.”* Caputo describes the necessary tension built into
hospitality, and asks: “How can I graciously welcome the other
while still retaining my sovereignty, my mastery of the house?”™
As with the gift, the conditions of possibility for hospitality are its
conditions of impossibility. The gift of hospitality has to do with
unconditioned generosity, but it inevitably confronts us with the
limits of ownership—limits that exclude the stranger but make
hospitality possible. The question of hospitality, of the gift of hos-
pitality, is confounded not only by its obligatory aspect but by the
fact that it must be limited if it 1s to be what it is, and therefore
what it is not.

Turning to the anthropological material, there is only one
point to be made, although several illustrations will serve as useful
reinforcements of this idea. The question Derrida raises concerns
that to which social scientists refer when they use the word “gitt,”
Standing almost at the head of a long line of sociologists and
anthropologists whose work focuses on the phenomenon of the
gift 1s Marcel Mauss.* Mauss’s professed interest in the gift relates

the original French, see Emmanuel Levmas, Autrement qu'étre on au-deld de {ess-
ence (1974, Paris: Livre de Poche, 1990), 119-20.

1 Quoted, for example. in "God and Philosophy™ [hereafter Levinas, G,
trans. Richard A. Cohen and Alphonso Lingis, The Levinas Reader, ed. Sein Hand
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1989), 166-89, 182; cmphasis added. See Fyodor Dostovey-
sky, The Brothers Karamazoo, trans. Constance Garnen (New York: New American
Library, 1957), 264.

* John D. Caputo, in Capto, ed., Deconstruciion i a Nutshell: A Conversation
with Jacques Dernda (New York: Fordham University Press, 1997y, 111 [hereatier
Caputo, DN].

# Capute, DN, 111

H Marcel Mauss, The Gift: The Furm and Reason for Exclange in Archare Socretees,
trans, W. D, Halls {London: Routledge, 1990) [hereafter Mauss, (FREAS].
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to that which prompts its inevitable repayment.* He observes in
particular cultures the superimposition of the form of gift onto
what is in fact an obligatory exchange. “We intend in this book to
isolate one important set of phenomena: namely, prestatons
which are in theory voluntary, disinterested and spontancous, but
are in fact obligatory and interested. The form usually taken is
that of the gift generously offered; but the accompanying behav-
iour is formal pretence and social deception, while the transac-
tion itself is based on economic self-interest.”* However, while
Mauss exposes the *'social deception” of gift-giving in some socie-
ties, he explores how the system of exchange operates (o create
and preserve relations between people in these societies. To do
this, he must reconsider the gift itself. His explanaton of why the
gift must return is a spiritual one: the gift is an inalienable part of
the giver, given to create a bond with others, and is necessarily
returned as part of that bond. Mauss positively evaluates gift-based
economies, finding them superior to barter or cash economies
because of their emphasis on the well-being of the whole group.
Giving occurs as part of a circle of reciprocation that maintains
social cohesion through the redistribution of wealth.*” Tt some
cultures, Mauss asserts, the gift-object itself 1s understood to hold
a spirit (heu) which determines that it cannot rest as the posses-
sion of any one owner. It must theretfore be kept on the move
as a perpetual gift, passing through the social group via many
teraporary holders.® In other cultures, the cycle relies on each
gift's prompting not only the return of an equivalent outlay, but
an increased expenditure that goes to cxpress the givenness of
the gift.* Overall, Mauss suggests that there is an attribute of sur-
plus about the gift in a gift economy which, in spite of the circular
moverment in which it is involved, expresses relationship and is
therefore non-economic. This quality distinguishes the gitt econ-
omy from the barter or cash economy, assures distribution, and

¥ We shall confine our detailed study to the enquivy: In promrtroe or archae
Iypes of society what s the principle whereby the gift recerved has to be repard? What force
15 there an the thing given which compels the recipient to make a reton?’ Mauss,
GEREAS, 1.

* Mauss, GIREAS, 1.

Y Mauss, GFREAS, 31.

¥ Mauss, GFREAS, 22.

" As well as the social supenority of the giver. See Mauss, GFREAS, 35.
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maintains a kind of spiritual health in the society. Later anthro-
pologists, such as Raymond Firth, Claude Lévi-Strauss, and Mar-
shall Sahlins, argue extensively about Mauss’s interpretation of
the gift in terms of its spirit.* Instead of emphasizing the spirit
of the gift, these rescarchers focus on the factor of reciprocity
underlying social cohesion. Tronically, contemporary research has
returned to a consideration of the inalienability, and hence of the
spiritual quality, of the gift.* Yei at stake in Mauss and in what
follows {rom Mauss, for our purposes, is ultimately not the ques-
fion of reciprocity, but whether reciprocity is all there is, and
whether reciprocity nullifies any surplus.

An almost romantic attempt to locate in gift exchange some-
thing more than simple exchange is exemplified in the work of
Lewis Hyde " Hyde attempts to underline the property of being
uncalculated as the central feature of the gift, espccially in the
scnse of the sharing of artistic gifts: *“The moral is this: the gift is
lost in self-consciousness. To count, measure, reckon value, or
seek the cause of a thing, is to step outside the circle, o cease
being “all of a pilece’ with the flow of gifts and become, instead,
one part of the whole reflecting on another. We participate in
the csemplastic power of the gift by way of a particular kind of
unconsciousness, then: unanalytic, undialectical conscious-
ness.” ** Hyde raises the issue of “unconsciousness,” and Derrida
anticipates this possibility as an objection that might be made to
his analysis: “One could object that this description [of giving] is
still given 1 terms of the self, of the subject that says I, ego, of
intentional or intuitive perception-consciousness, or even of the
conscious ego {for Freud the ego or a part of the ego can be
unconscious). One may be wempted to oppose this description
with another that would substitute for the economy of perception-
consciousness an economy of the unconscious.” " Nevertheless,

v For a clear and concise summary of this development, see Yanxiang Yan, The
Flow of Gifls: Reciprocity and Social Networks m a Chinese Village (Stanford: Stanford
Umiversity Press, 1996}, 4-13 [hercatier Yan, FG].

1 Yan, FG, 1].

W, Lewis Hyde, The Gifi: Imagimation and the Erotic Life of Property (New York:
Random House, 1983) [hereatter Hyde, G/ELF].

" Hyde, GIELP 152,

“ Dernida, GTI, 13
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in response to such an objection, he maintains that the cover of
unconsciousness is insufficient to conceal the gifi:

But such a displacement does not affect the paradox with which we
ave strugeling, namely, the impossibility or the double bind of the
gift: For there to be gift, it is necessary that the gift not even appear,
that it not be perceived or received as gift. . .. For there to be gift,
not only must the donor or donee uot perceive or receive the gift
as such, have no consciousness of it, no memory, no recognition;
he or she must also forget it right away and morcover this lorget-
ting must be so radical that it exceeds even the psychoanalytic ca-
tegoriality of forgetiing. This forgetting of the gift must even no
longer be forgetting in the sensc of repression.®

It is ironic that Hyde understands the reckoning of value 1o be a
“stepping out of the circle” rather than the other way around.
His explication of the unreckoned aspect of the gift says exactly
the opposite of what he apparently intends. But further, if we
obscrve his stated meaning (that “unconsciousness” preserves
the spirit of the gift), he still cannot escape the circle of return
that puts the restriction back into his economy.

Referring as he doces to Mauss, Sahlins, and Hyde, Derrida con-
cludes that, evidently regardless of whether or not a redemptive
surplus can be obscrved in gift exchange, the very fact of reciproc-
ity is sufficient 1o undermine how the word “gift’ is used in cach
of these studies. Derrida asks whether or not it can really be gift
to which these authors refer® For in each case, the gift is en-
closed within the totality of a system, and is in this way subject to
return. On Derrida’s reading, no generosity, no excess, no lack of
measure would be sufficient to transform the gift-object into a

Y Dernda, G117, 16.

*What remains problematic 1s . . . the very existence of something like the
gift, that is, the common referent of this sign that 1s iself uncertain, If what

Mauss demonstrates, one way or the other, is indeed that every gift is caughe in
the round or the contract of usury, then not only the unity of the meaning ‘gifi’
remains doubtful but, on the hypothesis that giving would have a weaning and
one meaning, it 1s still the possibility of an effective existence, of an effectuanon
or an event of the gift that seems excluded. Now, this problematic ol the differ-
ence (in the sense that we evoked earlier) between “the gift exists’ aned “there is
gift’ 1s never, as we know, deployed or even approached hy Mauss, no more than
i seems (o be, to my knowledge, by the an[hropn]nglsls who come after him or
refer to hnn ™ Dernda, G, 26.
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pure gift, for it could not satisfy the most basic condition that a
gift never prompt an exchange."” In this way, most of the studies
on the gift are open to critique.

It is easy in the face of this rather overwhelming analysis to
assume—and according to Derrida many do—that his last word
on the gilt is that there 1s no gift.* Such a reading tends to elicit
very pragmatic responses: of course there must be such a thing as
a gift, and therefore this Derrida is a madman (or a shaman); if
the gift 1s caught up in a system of exchange, perhaps exchange
is not such a bad thing after all. From a theological perspective,
and crude as my interpretation may sound, this is the core of the
response of John Milbank in *“*Can a Gift Be Given?" " Just touch-
ing on Milbank’s argument here, there are two features of partic-
ular interest: the asscrtion that what is needed is not “pure gift”
but “purified gift-exchange™; and the defense of the gift as “delay
and non-tdentical repetition.”* Milbank allows that “Christianity
transforms but does not suppress our ‘given’ social nature which
is exchangist,” or in other words, he argues that it is not the eco-
inomic¢ ¢lement that has to be purged from gift-giving, but rather
the motivation for giving that has to be altered. The meaning of
purified gift exchange is Christian agape.® He further allows that
where the gift is returned hy way of a delay or a difference it is no
longer simply quid pro quo. In these terms, the gift that docs not
come back exactly the same escapes simple reciprocity. And there
is something to be said for this argument, given that Given Time
ponders not only giving but the giving of time.” For Milbank, the

“For there to be a gift, there must be no reciprocity, rewurn, cxchange,
countmg,nl’l.o; deb.” Dernida, GT1, 12. It must nevertheless be pomted out that
Dernida docs not discourage the attempl al gencrosity without measure. This
way of addressing the problem is discussed by Caputo, DN, 145-47.

B Qe his comments i “On the Gift: A Discussion between Jacques Derrida
and Jean-l uc Marion, Moderated by Richard Kearney,” God, the Gift, and Post-
modernism. ed. John D. Caputo and Michacl J. Scanlon (Bloominglon: Indiana
University Press, 1999) [hercafter Caputo and Scanlon, GGP], 54— 78, 60 [here-
after Dernda and Marion, OTG].

# John Milbank, “Can a Gift Be Given?™" Rethinking Metaphysics, ed. L. Gregory
Jones and Stephen E. Fowl (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995), 119-61 [herealter Mil-
bank, GGG

3 Milhank, CGe, 131-32,

ol Milbank, (G 151,

2 Milbank reads this as the solution o the problem Dernda poscs: time can be
given becanse “it s a non-identical repetition which can never actually occur.”
Milbank. €66, 131, See also Alan . Schrift, "lntroduction: Why Giftz” in The
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disparity between givers and between gifis is enough to take the
heat out of the exchange: God gives, and while the believer is
obligated to return, he or she can never return enough. What is
returned is not the given gift but something different altogether,
albeit in response to the gilt.> The econamy is thus affinued and
even explicitly sanctioned in the realim of divine-human relations.

A pragmatic response such as Milbank’s 1s in many senses ap-
pealing, particularly because it seems to make sense of the human
condition: we may not always give with the best of intentions now,
but growth in the Christian life can purily our motives and
thereby undercut the negative aspects of exchange. The gift
would then serve as a model for other human goods that stand in
need of ransformation, such as love, justice, or peace. But a numn-
ber of difficulties emerge from this view. One is that 1t forces us
1o maintain an inherent contradiction in the word *gift,” so that
it means something that is given freely but also in response 1o
another gift. An alternative difficulty is that it claims to enable
our knowledge of the gift (I have received, 1 therefore give) with-
out making it possible for us to know which gifts meet the condi-
tions of purified exchange (was your gift entirely disinterested?).
In an interesting way, this second problem places us squarely back
in Derrida’s court: il a gift is present—that is, if I know it as such—
then I cannot know 1f 1t s free. And then there is the further,
theological problem, which s that if God enters into a system of
exchange, we cannot be free not to return the divine gift in some
measure. Milbank has no apparent problem with the type of obli-
gation a “purified” exchange system still necessarily involves,
and, in fact, he embraces 10" But [ cannot believe in a God who
obliges my belief, and similarly, a God who constantly places me
in debt seems not particularly loving. The incorporation of the
elements of difference and delay do not solve this problem. If the
gift returns in a different measure or kind or after some delay, it
still undoes itself, for it can always be the result of a need for a

Logie of the Gift; Toward an Fihie of Generosity, ed. Alan D, Schrift (New York:
Rontledge, 1997y, 1-22_10-11 [hercahier Schrift, £.6].

Albank, €0, 1ok

HUWe panicipate i the tnonanan exchange such that the divine gitt only
hegins o be as gift e us at all after 1t has heen received—which 18 (o sav

returned with the renrn of gratiade and charitable giving-in-tirn—by us. ™ Mil-
bank, €0 136,
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certain circularity, keeping it all in the family, as it were. One
can dislike Derrida’s analysis of the gift, and many do, but it is
impossible to argue against it without accepting some sort of com-
promise on its terms. Yet Derrida claims not that there can be no
gift but that a gift cannot be known as such; in other words, he
claims that no phenomenon of gift can be known. T never said
that there is no gift. No. I said exactly the opposite. What we the
conditions for us to say theve is a gifl, if we cannot determine it theoreli-
cally, phenomenologically?’>> Now we have come to the heart of the
matter. For Derrida, the gift cannot be phenomenologically de-
scribed; we cannot reach the gift through phenomenology. This
judgment wili place Derrida in direct opposition to Marion, for
whom phenomenology remains a viable way to approach even
phenomena that cannot be scen. Alrcady the theological implica-
tions are becoming apparent. It is, then, necessary to explore fur-
ther the history and limits of phenomenology.

s Derrda and Marion, 076G, 6(0; emphasis added.
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Husserl and Heidegger

A PHENOMENOLOGICAL STARUING POINT

A concise way of defining phenomenology is to say that 1t 1s
characterized by two questions: What is given (to consctousness)?
and How (or according to what horizon) is it given? While what
is given may not necessarily be a gift, 1t ts already evident from the
framing of this definition that the question of the gift will not be
irrelevant in this context. Just how that is so will become clearer
in later chapters. For the moment, however, it 1s sufficient to note
that the reading of the gift that Marion propounds aims to be
a strictly phenomenological one, and therefore that in order to
understand both his and Derrida’s viewpoints on the question of
the gift, both writers need to be situated in relation to phenome-
nology. The amount of literature produced by each author is ex-
tensive. Nevertheless, English-speaking readers have had far
greater access to the works of Derrida, and only relatively recently
did the task of translating Marion’s works hegin. For this reason,
[ have chosen to sketch in this chapter, and the following, aspects
of the phenomenological background along with some of the
main points in Derrida’s response to phenomenology. In the sub-
scquent chapters [ will examine Marion’s reading of phenome-
nology in more detail, allowing for a general unfamiliarity with
his works.

HUSSERTIAN PHENOMENOLOGY

Husserlian phenomenology arises at a time when philosophy is
sutfering a crisis of purpose and credibility, and it marks an at-
tempt to reestablish philosophy as the science of the sciences by
providing a sure foundation for knowledge in a specifically fo-
cused exammation of what presents itsel to consciousness. Its rev-
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olutionary character lies in its suspension of questions of
existence and in its attempt to withdraw from the crude division
of reality into subject and object. In the summary he originally
made only for himself at the end of a lecture series, Husserl out-
lines three stages in the phenomenological method.! The initial
stage involves finding an appropriate starting point for philosoph-
ical reflection. This, he suggests, can be achieved by adopting a
form of Cartesian doubt. If we are not to drown in a sea of unlim-
ited skepticism, there must be something that is known about
which we can be sure. “Without doubt there is cogitatio, there is,
namely, the mental process during the [subject’s] undergoing it
and in a simple reflection upon it. The seeing, direct grasping
and having of the cogitatie is alrcady a cognition.”™ Why is this
cognition more certain than any other? It is more certain because
it is genuinely immanent, whereas the possibility of transcendent
knowledge is much more difficult to affirm.® In this way Husserl
reaches a first principle concerning the exclusion of all transcen-
dence: “'1 must accomplish a phenomenological reduction: I must ex-
clude all that is transcendently posited.”™

At the next stage, Husserl affirms that “the Cartesian cogitatio
already requires the phenomenological reduction.”® He is basing
his method not on the mental activity of a person but on the pure
phenomenon of cognition.® His next question therefore concerns
how this phenomenon can have access to that which is not imma-
nent to it.” While it is possible to *“‘see” various isolated phenom-
ena, Husserl considers this an inadequate path to the sure

' Later prefaced to the published version of the lectures as “The Tram of
Thought in the Lectures,” in Edmund Husserl, The Idea of Phenomenology, rans.
William P. Alston and George Nakhnikian (The Hague: Martinus Nijhott, 1964),
1-12 [hereafter Husserl, 1],

* Husserl, IP, 2.

4 *The genuincly immanent is taken as the indubitable just on account of the
fact that it presents nothing else, ‘poinis’ 1o nothing ‘outside’ itself, for what is
here intended is fully and adequately given in itselt.” Husserl, IF, 3.

THusserl, IP, 4.

>Husserl, IP, 5.

¢ “The truly absolute datum is the pure pphenomeiion, that which is reduced. The
mentally active ego, the object, man in time, the thing amongst things, etc., are
not absolute data; hence man's mental activity as his activity is no absolute
datum either. We abandon finally the standpomnt of psychology, even af descriplive psy-
chology.”” Husserl, IP, 5.

"Husserl, IP, 5.
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knowledge of the universal.® Instead, he suggests that eidetic ab-
straction will yield the most helpful information about the es-
sence of cognition. “Cognition belongs to the sphere of the
cogitationes. Accordingly, we must through ‘seeing’ bring its uni-
versal objects into the consciousness of the universal. Thus it be-
comes possible to have a doctrine about the essence of
cognition.” But while this brings us to the point of being able
to assent to the objectivity of essences, a further clarification is
required. Husserl makes a distinction between the “absolutely
given” and the “genuinely immanent,” observing that what is
universal meets the conditions of the former but not of the lat-
ter.'” He then refines his notion of the phenomenological reduc-
tion: “It means not the exclusion of the genuinely transcendent
. . . but the exclusion of the transcendent as such as something to
be accepted as existent, i.e., everything that is not evident given-
ness in its true scnse, that is not absolutely given to pure
‘seeing.” """ For Husserl, the stance of objectivity is achieved in
relation to Fuvidenz, to “‘the pure viewing and grasping of some-
thing objective directly and in itself.”'* This point is crucial be-
cause 1t 15 not only in the exclusion of the existence of what is
transcendent but also in the emphasis on its givenness that the
real possibilities of the phenomenological method lie. "

The third stage in Husserl’s description of the phenomenologi-

* AL [iest i seems beyond question that on the basis ol these ‘seeings’ we can
undertake logical operations, can compare, contrast, subsume under concepts,
predicate, although, as appears later, behind these operations stand new objee-
tivieies, But even if what here seems beyond question were taken for granted
and consedlered no further, we could not understand how we could here arrive
at universally valid lindings of the sort we need.” Husserl, IP, 6.

*Husserl, P 6.

" Husserl, £ 6-7,

""Husscrl, IP, 7.

2 Husserl, 1P, 6.

" *Thus the field 1s now charactensed. It 13 a ficld of absolute cogmtions,
within which the ego and the world and God and the mathematical manifolds
and whatever else may be a saentifically objective matter are held in abeyance,
cogninions which are, therefore, also not dependent on these matters, which are
valid in thewr own night, whether we are sceptics with regard to the others or
not. All that remains as it is. The root of the matter, however, is to grasp the
meanang of the absolutely groen, the absolute dlanty of the groen, which excludces cvery
meaningful doubt, in a word, e grasp the absolutely “seerng’ evidence which gets hold
of uself” Husserl, 1P, 7.



pLpCs RETHINKING GOD AS GIFT

cal method involves even greater refinements. Husserl now distin-
guishes between “appearance and that whicl appears,”” or as he next
expresses it, between “the givenness of the appearing and the
givenness of the object.” This distinction is again one where “it is
a consciousness which constitutes something self-given which is
not contained within what is occurring [in the world| and is not
at all found as cogitatio.” " 'The 1ask of phenomenology thus be-
comes one of correlating how something is given with what it “is”
that is given. Husser] summarizes the phenomenology of cogni-
tion as follows: “On the one hand it has 10 do with cognitons as
appearances, presentations, acts of consciousncess in which this or
that object 1s presented, is an act of consciousness, passively or
actively, On the other hand . . . [it] has o do with these objects
as presenting themselves in this manner.” " This accovds with the
distinction Husserl makes clsewhere between the noesis and the
noema, bearing in mind that neither of these refers to the
“really” existing object, but only to its givenness 1o the phenome-
nologically reduced consciousness.'”

With regard to the last point, it is important 10 advert to the
further distinction made by Husserl regarding experience as it
refers to the real or empirical—theoretical experience (Erfaf-
ungy—and experience as it refers to intentionality (I5rfebnes). The
former 1s the rcalm of the natuwral attitude (which Husser] seeks
to suspend), and of natural knowledge: “*Natural knowledge be-
gins with experience (Ifahrung) and remains within experience.
Thus in that theoretical position which we call the ‘natural’ stand-
point, the towd licld of possible research is indicated by a single
word: that is, the World.™'7 Tn contrast, experience as it refers (o

" Husserl, 77, 9.

" Husserl, 1211,

CEdmund Prusserl, Tdeas: Geneval Introdwchion to Pure Phenomenology, vol. 1,
wans. W. R. Bovee Gibson (London: Allen and Unwin, 1972), 88871, [herealter
Husserl, 17].

Y Husserl, 71,52, Ricoeur, in deseribing Erfafoung according to Husser], ob-
serves the beliet that s part of the natural astitae: “Experence mcans more
than perception m the phenomenologsst’s language. 'The sense ol percepuon
onlv appears by the redncuon of certain chayacters of experience, a reducnon
that uncovers the deficient and complelr aspect of experience. In expenence
we are already on the level of a percepteon shot through with a “thesis,” tha s
to sav with a believing that posits its object as bemg. We live through perception
m gvng credit to the vehemence of presence, it T may use such hinguage, 1o
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mentionality, or “lived experience,” is ideal experience, al-
though it does not relate solely to inner experience.'™ “That an
experience is the consciousness of something: a fiction, for in-
stance, the fiction of this or that centaur . .. this does not relate
to the experimental fact as lived within the world . . . but to the
pure essence grasped ideationally as pure idea.”" Additionally,
Husserl speaks of intentional expetience (the consciousness of
something) and non-ntentional experience (c.g.. sense data to
which we do not necessanly advert).® “For it is casily seen thay
nol every veal phase of the concrete unitv of an intentional experi-
ence has nsell the basie character of mtentionality, the property of
being @ ‘consciousness of something.” ! This admission ol two
types of intentionality might be seen to mamtain the priority of
the constituting subject, but it can be understood more positively
as a reasscrtion of the prionty of the given phenomenon (which
Marion will underline with his constant reference to what “gives
itself " or “shows itself 7). With that emphasis in place, it is possi-
ble to see why phenomenology is so revolutionary, and why i1 has
a possible connection with theology.

the point of fergetting ourselves ar losig owrselves m i, This helieving {doxa)
has certmude as ats [undamenial mode. the correlate ol which s the mdex of
acwalny.” Paol Ricoeur, Husserf: An Awnabyses of His Phenomenalogy. trans. Fcward
G Balkod and Lester F. Faibree {(Fvanston: Northwestern Universiay Press,
1967), W [hereafier Ricocur, FIAP.

" Levinas expliuns: "We have saad that intentionality 1s not the mere represen-
tanon of an object. Husserl calls states ol consciousaess Erdebrasse—what as “lived”
in the sense of what s experienced—and this very expression connects the no-
ton of consaousness to that of life, re e leads us to consider consciousness
under the rich and multiform aspects characteristic of owr concerete exastenee.”™
Fomimuel Levias, The Theeny of Inticition s $Hesserls Phenomenology, trans. André
Oranne, 2nd ed. (Fyansion: Northwestern Universoy Press. 1995), 53 [ hereafter
Levinas, TH .

" Husserl, 71, 120, He develops this uncerstnding of experience Irom Dil-
they, See, for example, Wilhelm Dilthey, “The Understnding ol Other Persons
and Thew Expressions of Life™ (19U, Desenptive Paychology awd Histoneal {ndomr-
stunding, trams. Kenneth Lo Hewges (The Hague: Martmus NigholT, 1977), 12]-
14, 12425,

“Husserd, 77, 120.

A Husserl, 71, 120,

=] refer here to Manon's constant use of se dopne and se montre. While 1t 1s
tsual o translate these thicd-person conjugations (i the mpersonal sense) as
“is given” and Uis shown” tas of course possible to play on the ambiguny ot
the personal and read “gives tsell” and Ushows wself.”




24 RETHINKING GOD AS GIFT

Having sketched an introduction to phenomenology as it is de-
veloped by Husserl, we can now ask how it sits in the light of the
two questions with which I framed the discussion: what s given,
or gives itself (to consciousness), in phenomenology, and how is
it given (i.e., according to what horizon)? For Husserl, what is
given are present, intentional objects, according to a horizon of
the phenomenologically reduced consciousness. But there may
be more than that. It may be that "non-intentional experience”
15 also given according to the horizon of the reduction. This is a
point of ambiguity on which much will rest.

DeRrRIDA AND HUSSERL

Derrida begins his publishing career with several major works on
Husserl in which he traces the metaphysical residue inherent in
Husserl’s phenomenological method. In Fdmund Husserl's “Origin
of Geometry” he observes the “difterence and delay” that charac-
terize all thought, and the failure of the phenomenological re-
duction to overcome such différance.** More strongly, in Speech and
Phenomena Derrida writes:

PRIREY

The discursive and dialectical intersubjectivity of Time with 1tself in the
mhbnite multiplicity and infinite implication ol its absolute origims entitles cvery
other intersubjectvity in general to cxist and makes the polemical wnity of ap-
pearing and disappearing irreducible. Here delay 1s the philosophical absolute,
hecause the beginning of methodic reflecnon can only consist in the conscious-
ness of the implication of another previous, possible, and absalute onigin in gen-
eral. Since this altenty of the absolule origin structurally appears mowy Lonng
Present and smce 1t can appear and be recognized only in the primordiality of
something like my Limng Present, this very lact signilies the authenueity of phe-
noncnological delay and limitation. In the lackluster guise of a technique, the
Reduction 1s only pure thought as that delay, pure thought mvesngaung the
sense of itsell’ as delav within philosophy.” Jacques Derrida, Edmund Husserl's
“Orgm of Geometry™ An Introduction, trans. John P. Leavey, [r., rev. ed. (Lincol:
University of Nebraska Press, 19893, 152. As Kevin Hart notes, Derrida’s thinking
of giving and the mpossibility of giving 15 also sct up m these pages: " Derrida
observes that ‘Being itself must always alrcady be given to thinking [donné a
penser], m the pre-sumption—which is also a resumption—of Method’ (p. 152).
And he goes on to claim that ‘In the lacklustre guise of a techmque, the Reduc-
tion is only pure thought . . . inveshgating the sense of self as delay within
philosophy’ {p. 153). If the first remark anticipates a thinking of the gitt and in
partcular the impossibility of gving in the present, the second just as surely sets
death on the agenda of such a thought. Dehiscence is proper 1o consciousness,
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Do not phenomenological necessity, the rigor and subtlety of Hus-
serl’s analysis, the exigencies to which it responds and which we
must first recognize, nonetheless conceal a metaphysical presuppo-
sition? Do they not harbor a dogmatic or speculative commitment
which, to be sure, would not keep the phenomenological critique
from being realized, would not be a residue of unperceived na-
iveté, but would constitute phenomenology from within, in its proj-
ect of criticism and in the instructive value of its own premises?
This would be done precisely in what soon comes to be recognized
as the source and guarantee of all value, the “principle of princi-
ples’': Le., the original self-giving evidence, the present or presence of
sense to a full aud primordial intuition.*

While Husserl maintains the admirable ambition of suspending
“the natural attitude,” of doing away with all presuppositions to
consider the phenomenon as it gives itself in person to conscious-
ness, Derrida shows that this ambition is not realized in Husserl’s
work. Far from heing valuefree, it appears to be value-laden. Hus-
serl depends on the interrelated presence of the (noematic) ob-
ject to the self-present subject, on the guarantee that presence
provides of evidential force. Derrida’s argument that Husserl’s
phenomenology is essentially metaphysical relies on two prob-
lems related to the question of presence: time and language.
With regard to time, Derrida argues that the perfect presence
to consciousness of the intended object, which Husserl requires
to meet the conditions of Evidenz, is inevitably undone by the fact
that presentation involves the temporally divisive movements of
re-presentation and appresentation.” What is supposedly present

we are told, and it follows that death cannot be regarded as an empirical mo-
ment that leaves consciousness intact, No, death threatens transcendental life.
And this threat forms the condition of possibility {or discourse and history.”
Kevin Hart, rev. of The Gift of Death, by Jacques Derrida, Modern Theology 12, no.
4 (1996): 495-96.

# Jacques Derrida, Speech and Phenomena and Other Essays on Husserl’s Theory
of Signs, rans. David B. Allison and Newton Garver (Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, 1973), 4-5 [herealter Derrida, $P).

* “Briefly, it 15 a question of (1) the necessary transition from retention to re-
presentation . . . in the constitution of the presence of a temporal object . . . whose
identity may be repeated; and (2) the necessary transition by way of apfiresenta-
fin in refation to the alter ego, that is in relation to what also makes possible an
ideal objectivity in general: for intersubjectivity is the condition for objectivity,
which is absolute only in the case of ideal objects.” Dernda, SP, 7.



26 RETHINKING GOD AS GIFY

to consciousness is never actually present, but slightly “out of
sync” with the reflection that must always follow or anticipate it.
For the same reason, Derrida is able to criticize Husserl's founda-
tion of plhienomenology on the self-present subject. Never present
atits own origin, the subject is never able to recuperate itself.”
With regard to language, Derrida observes that Husserl tics it
to the expression of an idea that is perfectly present: the linguistic
sign is invested with meaning hecause it reflects the presence of
the idea within the perfect sclf-presence of consciousness.?” But
this understanding comes undone with the recognition that lan-
guage is not a purely internal system, but a means of communica-
ton. When language is used to communicate, it invariably falls
away [rom the perfect self-presence 1t 1s supposed to express.™
Derrida suggests that rather than ideas preceding their expres-
sion in language, language actually constitutes ideas: there can be
no ideas that do not depend on the mediation of signs. Further,
since language relies on the possibility of repetition, ideas are
subject to the same dissemination that such repetition invites. As
soon as a word is repeatable (a condition that 1s essenual if lan-
guage is to be meaningful) it bears the potential for a loss or
alteration of meaning. Language therefore reflects not full pres-
ence, but a play of presence and absence: language operates as
an infinite network of references that cannot be held at bay. This
infinite play is implicated in Derrida’s neologism différance, where
the condition of possibility for meaning (that a word is repeat-
able) is also the condition of impossibility for determinate mean-
ing, because a word can always be repeated in a different context,
and hecausc its meaning can always be deferred.™ For this reason,
according to Derrida, determinate meaning is strictly undecidable.

* Derrida, 8P 63-64.

¥ See Dernida, SP chapter 4, “Meanimg and Representation.”

= Dernda, S 68-69.

= See the essay “Diftérance,” which appears in Derrida, SP, 129-60, 129: "The
verb ‘to differ’ seems to differ from itself. On the one hand, it indicates diller-
ence as disunction, mequality, or discernibility; on the other, 1t expresses the
mtcrpostion of delay, the iwerval of a spuerng and temporalizing "hat puts oft
until ‘later’ what is presently denied, the possible that is presently impossible.
Sometimes the different and sometinmes the deferved correspond [in French] to
the verb “to difter.” This correlation, however, is not simply one between act and
object, cause and effect, or primordial and derived. . .. In the onc case “to differ’
signifies nonidentity; i the other case it signifies the order of the same. Yet
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Derrida does not reject Husserl’s work, especially since there 1s
no simple moving aside from or out of philosophy, but sinply
points out ways in which it continues to subscribe to some of the
presuppositions of metaphysics. Very often he is able to indicate
within Husserl places where it could have been different, hints of
an awareness of something else, of an impossibility that cannot be
readily overcome. This occurs, for example, where Husserl recog-
nizes the potential disruption to self-presence that is implied in
his theory of internal time consciousness.” Or again, there is
areat possibility in Husserl’s understanding that intentions need
not be fulfilled.* Caputo, in his reading of Derrida and Husserl,
marks the distinction between them in terms of the radicalness of
their respective reducuons, and it is a telling point: "It [Dissemena-
tion] moves beyond the eidetic reduction, which 1s a reduction fo
meaning [this is Husserl’s position], toward a more radical reduc-
tion of meaning, a grammatological liberation of the signifier, re-
leasing it into its free play.”* It is as though Husserl orients his
reduction by a belief (perhaps a natural attitude) in ulimate
meaningfulness, a commitment to the tinmph of cosmos over
chaos. Derrida, on the other hand, makes no such commmitment
in advance. [t is not that we surrender all hope of meaning with
Derrida, but that we are forced to recognize that no one interpre-
tation of meaning is absolute. Yet once this is recognized, it re-

there must be a common, although entirely difterant [différante], root withu the
sphere that unites the twoe movements ol differmg to one another. We provision-
ally give the name différance vo 1ins sameness which s not sdentical: Hy the silent
writing of its 4, it has the desired advantage of referring 1o differing, both as
spacing/temporalizing and as the movement that structures every dissocraton.”

¥ See John D. Caputo, Radical Hermeneutics (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1987), 133 [hereatter Caputo, RI].

* Caputo observes: ““That is why the Husserlian discovery which Derrida most
cherishes—and this must scem a sheer perversity to Husserlian orthodoxy—is
the possibility of intention without intuition, thatis, of unfulfilled intenuon. Hus-
serl saw not only that expressive intentions can function in the absence of their
objects, but also that this 1s their essential function. He saw that one can speak
without sceing, that one can speak without having the truth, and indeed that
one can speak without avoiding conuadicuon. Speech, in order (o be speech,
mn ovder to be ‘well-formed," is bound only by purely formal laws of lingusuc
configuration, organized by a theory of linguistic signification (Bedutungslehre).
Even if speech is deprived of an object, of truth, or of consistency, it can remain
good speech.” RIT, 110

*Caputo, RIT, 148.
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mains possible to suggest that some interpretations can be argued
more effectively than others.*

HEIDEGGERIAN PHENOMENOLOGY

From Heidegger's perspective, Husser]l makes a significant contri-
bution to philosophy with his development of the phenomeno-
logical method. However, Heidegger develops his own application
of the method, coinciding with his attempt to move beyond phi-
losophy (as metaphysics) to what he perceives to be a comprehen-
sive ontology. Where Husserl uses phenomenology to gain access
to objects as they are presented to consciousness, Heidegger uses
phenomenology to gain access to the meaning of the being of
those objects.* Heidegger’s ontological goal (“'to explain Being
itself and to make the Being of entities stand out in full relief™)
1s 10 be made possible through the application of the phenome-
nological procedure, but in such a way that he radically alters
Husserl's original idea.* Heidegger notes that the purpose of
phenomenology is "“to let that which shows itself be seen from
itself in the very way in which it shows itself from itself.””** But he
then asks, “What is it that phenomenology is to ‘let us see’?”” and
his answer does not refer us to the given objects, but to being
itself, which is given concomitantly with those objects. What phe-

# See Caputo, DN, 184; Joseph S. O’Leary, Religrous Pluralism and Chrshan
Truth, rev. ed. (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1996), 40-42 |hereafter
O'Leary, RPCT].

M will maintamn the use ol the more ambiguous but thus more expressive
“being” rather than “Being," except in quotations.

# Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Rob-
inson (Oxford: Blackwell, 1962), 49 [hereafter Heidegger, B1]. *“For Husserl,
phenomenological reduction . . . is the method of leading phenomenological
vision from the natural auitude of the human being whose life is involved in the
world of things and persons back 1o the transcendental life of consciousness and
its noetic-noematic experiences, m which objects are constituted as correlates of
consciousness. For us phenomenaological reduction meuns leading phenomeno-
logical vision back from the apprehension of a being, whatever may be the char-
acter of that apprehension, to the understanding of the being of this being.”
Martin Heidegger, Basic Problems of Phenomenology, trans. Albert Holstadter, rev.
ed., (Bloomington: Indiana Unwversity Press, 1982), 21 [hereatier Heidegger,
rp).

* Heidegger, B1; b8,
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nomenology enables us to see “is something that proximally and
for the most part does nof show itself at all: it is something that
hes hidden, in contrast o that which proximally and for the most
part does show itself; but at the same time it is something that
belongs to what shows itself, and it belongs to it so essentially as
1o constitute its meaning and its ground.”

Heidegger’s chiel criticism of Husserl is that the latter inter-
prets the being of beings in an ontic rather than a genuinely onto-
logical tashion, Heidegger's according of a new priority to the
ontological question 15 developed in his illustration of the insuf-
ficiency of previous ontologies, particularly that of Descartes, on
which it may be suggested that the ontology of Husserl is at least
partially based.*™ According to IHeidegger, Descartes understands
being in terms of its substantiality, its presence-at-hand: what re-
mains constant in an entity is its real substance and hence its real
being.® This is typical of ontologies where “entities are grasped
in their Being as “presence’; this means that they are understood
with regard to a definite model of time—the ‘Present.” '+ For Hei-
degger, what 1s given is being, but being gives itself not in pres-
ence to knowledge but in withdrawal from it."" The initiative is no
longer with the subject who seeks to understand but with being
that calls Dasein to thought.* The world and all it contains are
given in their being. All beings are grounded in being, but being
itself, which is no-thing, is withouat ground.#

Of great interest for the present study is Heidegger's use of the
locution es gitt, which appears in Being and Time but is also found
in later works, and which seems to become a crucial point upon

7 Heidegger, BT, 59.

M Sce Husserl, 1P, 2, or Edmund Husserl, Cantesian Meditetions, trans. Dorion
Cairns (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1970) [herealter Husserl, CM].

* See Heidegger, BT, 122-32,

* Hedegger, BT, 47,

'See Martn Hewdegger, The Prnciple of Reasen, trans. Reginald  Lilly
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991), 70 [hereafier Heidegger, PR].

2 S¢e Martun Hewdegger, What Is Called Thinking? rans. |. Gl{:nn-(}r::y (New
York: Harper and Row, 1968) [hereafter Heidegger, WCT).

“ Heidegger, PR, 70,19, On the difficulties Heidegger's dhunking of dre prin-
ciple ol reason occasions, and on his thinking of Ereyrius as ground, see Joseph
S. O’Leary, "Theological Resonunces of Per Satz vom Grund.” Martin Hewdegger:
Cnitical Assessments, ed. Christopher Macann (London: Routledge, 1992), 214-
56, especially 245-46 |hereafier (VLeary, TRSG.
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which Heidegger’s thought turns.! The way in which es gibt is
situated in Ieidegger's thinking is outlined in the lectures he
gave in 1927, published as Basic Problems in Phenomenology:

Perhaps there s no other being beyond what has been enumer-
ated, but perhaps, as in the German idiom for “there 1s,” es gibt,
stll something elsc s grwen. Even more. In the end something is
given which must be given if we are to be able to make bemgs acces-
stble 1o us as beings and comport ourselves woward them. some-
thing which, to be sure, is not but which must be given if we are to
experience and understand any beings at all.®

The ambiguiy of the phrase e gibt means that it can be interpre-
ted both as “there is” and it gives.” According to Heidegger’s
translator, John Macquarrie, the second sense is the slr()ngcr,_ and
Heidegger’s mtention is clarified where, in the “Letter on Hu-
manism,” he insists that the French @ y ¢ (“there is8™) wranslates
the es gibt only “imprecisely. ™" [t secmns that he desires to empha-

“Hewdegeer, BT, 20, 255, 164,

“ Hedegger, BPP 1.

* John Macquarrie, Hedegeer and Chnstianity (London: SCM Press, 1994), 60
[hercafter Macquarme, HCT, Marim Hesdegger, “Letter on Humanism,” Basee
Wrtings: Martin Herdegeer, vev. ed, by David Farrell Krell (London: Routledge,
1993), 217-65, 238 [herealter Hewdegger, LH]. Marnon hunself refers to this
problem n Ldole of la distance (Paris: Grasset, 1977), 283 {hercafier Manon,
ID): " Amst La pensée quu s'essae a penser PEoe dans son essence en vient @
lawsser de coté {a diltérence ontologique comme 1elle, pour en reprendre Fenjeu
sous Nautre formulation du don, Ou plutdr du es gibt, que nous traduisons—ou
plutde ne trachnsens pas—par un i1y a, ofbioangue pstement la connotaton du
Gebwn, du donners 3 faudrait nansposer, et demander, devant un donne, on une
donnée [pour im problime. nne guestion, tne enteeprise) comnmenl ce donnd
ost donnd, et surtout se son caracere de donnd a quelque rapport avee sa ma-
nicre d'étre el étant.” Thas text is now available m Enghsh as The fdol and Dis-
tance: Five Studies, rans. with an introduction by Thomas A, Carlson (New York:
Fordham Umversity Press, 2001). Maron also makes reference o the problem
m God Without B, trans. Thomas A, Carlson (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1991), 102 [hereatter Marton, GWB], e an Erant dmoeé (Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1997) Irll(‘l'(‘ilf‘l(.‘l' Mavien, £ at the footole on P 97:
“En ce quiconcerne e Ces @b udlisé par Heidegger, sa transposiiion dans le il
v lrangais, ne peut se justifier malgré Pasage. Lanalyse de Zee wnd Sevine vise
qu-a bure poner le Pl entre e don donné (on Gabe) ot un donner (Gehen}, on
Hewdegger vent éviter quion confonde L donation avec un éventuel don don-
nant,” Hedegger's distancng {from the French iy a s meresing i the light
of later French philosophers who use the ¢ v « evocatnvely m speaking of the
mtermmable weight of being. See, for example, Fmmanuel Levinas, Lxwstencee
and Existents, trans. Alphonso Lingits (The Hague: Martinus Nijhotl, 1978), 57
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size the aspect of {gencrous) giving in a way that also cnables him
o avoid saying that being “is,”" Derrida observes: ““We translate
the idiomatic locution es gibl Sein and es gibt Zeit by “il y a I'ére’ in
French and in English ‘there is Being” (Being 1s not but there is
Being), ‘il v a le temps,” ‘there is tune’ (time is not but there is
time). Heidegger tries to get us to hear in this the ‘it gives,” or as
one might say in French, in a neutral but not negative fashion,
‘ca donne,” an ‘it gives' that would not form an utterance m the
propositional structure of Greco-Latin grammar.”™™ As tlus com-
ment from Derrida indicates in an anticipatory way, Heidegger
uses ¢s giblin speaking of both being and ume. "™ But what Heideg-
ger means when he says this is far from straightforward. What
does it mean that being is given? What is the relationship between
the giving of being and the giving of time, especially since neither
being nor time “is” any “thing” ™ And most importantly for the

[hereatter Levinas, FE]: This impersonal, anonvmous, vel 1n(l|snnuu~.h thle
‘constuninalion’ of bemyg, which murmurs m the deplhs ol nothingness wsellhwe
shall designate by the termy there s, The there s, masmuch as 1 resisis @ personal
torm, 15 "hewg in generall” 7 We are also veminded of Blanchots “newter.” John
Caputo notes the sense of genervosity that Tlewde guer mie nds by s @il hut wluch
15 absent from the French usage of i v, There is" must 1ot be conlizsed with
any generosiy: 1t s not to 1)6 tken to mean that it “gives’ anvthing, as in the
German ‘there 18/ e &bt 1 Lin thas context, khdral is nothmg kimdly and gener-
ous, and does not "give’” or provide a place, which 1s the vap that Hedegger falls
mto when he finds a “giving” e thas as gibt which puts tunkimg-as-thanking m s
debt. Nor s it properly receiving, smee it is unaffected by that hy which 1t s
filled. It is noteven absolutely passive inasmuch as both active and passive opera-
tons take place mit e resists every theomorphic or anthropomorphic analogy,
Fois nocany kind of Cit” (i od. quody that s or does or gives anvthimg.” Caputo,
DN, 01495,

“lleidegrer, LH, 2380 AU e swoue o i gres” woased prelimuanily o
avord the locunon “Bemg 157 for *is" s commonly siid of some thing that s, We
call such a thing a bemg. But Beng 'is” preasely not “a Beng.”

W Derricda, G111, 20,

“In “Time and Btmq he often plm\ with the expression, Irequently repeat-
myg "It gives Bemg™ and “Tegives tme”” Marun Hewdegger, “Time and Beng,”
On Time and Being, trans, Joan Stambaugh (New York: He arper and Row, 1972),
1-24, for (_\dlnl)l( at 6 and 16 [herveatier Heidegeer, T8).

" Dernda comments, with veference 1o Heidegger's On Time and Being ** From
the beginnmg of the medittion, Heidegger recalls, if one can Pt this way,
that m wself e is nothiny tempural, sinee 1 is nothig, smeeatis not a lhm‘g
(ke Doig) The temporality of time 15 not emporal, no maere than proximity s
proximate or weeness 1s woody, He also recalls that bemg s not bring {(bemg-
present/present being), siee it is not somethimg (ke Ding), and than therefore
onc cannot say cither “ume is” or TBemy 150 but ey gibt Seen” and ey gibt Zot” T



32 RETHINKING GOD AS GIFT

purposes of this project, what can be made of the “it” that gives?
To refer to Derrida once again, *“the enigma is concentrated both
in the ‘it’ or rather the ‘es,;” the ‘¢« of “¢a donne,” which is not a
thing, and in this giving that gives but without giving anything
and without anyone giving anything—nothing but Being and
time (which are nothing).”"!

It seems that there are three ways we might read the es gibt. One
way Is suggesied by Being and Time. Here being is understood to
be given by time, and therefore it could be said that es gibt Sein
simply means that time gives heing.™ At this point in Heidegger’s
writing, the phrase ts meaningful insofar as it is understood that
being only becomes luminous in the concrete finitude of Dasein,
and so is given according to the horizon of ecstatic temporality
that is Dasein’s way of being.™ A horizon is not an agent: time does
not give being in the sense that it creates it, but is rather a condi-
tion of possibility for Dasein’s transcendence toward it. Evidently
this analysis can appear dependent on the initiative of Dasein, and
Heidegger eventually moves away from this dependence, as he
makes the famous Kehre from phenomenology to thought, “from
There-Being to Being.”™" Thus the later Heidegger emphasizes

would thus be necessary to think a thing, something (Sache and not Ding, a Sache
that is not a bemg) that would he Being and time but would not be enther a bemg
or a temporal thing.” GT1, 20,

I Derrida, G711, 20.

*This is anticipated on the very first page of Howdegger, BT,

“* Sce the discussion by William J. Richardson, 8.J.. Hedegger: Through Phenome-
nology to Thought (The Hague. Murtius Nijholl, 1965), 85-90 [bercafter Rich-
ardson, HTPT].

“ Richardson, HTPT, 624. The notion of a tiamn can be somewhat nusleading,
and Heidegger himself understands his kaer work as cominuous with the essen-
tral concerns of Being and Time. The preface by Heidegger that Richardson in-
cludes in his study emphasizes this sense of continuity. Richardson nevertheless
accords with the judgment of many others that Hewdegger's work imvolves two
distinct phases, even if they are o be read as a unity, See Richardson's conclu-
sion, especially at 623-28. Sce also the comment by David Farrell Keell in “Gen-
cral Invroduction: The Question of Bewng,™ Basie Wanhngs: Martin Herdegger, 33.
The move 1s complicated by the [act that the thinkmg of being that Heidegger
Later attempts 1s sall necessarily linked with Dasern. By way of explanation, Rich-
ardson suggests that ‘Heuieqmﬂ § puaputnt trom beginning to end remains
phenomenological. By this we mean that he is concerned only with the frocess
by which bengs are lit up and reveal themsclves as what they are for and to man.
The lighting-process takes place in man—not through (sc. by reason of) him,
yet not without him either. If the lighung-process does not take place by reason
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the priority of being over Dasan, cven though Dasein 1s the there
that is necessary for thought. Thought is a yielding to being, the
accomplishment of letting being be 5 An additional problem with
this tirst way of understanding the es gibl 1s that it does not take
account of the giving of time as such, and we have already ob-
served that this is to be a further factor in Heidegger's work.
Another way of reading the es gibt is suggested in the “Letter
on Humanism,” where Heidegger confirms that the “it” of it
gives” is being itsclf.* In other words, being gives itself, or being
gives being. Again, such a pronouncement requires some inter-
pretation. How exactly does being give itself? According to the
ontology that Heidegger attributes both to the ancients and, in
adaplea form, to the medieval scholastics and the subsequent
philosophical tradition, being gives itself as substantial presence:

It will be manifest that the ancient way of interpreting the Being of
entities is oriented towards the “world’ or “Nature” in the widest
sense, and that it is indeed in terms of “time” that its understand-
ing of Being is obtained. The outward cvidence of this . . . is the
treatment of the meaning of Being as wagovowt [ parousia, which
the translators suggest is “heing at,” or “presence”] or ovowa
[ousia, which would be “substance’ in the Anistotelian tradition, or
“essence,” “‘existence,” or “being” in the wadition of Plato],
which signifies, in ontologico-Temporal terms, “presence” [“An-
wesenheit” ], Entities are grasped in their Being as “prcsence”; this
means that they are understood with regard to a definite mode of
time—the “Present.’™

On Heidegger’s rcading, being is in this way modeled, as it were,
on beings. Further, such an understanding often underlies the

of man, then the Light itself holds the primacy in the process; if it does not take
place without him, then the There 1s necessary that the Light be able to light-
up, and to that extent may he considered us projecting the light.” Richardson,
HTPT, 627, See alsao 532,

” Richardson, HTPT, 541,

* Heidegger, [Jf, 238, See also the translators’ note at p. 255 of Heidegger,
BT. "In his letter Uber den Hiumamsmus . . . Herdegger msists that the expression
‘es gibt" 15 here used deliberately, and should be taken literally as ‘it gives.” He
writes: ‘For the it which here “gives™ is Being itself. The “gives,” however,
designates the essence of Being, which gives and which confers its truth.” *' Mac-
quarrie discusses this more fully in I7€, 60.

* Heidegger, BT, 47.
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transition that is frequently made from thinking being (as the
beimng of entities) to thinking being as a being among beings, or
even a being beyond and somehow behind beings.”™ This is what
Heidegger uncovers as the difficulty, for example, in Christian
metaphysics or Gartesian ontology.™

" UWe sad tha 0111010@ 15 the science of bemyg. But being is always the being
of a being. Being is essentially different from a being, from beings. How is the
distinction between bemg and beings 10 be grasped: How can its possibility be
explainedr [I'being 1s notitsell a being, how then does 1t nevertheless belong to
bemgs, stnce, after all, bemgs and only bemgs aree What does 1t medn o say that
being belongy 1o bengs: ThL correct answer to this question is the basic supposi-
uon needed to set about the problems of ontology regarded as the science of
being. ... 1t is a distinction which is first and foremost constitutive for ontology.
We call it the ontological difference—1ihe difterentiation between being and beings.

- With this distinction between being and beings and the selection of being as
theme we depart m principle from the domain of bemngs. We surmount iy, tran-
scend 1. We can also call the scicuee of being, as critical saicnce, transcendenital
saence. In doing so we are not simply taking over unaltered the concept of the
transcendental m Kant, although we are indeed adopting its original sense and
s irue encency, perhaps still concealed from Kant. We are surmounting beings
m order to reach betg. Once having made the ascent we shall not again de-
scend 1o a being, which, say, might lie like another world behind the familiar
beings, The transcendcental science of being has nothing 1o do wnh popular
metaphysics, which deals with some being behind the known beings.” Heideg-
cer, 8PP, 17.

“ With regard to the former, he comments: “Yet Being—what 1s Beingz It is
It itselt. The thinking that is to come must learn 1o experience that and to say

‘Bemg'—that 1s not God and not a cosmie ground. Bemg is farther than all
beings and s yvet nearer o man than every being, be it a rock, a beast, a work of
art, a maclme, be itan angel or God. Beinyg is the nearest. Yet the near remains
farilrest from man. Man a first clings abways and only to beings. But when think-
g vepresents buings as beings it no doubt relates itself o Being. In truth, how-
ever, Ut alwavs thinks only of beings as such; preaisely not, and never, Being as
such. The ‘question of Bemg Ah\d_ys remams a question about bemgs, It is still
not at all what its elusive name indicates: the question in the direction of Being.
Philosophy, even when 1t becomes “eritical” through Descartes and Kant, always
follows the course of metaphvsic;tl representation. It thinks from bengs back to
beings with a glance in passing toward Beng. For every depar ture from beings
and cvery return to them stands already i the light of Being.™ Heidegyer, L
9%, And with regard 1o Descartes, Hmdcgp;u 15 readily able to observe the con-
fusion: “in ins way of defining a substance through some substantial entity, lics
the reason why the term “substance' is used w two ways. What s here intendecd
s substmn,\hw. and 1t gets understood I werms of a character of substance—a
character which s itself an entiry, Because something ontical is made to underlic
the ontological, the expression “substanta’ functions sometimes with a significa-
tion which is ontological, sometiies with one that is ontical, but mostly with one
which is hazily ontico-ontological. Behind this slight difference of slg’miu ation,
however, there les hudden a failuve o master the basic problem of Being.”
Hewdegger, BT, 127.



HUSSERL AND [EIDFGGER 35

Heidegger thinks of being as that which brings into presence
but which itself withdraws.” Being “lights up” beings without be-
coming a being, since bheing “is” not, it “is” no-thing. In this
sense, being is horizonal. “Being comes to destiny in that It,
Being, gives itself. But thought in terms of such destiny this says:
it gives itself and refuses itself simultaneously,” In answer, then,
to the question aboutl what it mecans that being gives itself, we
could suggest that being gives itself’ as withdrawal. Being, which
“is” no-thing, gives in a retreat from giving. Again, it is thought
that provides the locus for this "letting-be,”” this gift of being. “In
hailing the thinker into Being, Being imparts itself to hum as gift,
and this gift is what constitutes the essence of the thinker, the
endowment by which he is.”’%

There is a further possible reading of es gibt, this time taking
account of the material still later than the “Letter on Human-
ism,” including the 1962 lecture “Time and Being.” This reading
does not exclude the others but perhaps allows them to be fo-
cused more precisely. In “Time and Being,” Heidegger plays with
the phrases “It gives Being” and "It gives time.”™ Theve is obvi-
ously still a relationship between the giving of being and the giv-
ing of time, but it is via a third “term,” if such it can be called.
This third term *“is” Ereignis, which Heidegger says “will be trans-
lated as Appropriation or event of Appropriation.”* Heidegger
also indicates that ** ‘event’ is not simply an occurrence, but that
which makes any occurrence possible.”® The event of appropria-
Lion gives being and gives time; itis the condition of possibility for
being and time, 1t is the event of appropriation that establishes a
relatonship between being and the human. The event of appro-
priation establishes a certain reciprocality between being and

* Richardson, AT, 315, 552-33.

*Herdegger, LI1, 239,

" Richardson, fITPF] 5949, “"What 15 most thoughi-provoking gives food for
thought in the original sense that it gives us over, delivers us 1o thought. This
gifl, which gives to us what is most thought-provoking, is the true endowment
that keeps itself concealed uy our essential nature. When we ask, then, ‘What is
it that calls on us to think?,” we are looking both (o what it 15 that gwes to us the
gift of this endowment, and w ourselves, whose nature lies in being gifted with
this endowmend”” Heidegger, WCT, 196,

* Heidegger, T8, b, 16,

* Hewdegger, TH, 19.

* Heidegger, T8, 19.

* See Joan Stambaugh’s introduction to On Time and Being, x~xi.
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[ 3

time.”” But appropriation “is” not, and is not itself given.® Der-

rida comments:

This word Ereignis, which commonly signifies event, signals toward
a thinking of appropriation or of de-propriation that cannot be
unrelated to that of the gift. So fromn now on it will not be 4 matter
of subordinating, through a purely logical mversion, the question
of Being to that of Ereignis, but of conditioning them otherwise one
hy the other, one with the other. Heidegger sometimes says that
Being . . . is Erergnis. And it is in the course of this movement that
Being (Sein)—which is not, which does not exist as being present/
present being—is signaled on the basis of the gift.

This is played out around the German expression es gibt, whicly,
moreover, in Sein und Zeit (1928) had made a first, discreet appear-
ance that was already obeying the same necessity.™

On the third reading of es gibt, transcendent being is most clearly
situated in its immanence.” There is no “being” somehow *'be-
yvond” the world, but only being given in the mode of withdrawal,
in the event of appropriation.” Being “is” transcendent, bur it is
not a transcendent being. Heidegger speaks of “being as Appro-

LA ]

priation,” but what “is’" this event of appropriation?” Once
again, he struggles to express his intention. The event of appro-
priation is not an event in the usual sense of the word.”™ It is

67 *[The process of] presenc-ing (Being) 1s mherentin the lighting-up of self-
concealment (Time). [The] lighting-up of self-=conceatment (Time) brings furth
the process of presencing (Being).” Hewdegger, preface o Richardson. HTPT,
XX.

it See Stambaugh's introduction 1o On Fime and Beng, xi.

“ Derrida, G114, 19.

™ George Stewner comments that Heidegger's works “are an explicit rejoinder
to what he calls the ‘onto-theological' bias in Western thinking. Whereas the
latter arnves, inherently, at the mmference of the transcendent, at the attempt to
locate truth and cthical values in some abstract *heyond,” Heidegger's ontology
is densely immanent. Being 1s being-in-the-world. There ‘is’ nowherc else. Being
and authenticity can only be realized within uinmanent existence and time. For
Heidegger, there is no divine sphere of immaculate ideation, no unmoved
mover.” George Steiner, Hadegger, 2nd ed. (London: Fontana, 1992), 63.

7 “The maltter at stake first appropriates Being and time into their own in
virtue of their relation, and does so by the appropriating that is concealed in
destiny and 1n the gift of openng out. Accordingly, the It that gives in "It gives
Being," ‘It gives time,” proves (o be Appropnation.” Heidegger, T8, 19

** Heidegger, TH, 21.

" Herdeyger, TB, 20.
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instead ‘‘the extending and sending which opens and pre-
serves.”’”" It is the extending and sending of being.”

Of pertinence to this study is the way Heidegger speaks of
thought as a thankful response to the gift.” It is important o
note here not only the importance of the whole idea of giving in
Heidegger’s work, but also the way it is not to be characterized by
reciprocity. In Heidegger’s words:

To the most thought-provoking, we devote our thinking of what is
to-he-thought. But this devoted thinking is not something that we
ourselves produce and bring-along, to repav gift with gift. When we
think what is most thought-provoking, we then give thought 1o
what this most thought-provoking matter 1tself gives us to think
about. This thinking which recalls, and which gua thinking alone
is true thanks, does not need to repay, nor be deserved, in order to
give thanks. Such thanks is not a recompense; but it remains an
oftering; and only by this offering so we allow that which properly
gives food for thought to remain what it 1s m its essential nature,
Thus we give thanks [or our thinking in a sense that is almost lost
in our language. . . . When the transaction of a matter is scetled,

‘" Headegger, 18, 20,

7 Caputo points out that the orucial feature of Hewdeggerian phenomenology
is not so much that it uncovers ontological difference, but that it secks to think
dilference ntsell. the meaning of the givenness of Bemg., Sce Capuio, RH,
178-79.

" See Hewdegger, WCT, 139-47. “What gives us food for thought ever and
agan is the most thought-provoking. We take the gift iv gives by giving thought
to what 1s most thought—pmu)king In doing so, we keep thinking what 1s most
thought-provoking. We recall it in thought. Thus we recall in thought that o
which we give thanks for the endowment of our ndnnt'—thmkmg,, As we give
thought to what 1s most thought-provoking, we give thanks” (l43—4h) The im-
plications of this position are well described by Richardson: “Once we see that
the onginal German word for thought ( Credanc) suggests re-cord. 1t 1s not diffi-
cult o understand in what sense 11 also implies thanks-giving (Deanken). Being’s
supreme gilt to the thinker 1s the very Being by which he s a thinker; ek-sistence.
Does 1 not warrant acknowledgment on man’s part? Such an acknowledgiment
in its punty, however, is not in the first place a requiting of thus gift with another
glfl On the contrary, the prrest form of acknowledgment is stmply the accept-
ing of the gift, sc. assuming i, acquiescing m it, yielding to its demands. Accep-
tance, then, is the most onginal form of thanks. Now when There-being accepts
the endowment by which the thinking comes about, sc. ek-sistence, 1t accepts
the gl[t of thought as such. For There-being to accept thought as thought is to
do what lies within its power to accomplish thought. This 1s by that very fact the
fulfilment of thinking. T]nnl\mq thus conceived in the moment of fullfilment
1s clearly thanks-gwing.” Richardson, HTPT, 601.
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or disposed of, we say in Alemannic dialect that it 1s “thanked.”
Disposing does not mean here sending off, but the reverse: it
mcans to bring the matter forth and lcave it where it belongs. This
sort of disposing is called thanking.”

It seems that Heidegger is concerned with the undervaluing of a
gift by the offering of a gift in return. Rebecca Comay’s insightful
article “Gifts without Presents: Economies of ‘Experience’ in Ba-
taille and Heidegger” provides a nuanced reading of this prob-
lem.”™ Comay maintains that the gratitude of thanking which is
thought does not provoke a return of the gift, since in Ereignis the
gift is at once sent and withheld. In other words, since the giving
which is the sending is at the same time a losing which is the
gift withheld, there “is’ no gift as such that can be returned.
Appropriation is expropriation; thinking is the thankful responsc
to a gift that is no-thing.” “Thanking becomes simply the recur-
sive, performative movement . . . which knows no object for its
gratitude and thus has nothing with which to pay back.,”™ The
gift of being, in being withheld, can be given without return. With
regard, then, to the questions about what is given in phenomenol-
ogy and according to what horizon it is given, what 15 preemi-
nently given for Heidegger is being (which “is” no-thing, and
which withdraws in the giving), according to a temporal-historical
horizon in the event of appropriation.

DERRIDA AND HEIDEGGER
The relationship between Heidegger and Derrida is a complex

one: Derrida’s work is enabled in some ways by that of Heidegger,
yet he still engages deconstructively with Heideggerian texts.™ De-

““ Heidegger, W7, 146.

* Rebecca Comay, ' Gilts without Presents: Econorues of “Expenience’ in Ba-
1aille and Heidegger,” Yafe French Studies 78 (1990): 66—89 [hercafter Comay,
GWP).

“ Comay, GWF, B6.

# Conmay, GWE, 84

* Rodolphe Gasché underlines this complexny in faventions of Difference: On
Jacques Demnda (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1994), 78 [hercafier
Gasché, MJD]: “Although Dernida has claimed 1t to be indispensable, foc m-
stance, to place oneself within the opening of Heidegger's questions, he has also
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rrida takes up Heidegger’s critique of presence, 1o the point
where he unravels the dream of full presence.® Yet Derrida is
wary of other Heideggerian absolutes. The purity of presence may
be tainted after Heidegger, but the possibility of an absolute truth
lives on, unfolding as part of a destiny that is German hut essen-
tally Greek (or perhaps the reverse):™

What I have auempted to do would not have been possible without
the opening of Heidegger's questions. And . . . would not have
been possible without the attention to what Heidegger calls the
difference between Being and beings, the ontico-ontological differ-
ence such as, in a way, it remains unthought by philosophy. But
despite this debt to Heidegger's thought, or rather because ol it, |
attempl (o locate in Heidegger’s text—which, no morc than any
other, is not homogenous, continuous, cverywherve equal to the
greatest torce and to all the consequences of its questions—the
signs of a belonging to metaphysics, or to what he calls onto-
theology ™

been very critical on many occasions of Heidegger's philosophical idiom. But
cven this eriticism, including Derrida’s “disseninauve gesuure,” is made, at least
to a certam degree, in Hadeggenan language.™

" The extent to which Heidegger eftectively overcomes presence is oy ques-
tion. Levinas, for example, argues that Heidegger “never really escaped from
the Greek language of mtelligibility and presence. Even though he speut much
of his philosophical career struggling against certain metaphysical notions of
presence—in particular the objectifying notion of presence us Vorhandenhen
which expresses itself in owr saentific and technological categorization ol the
world—he ultimately seems to espouse another, more subtle and complex, no-
tion of prescnce as Anwesen, that is, the coming-into-presence of Being.” Em-
manucl Levinas in Richard Kearnev, Dwalogues wath Confemporary Condinental
Thinkers: The Phenomenologieal Heritage (Manchester: Manchester Universuy
Press, 1984), 56 [hereafter Kearney, DCCT). 1t is true, certainly, that there 1s an
ambiguity in Heidegger with regard to hus use of “presence’ and “presencing.”

*See John D, Caputo, Demythologizmg Herdegger (Bloominglon: Indiana Uni-
versity Press, 1993) [hercafter Caputo, DI,

! Jacques Dernida, Positions, trans, Alan Bass (Chicago: Unwversity of Chicago
Press, 1981}, 9-10 |hercafter Derrida, Pos|. T Believe, in numerous ways, what
T wine does no, shull we say, resendle a 1exi of Heideggerian filiation . . . 1 have
marked quite explicitly, 1 wll the essays 1 have published . . . a departure from
the Hewleggenan problemanc. This departure is related particularly o the con-
cepts of engrnand fall. .. And .. . T have analyzed it as concerns ume, “the
vanscendental horivon of the question of Being,” in Bang and Time, that is, at a
strategically deaisive pomnt. Tlas departure also, and correlatively, intervenes as
concerns the value praper {propriety. propriate, appropriation, the entire family
of Fugentlichkert, Eigen, Freigaisy which is perhaps the most continuous and most
diflicult thread of Heidegger's thought.” Derrida, Pos, 54.
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One of these “signs of a belonging to metaphysics” is the Heideg-
gerian emiphasis on “gathering.” “But take the example of Hei-
degger: well, it 1s at the moment in which what he calls ‘ontological
difference’ or the ‘truth of Being’ seems to assure the most ‘gath-
ering’ reading of philosophy that I believe it is urgent to question
this very gathering, this presumption of unity, what it still excludes
ot reduces 10 silence.”™ Or in a different context, “One of the
recurrent critiques or deconstructive questions 1 pose to Heideg-
ger has 1o do with the privilege Heidegger grants to what he calls
Versamml{ung, gathering. . .. Once you grant some privilege to gath-
ering and not 1o dissociating, then you leave no room for the
other, for the radical otherness of the other.”*®

Both the positive and the negative aspects of Derrida’s relation-
ship with Heidegger can be best illustrated for our purposes in
the way Derrida reads the es gibt. An example of his reading can
be taken from Spurs: Nietzsche's Styles:

Heidegger . . . submits the question of Being itself 1o the enigmatic
operation of the abyssal gift ({e don s'endette/le don sans dette). In his
development . . . of the es gifbt Sein Heidegger demonsirates chat the
mnng {Geben) and the gift (Gabe}, which in fact amount to nothing
{to neither a subject being nor an object being), cannot be thought
of in terms of Being. Because they constitute the process of propria-
tion, the ging and the gift can be construed neither in the bound-

® Jacques Dernida, Pomts: Interoiews, 1974-1994, ed. Elisabeth Weber, trans.
Peggy Kamuf ct al. (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1995), 131 [hereafter
Derrida, Po).

* Jacques Dernda, “The Villanova Roundtable,” i Caputo, DNV, 3-48, 15
[hereafter Derrida, VR]. On the question of Heidegger and gathering, it seems
to me thar O'Leary’s observations on the possible self-limitations of Heidegger-
ian 1h0uth are hlghh lclemnl See (3'Leary, TRSG. O'Leary also, of course,
questions “deconstruction’s” preference [or the other, askmq whether or not
this is just as unitary a reading of rcality as Heidegger's. “Even the deconsuuct
ive version of the f'm'g'r.'n as (sscnna!l} ditference, unless is it worked out
terms of a concreie pluralism, sdll risks projecting a unitary instance which
undercuts all religions and philosophies as the unnameable other.”™ ('Leary,
TRSG, 246. The nmportant pamt upon which O'Leary seizes here is the need for
aworking out “inr terms of a concrete pluralism,” The difficulty, as we shall see,
15 that unless 1t can in some way be concretized, all walk of otherness can tend 10
reduce what it aims to promote, the otherness in otherness, the plurality of
othernesses. | think Derrida recognizes that alterity is only encountered in the
concrete, and that 1s where, perhaps, a Derridean “ethics™ is more cliective than
a [evinasian ethics.
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aries of Being’s horizon nor {rom the vantage point of its truth, its
meaning. Just as there is no such thing then as a Being or an es-
sence of the woman or the sexual difference, there is also no such
thing as an essence of the es gibtin the es gibt Sein, that is, of Being’s
giving and gift. The “just as” finds no conjuncture. There is no
such thing as a gift of Being from which there might be appre-
hended and opposed to it something like a determined gift. . . .
Still, it does not follow from this that one should, by a simple rever-
sal, transform Being into a particular casc or species of the genus
propriate, give/take, life/death, Heidegger himsell cautions against
making of Being a mere incident in the event called Ereignis and
warns of the futile nullity of a conceptual reversal of this sort be-
tween species and genus (genre) ™

What is Derrida saying here? He seems to recognize that for Hei-
degger the giving of being escapes being: Ereignis cannot be read
according to the measure of being; the giving is abyssal, without
ground, beyond being and beyond the *“truth of being.” Heideg-
ger would this way turn against his own metaphysical ambitions,
as it were. The “process of propriation™ that is Ereignis is in fact
not anything. Caputo (quoting Derrida) comments:

“Although this process is as if magnetized by a valuation or an in-
eradicable preference for the proper-ty (propre), it all the more
surely leads to this proper-ty’s abyssal structure™ (Spurs 117). Al-
though Heidegger is always talking about Being and Kreignis, he
invariably ends up in a movement heyond Being, ground, pres-
ence, and truth, landing in an abyss (Abgrund) of dis-propriation
(Ent-eignis) ™

The proper is the improper; the gift a withdrawal or loss. Caputo
continues: “[Heidegger] sees the Int-eignis in Ereignis, the dissim-
ulation in all unveiling, what Derrida calls ‘le coup de don,’ strik-
ing by means of the gift, taking away by means of giving.”®

But if we can follow Caputo’s interpretation of Derrida on Hei-
degger further, it seems that Derrida is not entirely sure that Hei-
degger 1s willing to give up on the proper. Caputo suggests that
Derrida is distracted by it, missing Heidegger’s meaning:

* Jacques Derrida, Spurs: Nietzche's Styles/[:f[wmns: Les Styles de Nietzsche, trans.
Barbara Harlow (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), 120-21.

* Caputo, RH, 158.

* Caputo, RH, 158-59.
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treignis does not mean appropriation in the sense of the hotbed
and scat of all propriety and ownness. [t means producing ownness,
sending things into their own, their proper shape in the various
epochs, giving things (the Being-of-beings) the tenuous identity
that is never insulated from difference. . . . It itself is beyond the
distinction between proper and improper, identity and difference,
becanse it grants these and all distinctions. It gives ownness and
unownedness—and hence might be translated as “en-own-ing,”
endowing with ownness—just the way Iasein’s “temporalizing™
gives both authenticity and inauthenticity in Berng and Time, grants
them as effects. In my view, Derrida apens up this reading of Hei-
degger but then misses it himscll\™

Caputo’s reading would seem to be in accord with a later com-
ment from Derrida, found in Given Time®' Once again, Derrida
links Ereignis with a thinking of the gift. “This word Ereignis, which
commonly signifies event, signals toward a thinking of appropria-
tion or of de-propriation that cannot be unrelated to that of the
gift.”™ Yet 1s it appropriation or de-propriation? In the forgetting,
tt is de-propriation, a de-propriation that enables the gift to take
place.* But in the movement of appropriation, the gift can no
longer be thought. “In the very position of this question, in the
formulation of the project or the design of thinking, namely, the
‘in order to” (we think ‘in order to” . . . think Being and time in
their ‘own element’ . . .), the desire to accede to the proper is
already, we could say, surreputiously ordered by Heidegger ac-
cording to the dimension of ‘giving.” " It seems Derrida is ar-
guing that Teidegger sull desires to accede to the proper, and
therefore to appropriate, with a thinking of donation that grasps
rather than letting go. Where Derrida comments on the es gibi,
he links it with propriation, and in so doing he¢ reinforces his
criticism of Heidegger in that the proper hespeaks ownership,
thus is an attempt to seize the origin or even to be seized by it.*?

" Caputo, RH, 178.

U Especially at Dernda. G117, 18-23.

% Deynida, GTE 149,

w5 < Forgelting and gift would therefore be cach in the condition of the other.”
Derrida, GT'1, 18,

* Derrida, G¥1, 21,

“ Mawrice Blanchot's gloss is pertinent: “The donations which are the ways
in which being gives by withholding itself . . . would be interrupted from the
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Yet according to Caputo’s reading, Derrida recognizes to some
extent that Heidegger’s propriaton is not a possession but a
being dispossessed. Derrida’s writing is subject to the same decon-
structive forces he observes elsewhere—an ambivalence that
opens onto what Derrida may not mean to say.

All this is intriguing in the light of Gasché’s comment on the
relation between Heidegger's and Derrida’s writing: *. . . so the
thought of differance—the enabling and disabling structure of all
thinking, the thinking of Being and the thinking of dillerance
included—cannot strictly speaking be said to be Derrida’s proper,
or 10 be the result of a generalizing extrapolation from Heideg-
ger's thought on difference.”® What is Derrida’s proper, and
what is Heidegger’s proper, and what does cach writer have to
say on the proper? There is a glimpse of the proper as abyss in
Heidegger, which Derrida chooses to read as Heidegger's proper,
and in so doing makes us aware of what is most not his own. Both
Caputo and Gasché have further interesting comments to make
on the thinking of difference and différance. If Heidegger's differ-
ence is 10 be understood only as the ontological difference, then
there is room for Derrida to make his défférance an “older” “mdif-
ference to difference.”?” But if Heidegger’s difterence itself pre-
cedes ontological difference, then the relationship between
Derrida and Heidegger becomes even closer.™

[t seems to me that the real difference between Heidegger and
Derrida on es gibt comes down to the question of generosity, and
this 1s brought out in Caputo’s interpretation of the “Villanova
Roundtable,” written in the light of Given Time. Here Caputo points

moment that thce Ereigrus, the advent, arrives, ceasing to let itself be hidden hy
the ‘donations of meaning’ which 1t makes possible by its retreat. But if (since
there 1s no other way of putung thic.) a decisive historical ch‘mge is 'unwunced
in the phlaqe ‘the coming comes,” making us come nito our ‘most proper,” our
‘own-most’ (being), then one would have to be very naive not to think that the
requirement to withdraw ceases from then on. And yet it is from then once [sie]
that ‘withdraw’ rules—more obscurely, more insistently. For what of agen, our
‘own-most’ bemg? We do not know, except that it refers back 1o Eregmis, just as
Ereigms *hides’ egen all the while showing it in a necessarily crude analysis.™
Maurice Blanchot, The Wrting of the [isaster, trans. Ann Smock (Lincoln: Cinver-
sity of Nebraska Press, 1995), 102 [hercafter Blanchot, WOD],

" Gasché, IDfD, 79. He leiels also to Caputo,

" See Gasché, IDJD, chapter 3.

™ See Caputo, RH, 1794,
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out that Heidegger fails on Derrida’s terms with regard to the gift,
no longer with direct reference to appropriation but to the appro-
priation that is implied once the gift is laden with generous intent:

That gift without gifi, without the swelling and contracting of gift-
ing, could take place only if everything happened below the level
of conscious intentionality, where no one intends to give anything
to anyone and no one is intentionally conscious of receiving any-
thing. Such austere, Grinch-like conditions are hardly met at all
anywhere. Not even Heidegger's notion of the es gibt das Sein can
meet this requirement, for Heidegger at once seizes upon the gen-
erosity embedded in the German idiom es gibt (geben, die Gabe),
which 1s supposed to mean simply “there is.” . . . On this account,
the French idiom # y @ is better and more “value-free,” more neu-
tral and indeterminate,

What seems best to meet the demands of this ungencrous and
ungrateful gifting is Plato’s kidre, the absolutely indeterminate and
indeterminable receptacle which cannot be determined as mother,
nurse or receptacle, which is too un-kind, un-kin, and un-gen-
dered, a-genos, to en-gender anything, which emblematizes or em-
bodies (without a body) the pure “taking place” or “spacing” of
différance itself.”

We are led, then, from es gibt back to khdra {(and perhaps we
should have half an eye at the same time to Blanchot's “neuter,”
or Levinas's il y a)."™ Khéra, however, opens onto many more
themes than I can address at this point, With regard to the ques-
tion of Derrida and khéra, I wish only to note at this stage that it
does bear on the question of God and gift.' With this in mind,
we turn to consider Levinas.

" Caputo, DN, 143; see also 94-95.

1 With regard to the neuter, sce Blanchot, WO, 48-49, or 57, for example,
or his The Space of Literatwre, trans, Anun Smock (Lincohy: University of Nebraska
Press, 1982}, 168-70 [hereafier Blancho, SL]. 1 will discuss the Levinasian il y a
in the next chapter.

" Hence, in “Sauf le nom": " "Gaod’ is the name of this bottomless collapse,
of this endless desertification of language. But the trace of this negauve opera-
tion 1s inscribed ot and on and as the event. .. . There ts this cvent, which remains,
even if this remnance is not more substantial, more essential than this God,
more ontologically determinable than this name of God of whom it is said that
he names nothing that is, neither this nor that. It is even said of him that he is
not what 1s grven there in the sense of es gibt: He is not what gives, his is beyond
all gifts.” Another voice responds to this passage, “/n and on, you said, that
implies, apparently, some fopos . . . " and the reply beging “— . . . or some
khora . . .’ Derrida, SLLN, 55-56.
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[evinas

LevINAS: A DIALOGUE WITH HUSSERI,

THE work oF EMMANUEL LEVINAS is important in this context for
three reasons: first, because it is a dialogue with and a departurc
from the thinking of both Husserl and Heidegger; second, be-
cause it marks a further application and development of the phe-
nomenological method; and third, because in ecach of the
aforementioned respects it has had enormous influcnce on Jean-
Luc Marion.' In my examination of Levinas I will order my com-
ments according to these aspects of his relevance.,

In 1930, Levinas produced The Theory of Intuition in Husserl’s
Phenomenology, in which he gives a largely favorable account of
Husserl’s development of the phenomenological method, al-
though it is tempered with certain criticisms.? If Husserl’s project
has been to uncover that which has been given to consciousness,
it is precisely on this area of givenness that Levinas concentrates
his study, in a very particular way. For Levinas, it is the breadth of
what is given that is important. In Husserl's work, Levinas finds a
philosophical method that is potentally open to the given experi-
ence of life iself. At the same time, however, he discerns in the
application of this method particular presuppositions that limit
its efficacy, and it 1s on his concerns about these presuppositions

*With regard to Levinas and his relationship to phenomenology, see Kearney,
DCCT 50, where Levinas states: ““Phenomenology represented the second, but
undoubtedly most important, philosophical mHuence on my thinking. Indeed,
from the pomt of view of philosophical method and disapline. I remain to this
tay a phenomenologist.” Nevertheless, Levinas constantly goes beyond the
boundaries of phenomenology, particularly as he seeks to place the encounter
with “the Other™ beyond what can be thematized, hence what can be “seen.”

* Many commentators suggest that Levinas’s rcading of Husserl at this time 1s
trom a Heideggerian perspective, and that his criticisms are often Heideggerian
in nature. Sce, for example, Adrnaan Peperzak, Beyond: The Philosophy of Emman-
uel Levmas (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1997), 40 [hereafter Pep-
erzak, B)].
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that I will focus. These concerns have to do with the nature of
imtentionality, the question of representation, the process of inttu-
ition, the primacy of consciousness and perception, and the re-
duction of the other person (the Other) to the experience of
“the Same.”™

For Husserl, as for Franz Brentano before him, “intentionality™
reters to the relationship between counsciousness and its object;
stated simply, ceonsciousness 18 always consciousness of some-
thing.* But the crucial question is whether or not being conscious
of something means that this something thus becomes an object
of thematization. In other words, is all consciousness theoretical?
This 1s the question that dominates Levinas’s reading of Husserl.”

Levinas points out two ambiguities in Husserl’s understanding
of intentionality. There is initially an ambiguity that relates 1o
Husserl's understanding of experience. Experience for Husserl
1s not primarily Erxfahrung (experience in the sense that Derrida
describes as a “movement of traversing™), but Erlebnis, which Hus-
serl characterizes as “whatcver is to be found in the stream of
experience,” or according to {the translation of) Levinas’s trans-

*Twill follow the approach adopted by some of Levinas’s translators m render-
ing autrur as “the Other,” meaning “the other person,” and aunre as “other.”
See Sean Hund's prefuce to The Levimas Reader.

'Levinas, TTHP, 7. Brentano himself takes up the idea Irom medieval theol-
ogy. Peperzak describes the twofold nature of intentionality as “the fresence of
the object to conscivusniess or as the fresence of conscrousness o its objects.”
Pepermk. 41,

*What merests Levinas 13 that Husserl's understanding of mtentenality
seems 1o embrace the whole of life as it is lived, and not 10 arifically divide
conscrousness from its objeets. “The most [undamental contribution of Hus-
serl’s phenomenology 1s its methodical disclosure of how meaning comes to be,
how it emerges in our consciousness of the world, or more precisely, in our
becoming conscious of our intentional rapport (msée) with the world. The phe-
nomenological method enables us to discover meanimg withim our lived experi-
ence; it reveals consciousness 10 he an intentionality always in contac with objects
outside of itself, other than itself. Human experience is not some self-transpar-
ent substance or pure cogefo; itis always intending or tending towards something
in the world which preoceuptes " Emmanuel Levinas, in Kearney, HCCT, 50.
“Husserl propose 'intuition eidétique, T'intentionnalité, le primat de ko con-
science, ‘le primat des essences inexactes, morphologiques, sur les essences ex-
actes, mathématiques.,” un rogrte inséparable de son cogrtatuni, un ego subjugud
par 'altérité dans Uintentionnalité quu est essence de la conscience et le fonde-
ment de la vérieé.” Marie-Anne Lescourret, Emmaniel Levinas (Pavis: Flamma-
rion, 1994 84,
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lation, “everything which takes place in the flow of conscious-
ness.”* Within experience as Erlebnis, Husserl includes scnse data,
or hyle, which need not themselves necessarily form intentional
objects. This would mean that Ayle could be described in Husserl’s
terms as “‘non-intentional” experience, according to a definition
of intentionality as “consciousness of something.” Sense data
would therefore be that part of lived experience of which we were
not (usually) consciously aware. Levinas observes, however, that
Husserl cventually attributes even to hyletic elements the status of
intentional objects, in the sense that they assume a transcendent
meaning.” In this way, Husserl arrives at a conception of mten-
tionality that is allembracing. Experience (Evlelnisy becomes
equivalent to intentionality as the sclf-transcending dynamic of
consciousness. So the first aspect of ambiguity relates to the way
that intentionality and experience are rclated. Are they one and
the same? More precisely, does the fact that Husserl makes Ayletic
elements intentional objects expand intentionality to include
what is not theoretically apprehended, or diminish experience to
that which is thematized within 1?

There is next an ambiguity that concerns Husserl’s subsequent
expansion of the idea of intentionality. Levinas explains that for
Husserl, intentionality is “what makes up the very subjectivity of sub-
jects.™™ He then indicates that the types of objects toward which
intentonality is directed can be different. “All the forms of our
life, affective, practical, and aesthetic, are characterized by a
relation to an object. . . . Intentionality is different in each of these
cases, In cach act the voluntary and affective elements are special
ways of being directed toward an outside object, special ways of
transcending onesclf.™ This is an important insight, because it

“Dernda, Po, 373; Husserl, 1f, 120: Tevinas, TTHP 38.

“UWe can disinguish in consciousness an animatng act which gives to the
hylete phenomena a transcendent meaning: they signify something from the
external world, they represent it, desire i, love it, etc. This act is an clement
which has a mode of existing identical to that of hyletc data, i.e., it is conscious
and constituted in immanent time; 1 knows sell in the implicit manner which
is chavacteristic of Erlebnusse. Yet it gives a meaning to the flow of consciousness.
It miends something other than itself 1t transcends wself.” Tevinas, TTHE 39.
Lawer Levinas suggests that “the hylene data . . . are already constituted by a
deeper intentionality proper lo consciousness.” TIHP, 47,

* Levinas, TIHP 41.

" Levinas., fIHP 43,
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attributes meaning not only to things that can be grasped theoret-
ically but also to values and desires. “We now see that concrete
life must he taken in all its forms and not merely in the theoretical
form. Correlatively, the real world is not simply a world of things
correlative to perceptive acts (purcly theoretical acts); the real
world is a world of objects of practical use and values.” " If Husserl
now allows for different types of intentionality, he is allowing for
a broader understanding of consciousness that does not equate
with thematization.'

The examination of the nature of intentionality is related to the
question of representation. Husserl's reading of representation
(Vorstellen, an “experienced act of presentation’) is such that in
it consciousness objectifies its contents to itsell.' Representations
are defined by Husserl as “objectifying acts.”!* Yet this under-

' Levinas, T1HFP, 44. Peperzak observes: “Husserl’s renewal of philosophy
through phenomenology can be summarized in the word ‘intentionality.” He
saw not only that all consciousness is a cogito of something (cogrtatum), but also
that the intentional structure of consciousness cannot be charactenzed as the
relation between a representing subject and objects met by that subject. Feeling,
walking, desiring, ruminating, eating, drinking, hammering, too, are inten-
tions—or rather clusters of intentions, related in a specific, nonrepresentational
way to specific correlates.” Adriaan Peperzak, 1o the Other: An Introduction to the
Philosophy of Emmanuel Lemnas (West Lafayeue, Ind.: Purduce University Press,
1993), 14 [hercatter Peperzak, TTO].

"' Levinas develops this understanding of intentionality in “Intennonalité et
métaphysique,” kn découvrant Uexistence aver Husserl et Hadegger, Hth ed. (Pans:
Vrin, 1967), 137-44. |hereafter Levinas, FDEHH]. This essay can be found in
transtanon in Emmanuel evinas, Discovening Exsience with Husserl, trans. Rich-
ard A. Cohen and Michacl B. Smith (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1998), 127-29.

'* Levimas, THHE, 57. This is in contrast to Brentano’s view that representation
mcans a neutral image ol the intentonal object appears 1 the consciousness.
There are three German words that can be translated by “representation™: Dars-
tellung (presentauon, sensible prescitation, or “poetic presence’); Verstellung
{representation, which involves the mternal representation of an image); and
Reprisentation {material presentation, “the act of making present in a material
and visual butl not necessarily poctic sense™). See Azade Sevhan, Representation
and Its Discontents (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992), 7.

" Levinas, TTHP, 57. "“The main model Tor every kind of intendionality is the
perception, or even the vision, of an object which is there, facing consciousness
as a Gegenstend (TIH, 135). The structure of the reflection through which con-
scriousness kinows isel{ 1s concewved of 1w analogy with the perception of exter-
nal objects. In transcendental phenomenology, consciousness 1s studied as a
sort of Gegenstand, while reflection, to which consciousness 15 given, is a sort
of looking at something before it a sort of Verstellung (TIH, 184-85). The
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standing of representation raises certain difficulties. If that of
which I am conscious can only be that of which I can make an
objective representation, then those experiences that defy such
objectivity will also defy consciousness (and hence even experi-
ence itself), This seems an impracticable state of aftairs, for surely
consciousness is broader than specific, objective representations
within it. Levinas overcomes this difficulty by making a distinction
between “representation” and “having a sense.” Ie gives the ex-
ample of love: “The act of love has a sense, but this does not mean
that it includes a representation of the object loved together with
a purely subjective feeling which has no sense and which accompa-
nies the representation. The characteristic of the loved object is
precisely to be given in a love intention, an intention which is
irreducible to a purely theoretical representation. ™!

While Husserl does not strictly confine the structure of inten-
tionality 10 i1s representation of objects, Levinas observes within
Husserl’s work a tendency to emphasize this aspect of intentional-
ity, thus relimiting what he has just expanded.' The second mo-
ment of ambiguity has been uncovered: there are for Husserl
different types of intentionality, not all theoretical, but ultimately
all coming back to the theoretical. In Totality and Infinity, Levinas
makes his criticism plain: “The thesis that every intentionality is
cither a representation or founded on a representation domi-
nates the Logische Untersuchungen and returns as an obsession in
all of Husserl's subsequent work.”!® In the same passage, Levinas

‘objective’ (gegenstindliche) mode of being is central for Husserl’s phenomenol-
ogy, and knowledge 1s understood on the basis of objectification; it is primarily
Vorstelhung or yepresentation.” Peperzak, B, 41. See also John Llewelyn, Emmanuel
Levinas: ‘The Genrealogy of Etfucs (London: Roudedge, 1995) [hereafter Llewelyn,
ELGE], 774,

* Levinas, T1HP 44-45.

i* Levinas, TIHP, 53. “Although Husser! recognssed the fact that, in additon
io abjeclifiug, presenting and representing intentions, consciousness is also
constituted by aftective and pracuical intentions, he maintained—at least in his
earlier works—the primordial and exemplary role of the theoretical or doxic
intentions, Notwithstanding his cffort 10 purity conscionsness from all contin-
gentand particular features in order to reach a truly transcendental perspective,
consciousness remained a panoramic view of a universe of presently given, re-
membered, or anticipated phenomena.” Peperzak, 1770, 15.

** Emmanuel Levinas, Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exterionity, wans. Alpho-
nso Lingis (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1979), 122 [(hereafter Levinas, T7].
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goes on o ask: “What is the relation between the theoretical in-
tentionality of the objectifying act, as Husser] calls it, and enjoy-
mentz”""” For Levinas, enjoyment is more fundamentai than my
ability to represent it. “Enjoyment is not a psychological state
among others, the affective tonality of empiricist psychology, but
the very pulsation of the [ While Husserl explicitly states that
the real world is what is experienced, and that this must include
the aesthetic and the practical, his notion of representation as an
“objectifying act” seems to favor the intellectualization of experi-
ence.'" Inwiton (the relationship between consciousness and
ideas) becomes a purely theoretical act: everything is objecufied.
Levinas alerts us to the problematic nature of this position, where
even objects of the will “must have 10 some extent the mode of
existence of theoretical objects.”!

After discussing intentionality in general, Levinas turns to focus
more specifically on the process of intuition itself, that aspect of
intentionality  “through which we enter into contact with
being.”#* Husser] contrasts a “signifying act” (where “objects are
meant without being given™) with an “intuitive act” (Y*which
reaches its object’).* Levinas explains the difference as not con-
cerning the degree of clarity, but having o do with whether or
not the object is attained. '“To say that intuition actualizes the
mere intention which aims at the object is to say that in intuition
we relate directly to the object, we reach it. That is the entire
difference hetween aiming at something and reaching it. A signi-
fying intention does not possess its ohject in any way; it only thinks
it A signifying act—often, but not necessarily, a word—has a
meaning, but its objective referent is not directly presented, and
so its intention is “empty.” Since a signitying act belongs only to
the sphere of thought, it is possible that it might refer to some-
thing that is not real. On the other hand, an intuitive act encoun-
ters reality in seeing it. Nevertheless, signifying acts are not to be

7 Levinas, T1, 122.

* Levinas, 17, 113,

' Peperzuk, 3, 41-43.
2] evinas, TTHP 63,

2 Levinas, THHP 63.

2 Levimas, TTHPE, 6.

2 Leyvinas, TTHEP 65-66.
D evinus, THHP 67.
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discounted altogether.® Signifving acts on their own cannot be
taken as knowledge, but when they encownter reality they become
part of knowledge. This occurs where what is meant in the signify-
ing intention is confirmed (or displaced) by an act of intuition.™

Husserl’s understanding of intuition is completed in his idea of
“fullness.” When an object that is meant is also given, it has a
fullness about it.*” The word is used both to indicate the direct
presence of the object to the consciousness and to indicate the
contents of the intention that are present as a result of the pres-
ence of the object.” When the direct presence is by way of percep-
tion (i.e,, a presentation), the fullness of the intention is
exhibited in sensations.® When it is by way of memory or imagina-
tion (i.c., a re-presentation), the fullness of the intentional act 1s
exhibited in phantasms. This leads Levinas to note the important
role perception plays in Husserl’'s work: “Perception gives us
being. It is through reflecting on the act of perception that we
must seek the origin of the very notion of being.”™ It is also
through reflecting on perception that we are able to speak of
truth. When a signifying act corresponds with an act of intuition,
it is fulhlled evidendally. “Evidence™ refers to the presence of
consciousness o being, and so being and truth originate in the
same source.”!

Levinas 1s keen to pursue anv mention of intuition that occurs
in valuing and willing. This possibility is raised in Ideas f, where
Husserl suggests that there can be “practical and axiological
truths” in addition to theoretical truths.* Nevertheless, Husserl's

2 Levinas, TIHHP 68-609,

* Levinas, TIHP, 74, 69.

¥ Levinas, TIHP. 69. "'The central thought that self-givenness is the nuun form
of bemg and that idcal knowledge 1s adequacy (i.c. the exact ‘fitting” ol the world
mto conscrousness) 1s expressed in Husserl's theory of truth as the “realizauon’
or the fultillment (Kfiilhung) through intinon of the *signifymg’ act which oth-
crwise would remain empey, but alse in the fundamental role of evidenee lor all
knowledge and m Husserl's theory of judgement as the direct mtuition of o
more complex object,” Peperzak, I 41.

#Levinas, TIHD 69,

* Levinas, TIHE, 7tk “sensanons are elements which, in life. vepresent objects,
although only with the help of mwenoonaliey,”

“levinas, THIP, 71 The reemergence of the ontological quesnon in this way
obviously paints (o disagreement with Hedegger.

* Levinas, TTHP, 7h.

H Levinas, TP, 153,
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analysis returns quickly to the priority of the theoretical, with his
notion of “doxic theses.”** According to this notion, even intu-
itions that are primarily nontheoretical must return to a theoreti-
cal point (the doxic thesis) before it can be asserted that the
objects exist for consciousness.* Levinas locates here a possibility
for phenomenclogy that seems to have been overlooked, that the
given need not only be that which can be understood. What inter-
ests him is the possibility that there might be signification that
gives meaning but which cannot be thematized as knowledge, and
his detailed examination of the various elements of Husserl’s
work enables him to lay the groundwork for his own philosophi-
cal position. According to this position, vision (perception, the-
ory, understanding, light) is unable to account for the richness
and diversity of life as it is lived.* So Levinas lists three further
objections to Husscrl that are based around this central question:
is it possible for phenomenology to reach, in reflection, life as it
is, or only life as 1t is reflected in consciousness? Reflection natu-
rally gives to life, Levinas suggests, a quality of “‘being reflected™;
it seems cut off from the reality of life as it is being lived. The
phenomenological reduction requires a step back that seems to

* Levinas, TTHP, 134: “This doxic thesis is the clement of intenlionality which
... thinks of objects as existing.”

* Levinas, TIHP, 134. Nevertheless, Peperzak notes a shifi in Husser!’s posi-
tion: “Although in his /deen Husserl stated even more clearly that the central
place in knowledge is taken not by objectification and representation, but by
‘lived experience’ (Erlebnis), Levinas holds that Husserl continued to consider
the objectifying acts to be fundamental. The doxic thesis is always included as
the basic intention positing the existence of the meant object. Later on, how-
ever, Levinas puts the accent on Husserl's radical distinction between meaning
(Sinn, Seansinn) and object, a distinction effectively exploited by Heidegger, who
thereby freed phenomenology from its representationist remnants.”” Peperzak,
B, 42. The “later on” to which Peperzak refers is the 1940 essay “L’oeuvre d'Ed-
mond Husserl,” which appears in the collection EDEHH, 7-52. Of particular
relevance are Levinas's comments at 23-24,

# Llewelyn comments: “'In his placing of the ethical in the economy of being
and in his placing of the economy of being in the non-conomy of the ethical,
levinas will call into questnon the primacy of theory, that 15 to say ot thedna,
seeing.” Llewelvn, ELGE, 57. Yet Llewelyn goes on to note the potential difficulty
in Levinas's position when he constantly speaks of awakening, of the “opening
of eyes.” Llewelyn translates the Levinasian metaphor as a kind of “spiritual
optics,” or an “oplics without synoptics” (58), which is complicated by Levinas’s
aural imagery. This leads to a problem when Levinas secks to express the en-
counter with the Other.
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cut across the experience it is designed to highlight, and seems
removed from the empirical, the everyday, the historical.** Levi-
nas then points out that the temporal structure of consciousness
makes it impossible to grasp acts reflectively “in the present” (i.e.,
in all their fullness). Presentation is necessarily re-presentation.”’
Finally, he indicates that phenomena themselves occur differently
in their immediately experienced state than in their state in re-
flection.™

Another aspect of Husserl’s work that Levinas considers prob-
lematic is Husserl’s emphasis on consciousness. Not only does
Husserl not entirely clarify the nature of the reduced conscious-
ness (in distinction from psychological consciousness), but he
does not deal adequately with intersubjectivity.’® While Husser]
addresses the second question in the later text Cartesian Medita-
tions, Levinas will also find his treatment there problematic, since
it seems Husserl reduces the other person to the experience of
the ego.* In Totality and Infinity, Levinas describes the problem:

The constitution of the Other’s body in what Husserl calls “the
primordial sphere,” the transcendental “coupling” of the object
thus constituted with my own body itself experienced from within
as an “‘I can,” the comprehension of this body of the Other as an
alter ego—this analysis dissimulates, in each of its stages which are
taken as a description of constitution, mutations of object constitu-
tion into a relation with the Other—which is as primordial as the
constitution from which it is to be derived."

% Levmas, TIHP, 142: “The natural attitude is not purely contemplative; the
world is not purely an object of scientific mvestigation. Yet 1t seems that man
suddenly accomplishes the phenomenological reduction by a purely theoretical
act of reflection upon life.” Sce also Levinas, TIHP, 119; Peperzak, B, 43.

* “Levinas 1solates a further set of problems in Husserlian phcnomenology
arising from the privilege it accords to presence, the present and
representation. . . . Like Derrida in La Voix et le phénomeéne, Levinas submits the
texts of phenomenology to thorough close examination and finds in them a
fundamental contradiction: whilst predicated on the privilege of presence, they

key notion of represcntation thus also becomes problematic: an object which is
not present to itself cannot easily be re-presented to a transcendental Ego whose
own sell-presence is insccure.” Colin Davis, Levinas: An Introduction (Cambndge:
Polity Press, 1996), 19-20 [hereafter Davis, LLAI]. Sce also Llewelyn, ELGE, 48ff.

3% Levinas, TIHP, 137.

* Levinas, TTHP, 150-51.

" Husserl, CM; sce especially Meditation Five.

4 Levinas, 11, 67.
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What emerges as the chief focus of Levinas's work 1s the thinking
of this relation to the Other, this “relationless relation,” which
Levinas places prior to conscious thematization, In working out
this relation, Levinas encounters some difficulty with the word
“experience” ({expérience): from his broad and inclusive sense of
experience, which contrasts with Husserl’s narrower, theoretical
sense, Levinas moves to a more limited sense when 1t comes 10
referring to the encounter with the Other. "

To sum up Levinas’s consideration of Husserl, it could be said

48 T

I'he epiphany of the Other subordinates the world of phenomena and
eXperiences o rexpomil)ilily. Insofar as we have lecarned the meaning of the
words ‘phenomenon.” ‘expencnee,” ‘mamifestation,” ‘truth,” ctc., within the
context of Western cgology, they are all inarked by the ‘egonomic” mode of
bewmg described above. As an intruder mnto this world, the Other, or the Infi-
nite, can neither be deseribed as an object of our knowledge, nor as a phenom-
enon in the proper sense of the word. The supreme demand is not
‘experienced’ as a ‘presence’ and, i its complete difference from any observ-
able fligure, the face 1s mwsible.” Peperzak, B, 14. "Both Kant and Levinas re-
fuse o call the revelation of the Other's respectability an “expertence’
(Exfahrung, expénence), because 1t cannot be understood as 2 perception ruted
by the conditons of empirical schemansin or phenomenological fulfillment,
but for both thinkers that revelation 1s an exceptional sort of awareness, from
which all philosophy should star.” Peperzak, B, 199. Note that Peperzak sug-
gests Erfaloung vather than Erfebms. Yet Levinas also describes the encounter
with the Other as “expenence par excellence.”” Levinas, T1, 109. See Llewelyn,
ELGE, 85, Hart suggests that “Levmas proposes a way beyond romaunticism by
aligning experence and presence [and] then dlstmgmshmg experience andl
epiphany.” Kevin Hart, “The Expericnce of Poeuy,” Boxkite: A fournal of Poetry
and Poetics 2 (1998): 285-304, 291 [herealter Hart, EP|. [n other words, Levinas
moves beyond speaking of the relation to the Other as experience, or at leasc
heavily qualifics w. “The relation with mlinity cannot, to be sure, be stated
terms of experience, for mhnity overflows the thought that thinks it Its very
enfition 1s produced preasely m this overflowing. The relation with infinity
will have to be stated in terms other than those of objective experience; but if
experience precisely means a relation with the absolutely other, that 15, with
what always overflows thought, the relation with mhbnity accomplishes experi-
ence 1 the fullest sense of the word.” Levinas, T4, 25, Yeu sec also the 1963
essay “Enigma and Phenomenon,” in Basic Philosophecal Wntimgs, ed, Adnaan
T. Peperzak, Simon Critchley, and Robert Bernasconi (Bloomington: Indiuna
University Press, 1996), 65-77 [hereafter Levinas, £P], where, for example,
when Levinas speaks of God, he says: “The impossibility of manifesting itself
in an experience can be due not 1o the finite or sensible essence of this expen-
ence but to the serueinre of all thought, which is correlation™ (67). In “Truth
ol Disclosure and Truth of Tesamony™ (1972), published 1 the same collee-
flon (98-107), Levinas observes: My responsibility for the other 1s precisely
this relavon with an unthematizable Infinity. Tt is neither the experience of
Infinity nor proof of itz 1t fesiafies to Infinity™ (103),
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that Levinas’s work rests on the very possibilities that Husser] to
a large extent leaves unthought, while putting in question the
foundations upon which Husserl’s project is built—the certainty,
the self-presence of the eogito. Levinas may continue to call him-
self a phcuomcnologist., but he abandons the phennmenological
bias toward seeing in favor of a more radical “hearing™ of a call
to responsibility that comes from the Other.* Resisting the reduc-
tion of experience exclusively to the theoretical, Levinas main-
tains that theoretical consciousness docs not and cannot envelop
the given.

Levinas aAND HFIDEGGER

Levinas initially embraces Heideggerian thought, particularly as a
response to the lack he perceives in Husserlian phenomenology
of a relation to life as it is lived, (o existence.* But Levinas’'s atli-
tude toward Heidegger changes as he observes the way phenome-
vology as ontology not only provides a positive possibility for
approaching questions about embodied existence but also be-
comes with Heidegger a negative, all-encompassing strategy for
grasping life in understanding.*” This view of Heideggerian ontol-
ogy is, perhaps, not uninfluenced by Heidegger’s political forays
in the 1930s, and by the sense evident in many of Heidegger's

# On hearing and prophecy, see Mare Richir, “Phénowménce ¢t Infim,"” Emman-
wel Levinas, ed. Cathenue Chalier and Miguel Abensour, Cahier de 'llerne
(Paris: L'Herne, 1991), 241-61, 254-55.

" evinas, FIEIH, 79 “la philosophie dans son fond w'est pas une connais-
sance contemplative au sujet de laquelle il y aurait lieu de se poser des questions
de méthode préalablement, mais que, conformément a 'ontologisme de Hei-
degger, clle est, dans son essence la plus intime, la possibilité d'une existence
concréete” (“[that] philosophy in its depth 1s not a contemplative knowledge on
the subject of which we should firstly ask questions of mcethod, but that, accord-
ing to the ontologism ol lludeggel, it 15, 1N its most intimate essence, the possi-
bility of a concrete existence™ ). Levinas positively cvaluates the work of the carly
Heidegger m his reflections in Kearney, DCCT, 51-52: [ would say, by way of
summary. that it it was Husserl who opened up for me the radical possibilities
of a phenomenological analysis of knowledge, 1t was Heidegger who first gave
these possibilities a positive and concrete grounding mn our everyday existence;
Heidegger showed that the phenomcnulogw'ﬂ search for eternal truths and Cs-
sences ultimately onginates in e, in owr temporal and historieal existence.”

7 See the discussion by Peperzak, 8, 491
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writings that the question of being is intimately linked with the
destiny of the German nation.’ Yet it is expressed most power-
fully not in any personal attack on Heidegger and National Social-
ism, but in a philosophical (or quasi-philosophical) attack on the
totality and neutrality of being."’

If Levinas rejects what he sees in Husserl as a tendency to re-
duce experience to knowledge or objectivity, he no less rejects
what he sees in Heidegger as a tendency to absorb all meaning in
ontology, an ontology that ultimately always comes back to the
subject.® Expressed in the terms introduced in the first chapter
of this book, the totality of being to which Levinas refers might
also be known as the economy of being, where all 1s understood
according to the horizon of “is-ness.”™ In other words, where
being becomes the horizon against which all else is to be judged,
and judged in terms of critical thought, then that which cannot
be seen in those terms is overlooked, reduced, or ignored.”™ For

" With regard to Heidegger's political leanmgs, see Hugo Ott, Martin Heideg-
ger: A Politeal Life, trans. Allan Blunden (London: Fontana, 1994). With regard
to the philosophical implications of Heidegger’s political thought, see Caputo,
DH.

¥ With regard to Levinas on Heidegger and National Socialism, most com-
mentators seem to advert to the criicism but are only able to substantiate it
indirectly. See Peperzak, B, 204-5. Levinas did recently republish a brief article,
“1933-1934: Thoughts on National Socialism: Reflections on the Philosophy of
Hitlerism,” trans. Sean Hand, Critical Inguary 17 (1990-91): 62-71, although this
docs not help us a great deal.

#® Levinas writes: “The well-known theses of Heideggerian philosophy—the
preeminence of Being over beings, of ontology over metaphysics—end up af-
firming 4 tradition in which the same dominates the Other.,” Emmanuel Levi-
nas, “Philosophy and the Idea of the Infinite,” in Peperzak, 770, 105.
Peperzak's commentary on this text, particularly on Levinas's relation with Hei-
degger, is excellent at pp. 100-101. “The visage of heing that shows itself in
war 15 fixed in the concept of totality, which dominates Western philosophy.
Individuals are reduced to being bearers of forces that command them unbe-
known to themselves. The meaning of individuals (invisible outside of this total-
ity} is derived from the totality. The unicity of each present iy incessantly
sacrificed to a future appealed 10 1o bring forth its objeclive meanmg. For the
ultimate meaning alone counts; the last act alone changes beings into them-
selves.” [.evimas, T7, 21-22,

* On Levinas and economy, see Llewelyn, ELGE, 67-69. Levinas writes exten-
sively on the “home” in Totality and Infinty.

# Llewelyn notes the importance ol understanding what Levinas means by
ontology: “In Totality and Infinity he asserts repeatedly that he is distinguishing
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Levinas, “exemplifying™ (if it could) that which cannot be seen
in terms of being and comprehension is the Other.* Totalization
and the possibility of its exception raises for Levinas the question
of ethics, and he asserts that it is the ethical, arising in my respon-
sibility for the Other, that precedes ontology. That Heidegger
does not speak of ethics is, for Levinas, a crucial flaw in his think-
ing. “We therefore are also radically opposed to Heidegger who
subordinates the relation with the Other to ontology (which,
moreover, he determines as though the relation with the interloc-
utor and the Master could be reduced to it) rather than seeing in
justice and injustice a primordial access to the Other beyond all
ontology.”* What Heidegger sees as a positive plenitude (es gibt
Sein), Levinas comes to see as a suffocating totalitarianism.™ This
perspective emerges in Levinas’s early texts, such as De [évasion,

ontological structures or ways of being. Unless one grasps that when Levinas
asserts this he is continuing a tradition to which Heidegger belongs, one will be
perplexed as to how that book can be so critical of ontology. There is no reason
why Levinas should not make ontological criticisms of fundamental ontology.
But the ontology he defends in that book is not fundamental ontology in what
he takes (o be the sense ontology has in Being and fime. Levinas’s ontology calls
mto question the fundamentality of the ‘ontological difference,’ the distinction
hetween being and beings, between the ontological and the ontic, upon which
Being and Time takes its stand. As previously noted, Levinas's ontology stands
for the ontological signilicance of concrete empirical, hence ontic, experience.
Whether or not Heidegger does too is not a question we shall reopen here.”
Llewetyn, ELGE, 108. See also chapter 1 of £LGE, which Llewelyn entitles “Onto-
logical Claustrophobia.™

* “In Heidegger coexistence is, to be sure, taken as a relationship with the
Other irreducible to objective cognition; but in the final analysis it also rests on
the relaiionship with berng in general, on comprehension, on ontology. Heideg-
ger posits in advance this ground of being as the horizon on which every existent
arises, as though the horizon, and the 1dea of limit it includes and which is
proper to vision, were the nltimate structure of relationship. Moreover, for Hei-
degger intersubjectivity is a co-existence, a we prior to the I and the other, a
neutral intersubjectivity.” Levinas, TI, 67-68.

52 Levinas, 17, 89,

5 YIf we seek, in abstraction from Qthers and from the self that I always am,
to describe the ‘il y @ that precedes all phenomena, what we find is not at all a
generous and illuminating origin, but rather the anonymity of a dark, chaotic,
and directionless rumbling without any structure or shape. Light and order pro-
ceed not from this ‘Being,’ but from something else: from the Other, the
stranger who comes from afar, from an unreachable unknown, whose visage
illuminates the world. The human Other’s look is the origin of all meaning.”
Peperzak, B, 212.
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De Uexistence a Vexistant, and Le temps et awtre, particularly where
(in the latter two) he explores the malevolence of Being in his
phenomenological sketches of the il y a.*

One such sketch emerges in the context of a description of the
experience of imsomnia. Insomnia is a confrontation with the #f y
a, an experience of watchfulness for no purpose. In insomnia, |
am “held by being”: I find it onerous 1o be” T do not intend
any particular object, but there is a presence that I sense. “This
presence which arises behind nothingness is neither « being, or
consciousness functioning in a void, but the universal fact of the
there 1s, which encompasses things and consciousness.”™ Levinas
draws a distinction between atiention and vigilance. In the for-
met, the subject has internal or external objects in focus. In the
latter, the subject loses its subjectiviey: there are no objects, there
1s no [reedom, there is no inside or outside, there s simply un-
yiclding presence.” He notes the anonymity which this presence
engenders. "It is not that there is oy vigilance in the night; in
insomnia it is the night itself 1hat watches.”™ The I becomes ob-
ject, rather than subject—it is depersonalized. This contrasts with
consciousness, which “1s precisely the hreakup of the insomnia of
anonymous being, the possibility to ‘suspend.’ . . . to take refuge

*Emmanuel Levinas, De {évasion (Montpellier: Fata Morgana, 1982); Levinas,
L Levinas, Le temps ot Davdre, th o, (Pans: Presses Universitaires de France,
1994} [hercatter Levinas, TA) See the discussion by Davis, LAJ, 22-24,

Levinas, BE GD.

“Levias, BE G5,

“That does not come down to say that it is an experience ol nothingness,
but that it 15 as anonymous as the mght itsclf.” Levinas, EE, 65.

“ Levinas, EFE, 66, This is remiscent of the “experience” described by Mau-
rice Blanichot i the novel Thomas UObscur, new ed, (Pans: Gallimard, 1950), for
example at H50-51: *DEja, alors qu’il s¢ penchant encore sur ce vide ot il vovait
son mmage dans I'absence totale d'images, saisi par le plus violent vernge qui {iu,
vertige qui ne faisait pas tomber, mais 'empéchait de tomber et qui rendait
unpossible la chute qu’il rendait inévitable, déja la terre s"amincissait autour de
Iui, et la mut, une nuit qui ne répondart plus a ricn, qu'il ne voyait pas et dont
il ne sentait la réalité que parce qu'elle était moins réelle que lui, Ienvironnait.
Sous toutes les formes, il étair envahi par Uimpression d'étre au coeur des
choses. Méme a la surface de cette terre ot il ne pouvait pénétrer, il était a
I'imtéricur de cette terre dont le dedans le touchait de toutes parts. De tout
parts, la nuit lenfermait, I vovaid, il entendant intimaté d'un mfun onc il ¢aie
enserré¢ par I'absence méme des limites.” Blanchot hegan the novel i 1932,
that is, before Levinas’s description of the iy a.
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in oneself so as to withdraw from being.”* In trying to describe
the il v a, Levinas encounters a methodological difficulty. For the
experience of the il y a lies both beyond phenomena and beyond
the intuiting ego, and hence defies phenomenological descrip-
tion. Nevertheless, he suggests that we are sometimes able to
glimpse ourselves divested, as it were, of subjectivity. In delirious-
ness or madness “‘we can surprise this impersonal ‘consciousness’
into which insomnia sinks,”*

Levinas’s use of the il y @ 1s all the more interesting n the light
of its relationship {or non-relationship} to the es gibt, since, as |
have previously indicated, es gibt is frequently uvanslated into
French as i/ y a rather than ¢a donne. He distinguishes i y «a
strongly from its Heideggerian counterpart.®’ Why so? Why does
Levinas say that “it has never been either the translation, or the
marking down of the German expression and of its connotations
of abundance and of generosity.” Is it because he is simply not
speaking of the same phenomenon (being)? Or is it because he
wishes o characterize that phenomenon so differently? I am m-
clined to favor the latter interpretation.® And if 1t is the case that
the source of plenitude or gift is not being (as the i y @) but what
escapes being (the Other}), then this does away with the Heideg-
gerian orientation of donation altogether. It remains to be seen,
nevertheless, whether or not it is possible o speak of what escapes

" 1,evinas, £E, 65,

W Laevinas, K, G7.

“ = Une négation gui se voudrant abscelue, niant toul existani—jusqu'i exis-
tant qu'est la pensée ellectuant cette négation méme—nce saurait mettre lin Al
scéne’ wujowrs ouverte de F'éwe, de étre auw sens verbal: ére anonvine qu’an-
cun élant ne revendique, €re sans étants ou sans S1res, mcessant remuc-ing-
nage’ pour reprendre une métaphore de Blanchou, # y @ impersounel, comme
un ‘il pleut’ ow un i i nuit.” Terme fonciérement distiner du ‘es giebi” i)
herdegperien. I1 n'a jankais ¢1¢ ni la traduction, ni la démarque de Uexpression
allemande et de ses connotations d'abondance et de géndérosité.” Levinas, D
Fexistence @ Pexastand, 2nd ed. (Paris: L'édiuon du poche. 19940). 10,

* Thas 15 supported by a comment from Peperzak: “[Levinas] is not at all
convinced ol the generosity that other thinkers hearin “fis @ibt,” and prefers to
stress the dark, threatening, and chaotic side of the mdetermanate iy @ Peper-
zak, B, 167, Ttas also supported by Marion in /D, m the quote from that work at
283 which [ used earfier: O plutdpt du es gibt, que nous traduisons—aou plutii

e traduisons pas—par un il y a, ol manque justement la connotation du Geben,
du donner.”
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being. In sum, contrary to Heidegger, Levinas puts forward the
thesis that the history of philosophy has been dominated by ontol-
ogy, and that the project of ontology is doomed to failure.® In-
stead of following the ontological path, Levinas suggests that we
pursue a genuine metaphysics, one that has an eye, or perhaps an
ear, for transcendence and the ethical.

A LEVINASIAN METAPHYSICS

Levinas characterizes metaphysics as a radical aiming at exterior-
ity (transascendence), an exteriority that is beyond our theoret-
cal comprehension, beyond the realm of being and of knowledge,
beyond what can be reduced to the Same.* This exteriority is
transcendent, but it is not a transcendent object, Levinas claims
that intentionality, “where thought remains an adequation with
the object,” is not the primary operation of consciousness.®” By
way of illustration, he indicates that there are many occasions
when intentionality encounters a frustrating resistance in its quest
to reduce all otherness to the Same. These areas of resistance
include subjectivity itself (and here Levinas demonstrates the fail-
ure even of the phenomenological method he frequently em-
ploys}, the Other, the future, death, the Infinite, and God.
Levinas will seek to show that all these areas have a meaning that
is irreducible to conscious experience. He will seek to show that

% Levinas, T7, 211t

5 Levinas, 71, 28-24. "'"The metaphysical movement is transcendent, and tran-
scendence, like desire and inadequation, is necessarily a transascendence.” T1,
35. Levinas takes the term “transascendence™ from Jean Wahl, as he acknowl-
edges in the accompanying footnote. Wahl's influence on Levinas is significant,
especially with regard to “the metaphysical experience,’ as Levinas makes clear
in the essay “‘Jean Wahl: Neither Having nor Being,” Quiside the Subject, trans.
Michael B. Smith (London: Athlone Press, 1993), 67-83. Levinas notes, {or ex-
ample, Wahl’s speaking of **[a] disproportion to oneself that concretely signifies
subjectivity: desire, quest, dialectic. But a dialectic without synthesis: without
repose, without totality, without closure, without conclusion™ {74); or that
“Wahl’s metaphysical experience is the beyond before the here; before the here,
and farther away than any yonder that could be posited as another here” (75).
The Metaphysical Expertence is the title of one of Wahl’s publications (Paris: Flam-
marion, 1965),

% [evinas, T1, 27.
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the beyond being can signify, without our thereby grasping it in
knowledge. In so doing, he will be repeatedly forced to recognize
that speaking about the beyond being involves using the language
of being. Therefore, in Levinas’s work we find ourselves in a con-
stant tension between saying and unsaying. In trying to say the
otherwise than being, it must also be unsaid.* I will proceed by fo-
cusing on the question of signification as it relates Lo suhjectivity,
the Other, and God.

With regard to subjectivity, it seems there have been numerous
attempts to establish its firm foundation. Consistent in many of
these attempts has been the equation of subjectivity with self-con-
sciousness, with presence to self. And yet subjectivity sull seems
etusive. The notion of subjectivity is now prone to the same cri-
tique to which other metaphysical concepts have recently been
exposed. So we find that in contemporary terms, subjectivity is
self-deconstructing.”” Is it still possible to ask about the identity of
the subject? A reading of Levinas would suggest that it is, provided
we are prepared to relinquish the idea that subjectivity rests se-
cure in self-presence.”™ According to Levinas, the origins of sub-
jectivity lie prior to consciousness, in immemoriality. Subjectivity
Is never present at its own origin; it 1s not self-constituting.® Levi-
1as arrives at this principle by way of an analysis of time, and he
expresses it in three interconnected ways.

Especially in his earlier works, Levinas speaks of the hypostasis

# Levinas, OBBE, 7. Levinas adverts here to his ongoing conversation with
Derrida on the problems of using language o specify what cannot be specified.
Sce Kearney, DCCT, 64.

% Sce Simon Critchley and Peter Dews, eds., Deconstructing Subjectivities (Al-
bany: SUNY Press, 1996) [hereafter Critchley and Dews, DS]; and Eduardo Ca-
dava, Peter Connor, and Jean-Luc Nancy, cds., Who Comes After the Subject?
(London: Routledge, 1991) [hereafter Cadava ct al.,, WCAS].

* Levinas here responds to Husserl, who, as we have seen, places a great deal
of weight on self-presence and therefore self-identty. But the distinction be-
tween identity and selfidentity, which will be observed in the ensuing discussion
of Levinas on subjectivity, is also a Headeggerian distinction. Heidegger distin-
guishes zdentisch (rom sellng. His ranslators point out that the two words mean
virtually the same thing in ordinary German, but they seem to mean in Heideg-
ger “identical” and “sclfsame,” respectively, In this way Heidegger is able to
reinforce his distinction between the authentic and the inauthentic self. See
Heidegger, BT, 150, 168. Sece also Martin Heidegger, Identity and Difference, trans.
Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper and Row, 1969).

“ With thanks to Michael Fagenblat for his explanation in this regard.
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of the subject in its emergence from impersonal being.” The
event of hypostasis involves the taking up of heing: the I becomes
an ego or posited subject through taking a position. In other
words, Levinas suggests a duality between the ego and the self.
Because of the time lag that occurs as the cgo takes up the self,
the ego is abways slightly out of step with itself. Another way in
which Levinas asserts that the subject is not self-constituting
comes oul of his criticism of Husserl’s notion that all acts of
intuition ultimately involve some form of doxic representation.
Levinas maintains that the priority attributed to theoretical con-
sciousness doces not give an adequate account of aesthetic and
practical intuition. In Totality and Infinity he speaks of an irreduc-
ible hasis of affectivity or bodiliness, an enjoyment of life or a

o Hypostasis, an existent, 1s a consciousness, hecause consciousness 1s locali-
sed and posited, and through the act without transcendence of taking a position
It Comes o hemg out of iself, and already takes refuge m itself from Being in
iself,” Levinas, EE, 83, What does Levinas mean by this taking of a positions
Llewelvn discusses hvpostasis extensively in fLGHE at 97_50). Peperzak (discussing
(ORBE) observes: “In Levinas’ view, Spmom, Hegel, Herdegger, and their numer-
ous followers, reduce the subject to the anonymous essence, of which they are
only funcuons, mstead of recognizing the subject as “sub-stance’ or hypostases
whose self cannot be lost m Being. The description of hypostasis was already a
central topic in Levinas’ fivst book, From Existence to Existents. In later works, the
expression does not fx'equ&ml) occut, but the qepmminn benween the subject—
who 15 ‘'me’ as well as ego '—and Being, remains a basic thesis. The difference
between Saying and Said is a new way of stressing that separation: in Saying the
subject expresses its nondialectical difference from Being, that s, from all that
can be gathered i the Sawd.” Peperzak, 8, 117. 1 find Peperzak's comments
helpful, although they do not explain the how of hypostasis. Levinas's discussion
with Philippe Nemo in Etheque et infine (1982, Pans: Livre de poche, 1996), 37-
43, suggests that Levinas is not enurely comfortable with his early attempts
discuss the separation of the | from impersonal Being. There he speaks of a
later strategy, where less than the subject positioning itself, it is constituted as
dispossessed in responsibility for the Other. This makes a certain amount of
sense, 1 that mdividuation is always at the cost of becoming responsible, and so
of hemg., “dispossessed.” Becomunyg an 1is alwa;s about hndmg oneself already

“there.” or alrcady having been “thrown,” to use Heidegger’s word. The split
of which Levinas speaks is a valid one, and it could as easily be seen in Derrida’s
1dea that the subject can never be present 10 iself. In Levinas perhaps it is not
so much a matter of cscaping the iy a—as if we could be fully separate from
it—but only of finding onesclf precanously suspended in it. This interpretation
would accord, T think, with a reading of EE. Another point 1o note i passing 1s
that the il y « has a sense of immemoriality to 1t, and this must lead to some
confusion in making any identification of a trace or a call.
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suffering need that always precedes conscious contemplation.”
Yet bodiliness is still not the distinctive basis of my identity. A
third means of illustration occurs in Levinas’s treatment of the
failure of phenomenology to observe the genesis of conscious-
ness. In Husserl’s phenomenology, and in a very particular sense,
consciousness is constitutive of the world. But can consciousness
constitute itself? Despite his best efforts to maintain that it can
and does, Husserl is always left with a “primal impression,” an
irreducible residue of subjectivity.”™ Levinas will focus on this resi-
due as an indication that subjectivity exceeds the boundaries of
knowledge and being.”™ We are left with an approach to subjectiv-
ity that rests on diachrony, on a disturbance in time, a rupture.
The ego is never perfectly synchronized with the self, 1s never
present to itself, and does not constitute itsell. My subjectivity is
both immemonrial in origin and invested in me from beyond me.
This insight enables Levinas to make two important claims: that
subjectivity is created ancl that my subjectivity is only awakened by
the other person.

Immemoriality i1s frequently observed in any one of three forms
in Levinas: as diachrony, as anachronism, or as the immemorial
past.” As early as Existents and Existence, Levinas speaks of effort
taking on ‘“the instant, breaking and tving back togcther again
the thread of time,” the "knot’” of the present, or “the engage-
ment in being on the basis of the present, which breaks, and then
ties back, the thread of infinity. "’ These images form the basis of
Levinas’s understanding that the present is never a pure present,
but always interrupted by the past and the future. Synchrony is a
dream: there is only diachrony. Nevertheless, diachrony is not
simply a device that mimes the Heideggerian temporal ecstases.
Through it, Leviuas wants to refer not to “the past” that can be
recuperated by memory in the present, but to a past “which has

' “Lite is love of life. a relation with contents that are not my bewng but inore
dear than my being: thinking, cating, sleeping, reading, working, warmmg one-
self m the sun.” Levinas, 71, 112,

" See Ricoeur’s discussion mn FIAP, especially at 110ff.

“ Levinas, QBBE, 32-34.

“See Kevin Hart, The Dark Gaze: Maurice Blanchot and Friends (forthcoming).

 Levinas, IE, 83, 78, 09,
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never been present.” He asks: “‘But how, at the still temporal
breaking point where heing comes (o pass, would being and time
fall into ruins so as to disengage subjectivity from its essence?”’
In other words, the past of which Levinas wishes to speak is a past
where there can be no memory, a maore “original” past than the
simple past. “There must be signaled a lapse of time that does
not return, a diachrony refractory to all synchronization, a tran-
scending diachrony.”?” This is the immemorial past.”™ Immemori-
ality is behind the idea that the ego is always out of step with itself,
at its very origin.” It has the mcaning of a past that has never
been present either to me or to anyone else. But immemoriality
also has o do with my relationship with the Other. The Other is
the locus of the call to responsibility that constitutes me, a call
that is itself immemorial. “In consciousness, this ‘who knows
where’ is translated into an anachronical overwhelming, the ante-
cedence of responsibility and obedience with respect to the order
received or the contract.”™ In this sense, immemoriality is also
transcendental. Yet further, the Other can never be present to
me, and in this way immemoriality assumes the sense of a past
that has never becn present fo me. There are thus three names for
immemoriality and three possibilities for understanding it, each
of which, I believe, 1s valid at different moments in Levinas’s work.
The immemorial is the rupture in my own present by my irretriev-
able origin; it is the transcendcental call of the Other that consti-
tutes me at that irretrievable origin; and it is what characterizes
my relationship to the Other, whose present (and whose past)
escapes me irretrievably.

To return to the question of subjectivity, if the origin of subjec-
tivity is immemorial, how can it signify? If the origin of subjectivity

“ [ .evinas, OBBI, Y,

7 Levinas, OBBE, 9.

™ Levinas, OBBE, 24: A past more ancient than any present, a past which was
never present and whose anarchical antiquity was never given in the play of
dissimulations and manifestations, a past whose other signification remains to be
described, signifies over and beyond the manifestation of being, which would
thus convey but a moment of this signifying signification.”

“*“In the idenuty of sclf-presence—in the silent tawwlogy of the prereflex-
ive—lies an avowal of difference between the same and the same, a disphasure,
a ditference at the heart of inumacy.” Emimnanucl Levinas, “Philosophy and
Awakening,” in Cadava et al., WCAS, 212

“ [evinas, OBBE, 13.
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is prior to consciousness and irrecuperable by memory, can I
speak of identity? Levinas’s answer is that it is my responsibility
for the Other that makes me unique. Prior to my consciousness,
prior to my freedom, and in my utter passivity, the Other invests
me with subjectivity by calling me to responsibility.*’ I only be-
come [in responding “Here I am” to the Other who calls. Subjec-
tivity signifies as responsibility, as my substitution for the Other as
a hostage

We turn now to consider in more detail what Levinas has to say
about the other person.* Fundamental is the sense that the Other
is utterly transcendent. While much of Western philosophy tends
to think of the Other in terms of the Same, that is, as an alter ego
who is accessible by way of empathy or by virtue of their equality
with me, Levinas makes absolute the distance of alterity. [ simply
cannot grasp the Other in knowledge, for the Other is infinite
and overflows the totality of comprehension and of being. Infinity
1s “given” in my experience of the Other as utterly beyond and
in excess of me. Who the other person “is” can never be present
to me; our presents are never synchronous. At one stage Levinas
suggests that the Other inhabits a future I can never reach, and
this seems to be an effective way of describing the relationship #
But in his later works, he tends to focus on the past dimension of
diachrony, perhaps because he wishes to emphasize the priority
of the Other as the one who invests me with subjectivity, It may
also be because he wishes to distance himself from Heidegger,
who emphasizes the future in temporal ecstasis.*® What are we to

"I See, tor example, Levinas, OBBE, 10.

8 See Levinas, OBBE, 135.

**1 have indicated above that Levinas distinguishes between autre and autrus,
a distinction that is rendered in translation as other/Other. But Levinas also
distinguishes between méme and autre, the same (often the first person) and the
ather, and 1115 dilficult 1o translate this “other.”

™ See Levinas, TA, and the excerpt in Hand, The Levinas Reader, 45. Derrida
speaks of “the movement and time of fnendship” as an “undeniable future
anterior, the absolute of an unpresentable past as well as a future.” Jacques Der-
rida, Poltises of Friendship, trans. George Collins (London: Verso, 1997), 249-50
[hereafter Derrida, PF]. The link between future and immemorial past is made
well here.

** Emmanuel Levinas, ““The Trace of the Other,” Deconstruction in Conlext, ed.
Mark C. Taylor (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986), 345-59, 346 [here-
after Levinas, TO].
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make of this absolute transcendence? The difficulty it suggests is
how the Other, completely unknowable, can nevertheless signify
to me at all. Morveover, there is the problem of how I, presumably
an Other for Another, signify for that Other. How does the space
of our “relationless relation™ functionz™®

Levinas uses two mechanisms to work out the problem of the
signification of the Other, and these basically correspond to the
chronology of his two major works, Totality and Infouity and Other-
wise Than Being or Beyond Issence. In Totality and Infinity, the Other
significs in the face. The face of the Other operates in Levinas’s
thought like a valve. lis phenomenality is always exceeded by its
removal to transcendence. He suggests this removal when he
speaks of the trace in the face: it is a removal beyond being to a
third order that is neither presence nor absence but otherness.
Levinas calls this third order illeity. ™ When things are given to
me in vision, I exercise power over them. But this is not so with
the face, which cannot be encompassed. The alterity of the Other
is not just relative, as though we were different but somehow in-
habiting the same plane. And further, this alterity does not just
negate the I, since such negation would again imply our mutual
existence within a larger relation. Instead, the Other proceeds as
an epiphany that comes to me from utterly elsewhere.®™ The
Other is completely otherwise, and this difference is evinced in
speech.

Here we find the beginnings of an alternative model of signifi-

“ Levinas, T1, 8 “a relation without relation.”

(Al wace significs beyond being. The personal order to which a face
obliges us is bevond being. Beyond beng o5 a third persen, which is not definable
by the onesell, by apseity, [0 the possibility of this third direction of vadical
uunghhm.s which escapes the hipolar play of immanence and ranscendence
proper w bemg, where nmmanence wins against transcendence. Through a
trace the irreversible past takes on the profile of a ‘He.” The deyord from winch
a [ace comes s m the third persen. The pronoun [l expresses exacty its mex-
pressible irveversibility, already escuping every relation as well as every dissimula-
tion, and in tns sense absolutely unencompsassable or absolute, a transcendence
i an ab=solule past. The ety of the third persen s the condition for die wre-
versibiling.” Levinas, 70, 356, See Mark C. Tavlor’s discussion of the tace m
Aty (Clneago: Universiey of Chicago Press, 1987), 208, On Derrida’s "wrace,
see Geollrey Bennmgton, in Geoffrey Bennington and Jacques Derrida, jarqum‘
Dernda (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1993), 74-75

= Levinas, 17, 191,
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cation, the one Levinas developed more fully in response to criti-
cisms that *““the face™ was too phenomenal a device to refer us
to transcendence, which is presented in Otherwise Than Being ™
In that work, Levinas speaks more of the proximity of the Other
in Saying, rather than the Other’s face™ According to the
“proximity” model, I am exposed to the Other. “Responsibility
for the other, in its antecedence to my freedom, its antecedence
to the present and to representation, 1S 4 passivity more passive
than all passivity, an exposure to the other without this expo-
sure being assumed, an exposure without holding back, expo-
sure of exposedness, expression, saying.”™' Exposure is “‘saying
uncovering itself.”’* In the exposure of proximity, the Other
signifies through Saying. Language relates separated terms
without reducing them to the Same: through words the Other
can appear to be thematized, but in speaking the Other at the
same time evades this thematization.” The Other to whom 1
ascribe meaning will always contest that meaning.”" As soon as I
convert the Other’s Saying into an intelligible Said, I have al-
ready corrupted the epiphany. While 1 can have a relationship
with the Other in discourse, I do not thereby compromise the
Other’s absoluteness. Whereas in representation I have power

¥ This is Dernida’s enticism i “Violence and Metaphysics™ [hereafter Der-
rida, VM], in Derrida, WD), 79-153. See also Peperzak, 770, 136.

“ Peperzak suggests the move m 770, 181-82, 212, and in B, 80. Something
of the connection between paths can be observed in Levinas's comment: A
trace 1s sketched out and effaced in a face m the equivocation ol a saying.”
OBBE, 12. In that work, an entire chapter is devoted to the question of proximity
(6111.).

" Levinas, OBBI, 15.

“ Levinas, OBBE, 15. Sce also Peperzak, 1770, 221,

“ Levinas uses the Saying/Said distinction in 77, for example: “To the one
the other can indeed present humself as a theme, but his presence 1s not reab-
sorbed in his status as a theme. The word that bears upon the Other as a theme
seems to contain the Other. But already it is said to the Other who, as mterlocu-
tor, has quit the theme that encompassed him, and upsurges inevitably behind
the said.™ Levinas, T1, 195. But it 1s much more important for him in OBBE. See,
for example, 34-51.

™ “The formal structure of language thereby announces the ethical mviolabil-
ity of the Other and, without any odor of the ‘numinous,” his ‘holiness.” ” Levi-
nas, 17, 195, “'The said, contesung the abdication of the saying that evervwhere
ovcurs 1n this said, thus maintains the diachrony in which, holding 1ts breath,
the spiril hears the echo of the otherose.” Levinas, OBBE, 44.
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over the Other, in discourse the Other puts me in question.”
The Other remains an enigma rather than becoming a phenom-
enon.”

While proximity and Saying resolve to some extent the difficul-
ties involved with the face, the question of how [ encounter the
Other still remains. For Levinas wants to say that I do not inhabit
the same space as the Other: the Other does not belong to the
economy of Being.*” So in Levinas's work we find that there is an
emphasis on the asymmetry of the relationship.” The Other is
always above me. “Height” is an important metaphor for Levinas:
“For Desire this alterity, non-adequate to the idea, has a meaning.
It is understood as the alterity of the Other and of the Most-High.
The very dimension of height is opened up by metaphysical De-
sire. That this height is no longer the heavens but the Invisible is
the very elevation of height and its nobility.”* Levinas speaks of
“curved space”: “this curvature of the intersubjective space in-
flects distance into elevation; it does not falsify being, but makes

9%

“For the ethical relationship which subtends discourse is not a species of
consciousness whose ray emanates from the I; 1t puts the T in question. This
putting 1n question emanates (rom the other.” Levinas, 77, 195, “To maintain
that the relationship with a neighbor, incontestably set up in saying, is a respon-
sibility for the neighbor, that saying is to respond to another, is to find no longer
any limit or measurce for this responsibility, which ‘in the memory of man” has
never heen contracted, and is found to be at the mercy of the freedom and the
fate, unverifiable by me, of the other man. 1t is to catch sight of an extreme
passivity, a passwity that is not assumed, in the relationship with the other, and,
paradoxically, in pure saving tselt. The act of saying will turn out to have been
introduced here from the start as the supreme passivity of exposure to another,
which 15 responsibility for the free imtiatives of the other. Whence there is an
‘inversivn’ of intentionality which, for its part, always preserves before deeds
accomplished cnough 'presence of mind’ to assume them. There 15 an abandon
of sovereign and active subjectivity.” Levinas, OBBE, 47. The “inversion of inten-
tionality”" of which Levinas speuaks here will be most significant when 1t comes to
Jean-Lue Marion.

" See Levinas, EP, especially the introduction to the essay by Robert Bernas-
coni, who observes Levinas's increased awareness of the problem of presence
and ontology and his use of the device of inmemoriality.

7 On Levinas and cconomy, see T, [ 7511

W Levinas, 71, 215,

™ Levinas, 71, 34-35. “The being that presents himself in the face comes from
a dimension of height, a dimension of transcendence whereby he can present
himself as a stranger without opposing me as an obstacle or an enemy.” Levinas,
I, 215,



LEVINAS 69

its truth first possible’™; *‘this ‘curvature of space’ expresses the
relation between human beings.” '™ In other words, the Other is
removed from me by virtue of a curvature of space that prevents
my “apprehension” (read comprehension) of him or her. Ac-
cording to such an image, and adapting Levinas's own metaphor
of prophecy, I could hear the voice of the Other without “seeing™
the Other. Yet such absolute asymmetry is problematic because it
leaves no prospect for my own alterity for the Other. [t breaks
down the possibility of any gencral application of Levinas’s think-
ing. And this is exactly how Levinas desires it to be, emphasizing
my own, always greater, share of the responsibility. There can be
no reciprocity. While Levinas develops a different mechanism for
the functioning of a community and the need for justice (based
on a “third” person), the meeting with the Other only works one
way.'"! Perhaps the idea of absolute asymmetry 1s well suited o
the contemplation of God, but it does not sit easily in the human
context. Far better would be Maurice Blanchot's doubly curved
space of “double dissymmetry. "

Turning, then, o the question of God, for Levinas meaningful
speech about God tests the limits of philosophy. God signifies
beyond philosophy. And yet, that does not mean the language of
faith is any more helpful. The beyond being is not simply the
realm of faith, and it is certainly not accessible by way of a negative
theology, for negative theology is still ticd to being even as its

" T evinas, T1, 291.

" Levinas, OBBE, 16: *“The act of consciousness is motivated by the presence
of a third party alongside of the neighbor approached. A third party 15 also
approached; and the relationship between the ncighbor and the third party
cannot be indifferent to me when I approach. There must be a justice among
incomparable ones. There must then be a comparison between incomparables
and a synopsis, a togetherness and contemporaneousness; there must be thema-
tization, thought, history and inscription.”

192 See Maurice Blanchot, The Infinite Conversation, trans. Susan Hanson (Min-
ncapolis: Umversity of Minnesota Press, 1993), 73 [hereafter Blanchot. 1C): “The
neutral relation, a relation without relation, can be indicated in yet another meanner: the
relation of the one to the other 1s doubly dissymmetrical. We have yecogased this several
times. We know—at least in one sense—that the absence between the one and the other is
such that the relations, if they could be unfolded, would be those of a non-iomorploe fivld
i which pont A would be distant from point B by « distence other than point B's distance
from point A; a distance excluding reciproaty and presenting o cwrvalure whose rrregulear-
ity extends (o the frunt of discontimuty.”™
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absence presupposes a presence. For Levinas, both faith and phi-
losophy are bound to ontology.!” He opposes Infinity to the total-
ity of being, and when he speaks about God, it is In terms of
Infimty. Picking up Descartes’s “ldea of the Infinite,” Levinas
posits that it breaks up consciousness, that it exceeds the capacity
of consciousness to contain it, and that it defics the grasp of inten-
tonality."™ The idea of God also functions in this way.

When 1.evinas speaks of the idea of the Infinite, we may be less
than convinced by his apparently Cartesian argument that it is
introduced into thought. This surely sounds like a lapse into a
proof for the existence of God, and while Levinas disputes that
he is interested in proofs, if the Infinite & God, then we have
come no further in Levinas than in Descartes. However, some
important distinctions may cnable us to continue with Levinas.
These are distinctions that can be made between transcendence,
the Transcendent (or transcendental signified), and the transcen-
dental. The first term (transcendence) is the opposite of imma-
nence, and so means that which lies beyond myself or is
irreducible 1o personal experience. The second term (the Tran-
scendent) is related to the first, in that the Transcendent is that
which lies bevond consciousness. But it has been capitalized to
suggest its difference from simple transcendence: the Transcen-
dent is that which is not only not reducible to immanence, but is
posited as beyond the world as such. (In Kant’s sense, the [T]ran-
scendent is that beyond the limits of any possible experience.)
The Transcendent thus easily becomes another name lor God. It

5 A religious thought which appeals to religious experiences allegedly inde-
pendent of philosophy already, masimuch as it is founded on experience, refers
to the ‘I thisk,” and is wholly connected on to philosophy.” Levinas, GF, 172

™I is not the proofs of God’s existence that matter to us here, but the
break-up of conscionsness, 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 consciousness vesting on its object. The idea of God, the cogita-
tum of a cogutatio which to begin with contams that cogitatio, signifies the non-con-
tamed par excellence. 1s not that the very absolution of the absolute? It overflows
every capacity; the ‘objective reality” of the cogrtation breaks up the formal reality
of the cogitatio. This perhaps overturns, in advance, the universal validity and
primordial character of intentionality. 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 1o presence or lei-be”” Levinas, GF
173
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might be possible to relate Derrida’s “transcendental signified”
to this definition of the ‘ITanscendent, since when God is thought
as the Transcendent, it is often 10 make possible and to guarantee
the operation of “the system™ from a point external to it. The
third term (the transcendental) is to be understood with a Kan-
tian-Derridean inflection (and is used in distinction from the
“ranscendentals” of medieval theology). The transcendental in
Kant's sense is that which “establishes, and draws conseqguences
from, the possibility and limnits of experience.”'" The transcen-
dental in Derrida’s sense (to which we should rightly refer as the
quasi-transcendental) is the condition of possibility and impossi-
bility for meaning, which, without delaying further with the de-
tails here, is infinitc interpretability.

The point of making these distinctions is to help in identifying
what is going on in Levinas’s work. Is he, in suggesting that God
signifies in the Infinite, (a) athirming belief in God as the Infinite
(the Transcendent causes the idea of the Infinite}, or (b) suggest-
ing that God may or may not be the source of the Infinite (the
experience of the Infinite is given in transcendentality, and so its
origin cannot be conclusively determined)? It seems to me that
he is taking the latter option, which puts the Transcendent in
question without removing it as an option for faith. There is no
guarantee of the divine origin of the idea, no question of proof,
no definite slippage from transcendentality to the transcendental
signified, although 1t might be said that Levinas does move be-
tween transcendentality and God as utterly transcendent, if not
the Transcendent. As we have secn, Levinas wants to indicate that
the totality of being is interrupted by being’s “otherwise,” Infin-
ity. And since to speak outside the realm of being is to speak
outside the realm of any sort of proof, all we are left with phenom-
enally is the experience of interruption. So when Levinas says that
the 1dea of the Infinite overtflows consciousness, it is not that he
can define the content of the Infinite, but only that he can locate
a resistance to intentionality. Levinas will say that the Infinite sig-
nifies as a trace, as a mark of erasure that is suggestive but which
proves nothing." With regard to the question of God, then, it

' The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, ed. Robert Audi {(Cammbridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1995), 807.
B See Levinas, 170, 356-54.
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scems to nie that Levinas is saying that if we want to speak of God,
the language of Infinity is the only one remotely available to us.
As 1t happens, the language of Infinity or of God will refer us back
to infinite refationships between people, which Levinas describes
as religion."” But the Infinite may or may not be God. If we use
Derrida’s terms, it is undecidable. Further, it can as easily be intro-
duced into consciousness by way of the Other as by God."™ The
origin of the idea rests in the same primal scene as the origin of
our subjectivity. Tt 1s immemorial. So when Levinas says that we
are created, and this he does frequently, he never specihes the
source of that creation.

Is it possible to have a relationship with the Infinite? Levinas
will answer yes, although it will be a relationship that has no
ground and no goal. It will be a relationship characterized by
desire, an infinite desire that cannot find satistaction in an Infi-
nite term. It will involve, on our part, a movement of transcen-
dence, hut not a movement that will reach the Transcendent.'™®
How then does the Infinite signity, if not as the Transcendent
goal of our desire? In mv judgment the Infinite signifies in two
ways. It significs in the other person, as illeity, as desirability, as a
trace. And it signifies in me, as goodness, as cthics, as kenotic
love. This will require some explanation. If [ may address the sec-
ond point first, that the Infinite signifies in me, it will be casier to
explore how the Infinite signifies in the Other.

The signification of the Infinite in me occurs as the conversion
of desire. Although “conversion” is not a word that Levinas him-
self uses, I find it quite helpful in trying to understand the process
he describes. My desire is for the Infinite. But the Infinite cannot
be obtained in desire, for that would reduce it to immanence.

T While i relationship the distance between the self and the Other is tra-
versed, 1t s stll mamitaimed as distance. In conversation, the egoism of the |
remamns, but the right of the Other over me is recognized in apology. Totality is
{ractured not through the exeraise of thought as such, but through the encoun-
ter with the face and through speech. The connection that is so formed Levinas
calls “'religron,” This connection, in which the Other is able to reman com-
pletely other, resists oo the totalization of history. See Levinas, 11, 40.

8 See the avant propos to Eymmanuel Levinas, De Dien qua wient a Uidée, 2nd ed,
(1986; Paris: Vrin, 1992), especially at 11-12. See also Levinas, GF 1791f., where
he reworks hus ideas starting from proxmmity.

W See Ievinas, GP 177,



LEVINAS 73

My desire must therefore become disinterested: I must desire the
Infinite without desiring it. How is that possible? It is possible only
if my desire is converted. This conversion occurs when my desire
for the Infinite hecomes desire for what Levinas says is ““the unde-
sirable par excellence—the Other.”'"” My substitution for the
Other, my love for the Other, which Levinas insists is “without
Eros” and which we might suggest is thus kenotic, my ethical re-
sponse Lo the Other—this is the meaning of goodness.!" Thus we
are enabled to explain why Levinas also refers to the Inhnite as
“the Good beyond Being.” The Infinite signifies in goodness. In
the Infinite we are referred to the Good.

There is no doubt that we will hear echoes of Christian theol-
ogy here, and T am not altogether sure that Levinas, although
Jewish, wishes to exclude them. In fact, Levinas frequently quotes
from the New Testament. And the richness of his own scriptural
tradition shows itself in his subsequent discussion of what we
would identify as theological themes: glory, witness, inspiration,
and prophecy. He tells us: “The subject as a hostage has been
neither the experience nor the proof of the Infinite, but a witness
born of the Infinite, a modality of this glory, a testimony that no
disclosure has preceded.”" In my responsibility for the Other,
I can never be responsible enough. My responsibility increases
asymptotically: as I am called to empty myself inore compleiely,
to substitute myself for the Other more fully, the glory of the
Infinite is amplified. Levinas insists that inspiration, or prophecy,
is the way the Infinite passes in the finite, and in passing, consti-
tutes my very psyche immemonially. My awakening to subjectivity,
which is an ethical response to the cry of the Other, bears witness
to the glorious passing of the Infinite, testimony prior to disclo-
sure.llﬂ

The signification of the Infinite in the Other occurs as illeity.
Illeity indicates the way that the face of the Other opens onto
Infinity: the reference it contains to the third person suggests not
that we are to think of the Infinite as a third person behind the

0 Levinas, G, 177, Note that “autrui” in the French text indicates that the
Other is indicated, rather than the "other” given in the translated version.

L Levinas, GP, 178.

2 Levinas, GP, 182,

' Levinas, GP, 184,



74 RETIHINKING GOD AS GIFT

Other, but that i the third person, Infinity passes in the Other.
Levinas tells us: “We have designated this way for the Infinite, or
for God, to refer, from the heart of its desirability, Lo the non-
desirable proximity of Others, by the term ‘illeity.” ™ By illeity,
Levinas invokes “the fiein the depth of the you,” the desirable in
the undesirable.'" In this way we see that the two momenis of
signification arc joined. The Infinite signifies both in the conver-
sion of my desire and in what we might call, with some reserva-
tions, a conversion of desirability.

The passing of the Infinite in the finite can only ever signify as
a trace. It is immemorial: it will always already have passed when
we are able to advert to it.""® The Infinite is never present to us,
never in range of proof, never able to be grasped in knowledge.
That it is God who has passed as the Infinite will ultimately be a
question for faith. According to [evinas, if we are able to speak of
God, then ethics is the meaning to which we might refer, not
because ethics is a practical replacement for spiritual commit-
ment, but because it is in the heart of ethics that God signifies.
For Levinas there is no other way to desire God than in destring
the Other, for whom I am utterly responsible.

After such a long excursus on the thought of Levinas, what
might be said specifically on Levinas and the questions of what is
given, and according to what horizon? Levinas both conunues
and departs from the wadition he inherits from Iusserl. Both
cmphasize the givenness of phenomena, but Levinas wants to
allow for the possibility of phenomena that are not given accord-
ing to any horizon. Further, this exclusion of any horizon against
which, for example, the Other is given, means that Levinas rejects
the Heideggerian emphasis on being’s ultimacy. Consequently,
being is not seen as the source of all goodness and plenitude,
even as it gives itself. Instead, Levinas refers us to “'the good be-
yond being” (Plato’s to agathon epekeina tes ousiasy. With regard o
the possibility of a signification that cannot be reduced to the

"2 Levinas, 6P, 178.

us “Immemarial” here will be 1n the sense of relationally immemoriab—Gaod
15 never present to me as such, But we could think the passing of God as transcen-
dentally immemorial as well, if we chaose to suggest that the call te vesponsibility
nright come from God and therefore maght constinute me. This would be in
accord with Levinas's thinking of *‘creatureliness.”
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dimensions of any horizon, Levinas utilizes the figures of the
trace, the Saying, the immemorial, and the Infinite to suggest
meaning without comprehension. Additionally, he emphasizes
not the visual (usually associated with understanding) but the
aural (rich with connotations of prophecy): this is perhaps be-
hind his move from the signification of the face to the significa-
tion of the Saving.

DERRIDA AND LEVINAS

To hear Derrida speak of Levinas is to hear him speak with the
areatest reverence of someone whose influence upon him has
been immeasurable."'d That is not to say that Derrida is not also
critical of Levinas's work, but it is clear that, especially insofar as
Levinas seeks 10 embrace the ethical, Derrida has come to think
in solidarity with him.""” [n the course of my discussion of Levinas
I have already made several references to Derrida, and I wish to
limit my discussion here to two interrelated points, each arising
in “Violence and Metaphysics.” I would like to consider the gen-
eral idea of a “beyond” in Levinas and how this might be read by
Derrida. Then I would like to consider one of the specific crin-

e Dernda, Ad, 160 Ve voudras senlement rendre griace i celu dont la pen-
sée, 'amuié, la confiance, la 'hontd’ .. . aurent é4€ pour mot, comme pour tant
d’antres, une source vivante, st vivante, s constante, que je n’arrive pas a penser
ce qui hn arpve o mCarrive agourd’hud, a savoir U'interruption, une certaine
noréponse dans une réponse qui n'en finira jamaus pour mos, tant que je
vivral” {7[ would like only to thank the one whose thought, friendship. confi-
dence, ‘goodness’ . .. will have been for me, as for so many others, a living
source, so living, so constant, that I can’t think what happuh to Inm or 1 me
today, that is 10 say the interruption. 4 certain non-response in a response which
will never end for me, as long as I live™), The admiraton goes both ways: see
Levinas's essay on Derrida in Proper Names, trans. Michael B. Smith (London:
Athlone Press, 1996) [hercaftier Levinas, PNV,

"7 Derrida initally sees that deconstruction threatens cthacs. See the discus-
sion in La Communicaiion {Montréal: Editon Montmorency, 1973), 426. Yet he
comes to se¢ an cthical bent in deconstructive activity itself. See, for example,
Simon Critehley, The Ethies of Deconstruction: Dernda and Levinas (Oxford: Black-
well, 1992) [hercatter Critchley, EDDL]; or Critchley’s essay *'Derrida: Private
Iromist ov Public Laberal?™ Deconstricchon and Pragmatism, ed. Chantal Mouffe
(London: Routledge, 1996), 19-40 [hercatter Mouffe, DP). See also the discus-
ston by Richard Kearney in “Derrida’s Ethical Return,” Working Through Dernda,
vel. (-m\ B. Madison (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1993), 28-50.
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cisms he makes of Levinas concerning the signification of the
face.

Thinking beyond any horizon necessarily implies thinking
something according to a newer horizon. Could it be said of Levi-
nas that in thinking beyond being he simply reinscribes a further
horizon for the given, the horizon of the good or the cthical?
This criticism has scveral dimensions. It relates (o Levinas and the
use of horizons, and as we have seen, Levinas tries to avoid think-
ing in horizonal terms. With his allusion to “curved space,” he
tries, I suspect, to give the sense that the Other cannot be framed
by any horizon. In Totality and Infinity he observes: ““Since Husserl
the whole of phenomenology is the promotion of the idea of hori-
zon, which for it plays a role equivalent to that of the concept in
classical idealism; an existent arises upon a ground that extends
bevond it, as an individual arises from a concept.”!'® And he in-
cludes Heidegger, who “posits in advance this ground of being as
the horizon on which every existent arises, as though the horizon,
and the idea of limit it includes and which is proper to vision,
were the ultimate structure of relationship.”'” That he tries to
exclude reference to a horizon, nevertheless, does not mean that
Levinas himself does not employ one. For Levinas asks that we
encounter the Other according to responsibility, and this condi-
tion effectively becomes the horizon in which relationship is
made possible. Yet at the same time, Levinas consistently refuses
to specify that horizon. One never knows, with Levinas, what re-
sponsibility means, for that would be to put in place a meta-ethics,
something like a Kantian categorical imperative; it would be to
destroy the possibility of a unique and irreducible response. If
Levinas puts a horizon in place, he sunultaneously allows it to be
suspended by the transcendentality that inhabits all experience
and which will characterize respect for the Saying.

The criticism also relates to the thinking of the correlates in-
side /outside, here/beyond, or being/being’s otherwise. Derrida
observes: “However it [Levinas’s project] is also a question of in-
augurating, in a way that is to be new, quite new, a metaphysics of
radical separation and exteriority. One anticipates that this meta-

81 evinas, 7/, 44--45.
12 [ evinas, 77, 67-68.
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physics will have some difficulty finding its language in the me-
dium of the traditional logos entirely governed by the structure
‘inside-outside,” ‘interior-exterior.” "'*" Levinas assigns himself
the task of thinking beyond being, but he will find himself in-
scribed within being by the very language he uses to defy it. There
is no escaping the violence.'?! He seeks to address this criticism in
Otherwise Than Being or Beyond Essence, admitting that “betrayal” is
inevitable, but insisting that the otherwise than being does show
itself, even if unfaithfully.!*

The criticism finally relates to Derrida’s comments on the “hyp-
eressential,” which, especially insofar as it concerns God, I submit
comes down to the difference between Levinas and Derrida in
thinking infinity. Caputo describes these two ways with character-
istic lucidity:

Infinity for Derrida is not symbolic but hyperbolic infinity, as op-
posed to Levinas, for whom it is expressly something metaphysical
and cven thcological, something ethico-theo-logical. The Levina-
sian gesture that requires deconstruction, even demythologization,
is to reify this infinity, to make it a metaphysical being—which Levi-
nas then cannot call Being and will not call a mere fiction. The
Levinasian gesture is like the Heideggerian to just this extent: that
it attributes actuality or reality to what it valorizes, that it claims this
infinity is real, ad literam, ad mmfinitum. But in Derrida, the quasi
infinity of undeconstructible justice is neither Being nor otherwise
than Being; the excess is not the excess of Being but the excess
ot linguistic performance, an excess within the opcrations made
possible and impossible by différance, in response to the singularity
lying on the edge of différance. In Derrida, infinity means a hyper-
bolic responsiveness and responsibility, a hyperbolic sensitivity.'??

The two types of infinity that are being considered are, first, an
infinity that bears a relation to transcendence, and possibly to the
Transcendent; and second, an infinity that is related purely to
transcendentality. In other words, it marks a return to the prob-

120 Derrida, VM, 88.

" Derrida, VM, 91-92. See also Jacques Derrida, “How to Avoid Speaking,”
trans. Ken Frieden, Dermda and Negative Theology, ed. Harold Coward and Toby
Foshay (Albany: SUNY Press, 1992), 73-142, 133 n. [hereafter Dernda, HAS). '

122 evinas, OBBE, 6.

2 Caputo, DH, 200.
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lem of transcendentality versus the Transcendent. Is Levinas
merely positing the Transcendent as the transcendental signified?
[t scems to me that the solution to the problem can only be found
in two alternatives: either in a dogmatic assertion of a faith posi-
tion (one way or the other, for atheism requires as much faith as
theism); or in the acceptance of undecidability, of an uncertainty
that becomes the very condition of possibility for faith itself. Ac-
cording to the former, revelation overrides doubt (or a kind of
empirical positivism makes belief impossible). According to the
latter, I cannot prove the existence ot the Transcendent, who ap-
pears according to no horizon of mine. But if God were to give
Godself to me, then I could know God only in the traces that
mark the human economy (marked as it is with transcendental-
ity), or perhaps as an enigma.'* These are the choices with which
Levinas deals and, as we will come to see, the choices with which
Marion is faced.'*

And Derrida? Writing more and more in the area of religion,
Derrida does not exclude the possibility of a choice for God made
in faith, provided it is not a faith that deludes itself that it can
know its “object” other than according to transcendentality. In
“Sauf le nom,” for example, he explores the possibihities of a
negative theology read otherwise than according to the idea of an
absent presence.'™ Negative theology is like a2 memory, testifying

M Levinas, FP, 77: " The relationship with the Infinite then no longer has the
structure of an mtentional correlaton. The supreme anachromism of a past that
was never a row, and the approach of the mfinite through sacrifice—1Is the Enig-
ma’s word.” On the enigma, sce Theodor W. Adorno, Aesthetic Theary, trans.
Robert Hullot-Kentor (London: Athlone Press, 1997), 1201t

17 And according to Graham Ward, Marion overrides his post-metaphysical
preoccupations and comes down in favor of Chnstian dogmatism. See his “The
Theological Project of Jean-lue Marion™ w Post-Secular Philosophy: Between Philos-
ofhry aned Theology, ed. Phillip Blond (London: Routledge, 1998), 229-39 [hereat-
ter Blond, £5/7].

6 In How 1o Avoid Speaking™ Derrida observed that ™ ‘negative theology’
seems to reserve, beyond all positive predicauon, beyond all negation, even be-
yond Being, some hyperessentiality, a being beyond Being.” Derrida. 21AS, 77.
Dernida in that essay was largely responding to the idea that deconstruction was
a type of negative theology, and negative theology did not come out too well
as a result. Responding w Derrida, Kevin Hart rehabilitates negative theology,
deconstructing positive theology. Hart notes that the “hyper™ in “hyperessent-
ality,”” as it 15 used by Denys the Arcopagite, has a negative rather than positive
meaning, and that it suggests a rupture of essentiality rather than a surplus. See

(X
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to a yet immemorial event that leaves a mark on language.'” One
of the authorial voices in the essay describes it as a “passion that
leaves the mark of a scar in that place where the impossible takes
place.”* It carries a wound, just legible, and bears witness to an
unknowable God who has nothing save a namme.'™ And the name
is that of the unnameable nameable, the nameable beyond the
name.”™" This reading of negative theology is far more Levinasian
in tone, in the sense that any “God event’ would be immemorial,
leaving but a wound or a scar or a trace." But it 1s also consistent
with Derrida’s thinking of the aporia or the rupture, a thinking
that avoids the more obvious pitfalls of Levinas’s language of “be-
yond.”’*¥

Returning to Derrida’s criticism of Levinas, this time concern-
ing the phenomenality of the face, he suggests that while Levinas
wants to treat the face as a “‘nonphenomenal phenomenon,” he
cannot but recognize it phenomenally. ™ The {ace inevitably be-
comes the alter ego: “either there 1s only the same, which can no
longer even appear and be said, nor even exercise violence (pure
infinity or finitude); or indeed there is the same and the other,
and then the other cannot be the other—of the same—except by
being the same (as itself: ego), and the same cannot be the samce
(as itself: ego) cxcept by being the other’s other: alter ego.”!!
Additionally, the face cannot mark a trace of the nonphenomenal
Other without that trace being in some way phenomenal, and

Kevin Hart, The Trespass of the Sign (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
19893, 202 {hereaftey Hart, TS].

27 Derrida, SLN, 5.

13 Dernda, SLAN, 39-60.

1 Derrida, SLN, 60, H5-56,

B0 Derrida, SIN, A8,

B Immemonal” here would paossibly refer us more to the transcendental
than to the Transcendent, bearing in mind thae Derrida does not egquate God
with difféfrance and hence not with the quasi-transcendental, Derrida’s question
“And what if God were an effect of the trace?” still rings in my ears. Sec Derrida,
VM, 108,

" The recent volume God, the Gift, and Postmoderrism sitnates the debate he-
ween Marion and Dernda and the questuon of negative theology very well. See
especially the essay by john D. Caputo, “Apostes of the Impossible,” a1 pp.
185-222 of that collecuion [herealter Caputo, Af].

U Dernda, VM, 128,

" Derrida, VM, 128 See the discussion by Richard Beardsworth m Dermda and
the Polittcal (Lemdon: Routledge, 1996), 1331t
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so subject to “‘original contamination by the sign.”"* Derrida’s
criicism is powerful, and Levinas clearly takes it up, because he
responds to it by moving from the use of the face as the valve
of transcendence to the proximity of Saying. But I am inclined,
nevertheless, to want to think further on the phenomenality of
the trace and the undecidable possibilities it bears. Marion will
seize on this very point: that the invisible somehow manifests itself
in the visible, although it will need to be demonstrated that he
takes adequate account of the factor of undecidability, which
seems 10 me to be decisive. With this background in mind, I turn
now to examine Marion’s reading of phenomenology.

™ Derrida, VM, 129.
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Refiguring Givenness

PHENOMENOLOCGY has heen broadly characterized as the study
of phenomena as they give themselves 1o consciousness, but
clearly there are many interpretations of what such a study
might entail. For Husserl, it seems phenomenology aims to ob-
serve what is given in presence to consciousness; for Heidegger,
phenomenology has as its object the uncovering of what gives
itself in “presencing”’; for Levinas, phenomenology, in its fail-
ure, alerts us to what gives by exceeding conscious thematiza-
tion. Paying heed to each of these three styles as well as others,
Marion develops his phenomenological approach. In doing so,
he maintains that what he achieves rests strictly within phenom-
enological bounds: Marion quite deliberately and strongly indi-
cates his resistance to a theological reading of his later works,
Réduction el donation and Etant donné.! At the same lime, how-
ever, these works open onto a consideration of revelation as it
might be said to enter the phenomenological sphere. The ques-
tion that is asked of these works is whether that entry is indeed
possible. Taken together with his earlier and more explicitly
theological texts, this questioning can be developed further
along the lines of whether the enory of revelation can be de-
scribed as gift, and to what extent it can be specified. This chap-
ter has as its focus the main features of Marion’s inital
formulation of a phenomenology of givenness, particularly as it
is reliant on or departs from the phenomenologies of Husserl,
Heidegger, and Levinas, but also as it interacts with the work of
his contemporaries: Michel Henry, Jean Greisch, and Domini-
que Janicaud, ammong others,

' See the “Réponses préliminaires’ in Etant donné, where Marion denies that
he is theologically motivated in Réduction et donation, and in the book he is intro-
ducing; see also pp. 16=17 n. More strongly, see Derrida and Marion, OTG, 70.
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RipueTioN ET DONATION: THE RreCOVERY OF HUSSERL.

In Réduction et donation, Marion ofters a caretul—and in many ways,
insightful—reading of Husserl, whose work is frequently eclipsed
by that of his most famous student, Heidegger.? The title of Mari-
on’s work indicates why Husserl is so important for him: Marion'’s
use of the word donation 1s an attempt 10 echo the German Gegeben-
heil, “givenness,” a phenomenological emphasis that Marion finds
in Husser]l and which favors what is given over the consciousness
that might be understood to make such giving possible.* Marion
affirms that phenomenology represents a way for philosophy to
proceed after Nietzsche’s radical questioning of metaphysics.
Husserl’s project, as Marion understands it, is (o examine the pos-
sibility of the unconditional givenness of present objects to con-
sciousness. However, the problem he sees in Husserl's approach
is that the desire for objectivity imterferes with the stated goal of
“returning to the things themselves,” which seems to result in an
overemphasis on intuition. And since Husserl locates donation in
the present, it becomes mpossible for him to consider the non-
present.” Marion nonetheless claims that Husserl ultimately values
givenness over intuition, that intuition depends on a signification
that precedes it, and that such dependence proves the priority of
givenness over objectivity (and, it might be suggested, over pres-
ence). In this way, Husscrl breaks the bonds of metaphysics, and
both Heidegger’s and Derrida’s criticisms of his work are over-
stated.® That signification precedes intuition can be illustrated by

? fean-Luc Marion, Réduction et donation: Recherches sur Husserl, Hewdegger, et la
phéncmenologie (Paris: Presses Universitanes de France, 1989) [hercafter Marion,
RED]. This work 1s available in English as Reduction and Groenness: Investigations
of Husserl, Hedegger, and Phenomenology, trans. Thomas A. Carlson (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1998) [hereafter Marion, RAG|, bui the transla-
tions used are generally my own unless otherwise indicated.

Y Donation can be rendered in English as “donation™ as well as “'givenness,”
although the translation in RAG uses “givenness,” a use wpon which Marion has
insisted. “Donaton” keeps open the play between donation as an act {(Ms. X
made a donation to Commumty Aid Abroad) and donatuon as 4 fact (there was
a donation left at the front door). In other words, “donation” retams the possi-
hility of a giver. and the distinction between act and fact is one Marion hinself
makes in £, 971L

+Marion, RIED, 7-8, 15; RAG, 1-2, 7. He argues this in detail in claprer 2.

*Marion, RED, 89; RAG, 56.

*Marion, RED, 28-33; RAG, 15H-1Y.

.
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two examples: the possibility of phenomenological deception, and
the fact that the “T” has a meaning even though it cannot be fully
intuited.” The second point is crucial for Marion’s rehabilitation
of Husserl, and I will explore it in further detail.

Marion perceives two weaknesses in Husserl's ontology, one of
which is that according great privilege to objectivity requires that
this objectivity be subordinated to a transcendental 1. Priority is
given to consciousness as the realm of “absolute being.”™ Yet this
priority ironically enables Marion to argue that the [ actually
cludes being.” Marion insists that the [, which is seen to be phe-
nomenologically constitutive, does not present itself but is only
signaled in the phenomenological reduction, and is so excepted
hoth from the realm of “what is” and from what it “means to
be,” although evidently it is not bereft of all meaning. Since the
I precedes objectivity, it also precedes the ontology that makes
objectivity possible: it “is” an exception to being.' Marion ex-
plains: “The anteriority of the 1 with regard to every object and
of subjectivity with regard to objectivity designates a deviation on
this side of ontology: phenomenology occupies this deviation; it
presents itsell thus in the strictest sense as the instance of that
which has not vet to be in order to exercise itself.”"! Ontology
only has a conditional legitimacy: it is subject to the I that makes

" Marion, RED, 46; RAG, 27-28.

# Marion, RED, 233-34: RAG, 156-57.

* This 1dea i Marion corresponds with Levinas’s location of a ““gap™ in sub-
jectivity, where the I never coincides with atsell and cannot recuperate its
immemonal origins. Similarly, it can be rclated to Dernida’s observation that the
subject can never be totally self-present. Marion difters from Derrida in his loca-
tion of the 1 “beyond™ being, with a certain Levinasian turn of phrase. In my
Jjudgment, Marion’s analysis of subjectivity 15 excellent. It can be examined in
the wexts 1o which T have alveady referred (Cadava et al,, WCAS; Cnitchley and
Dews, DS), as well as in the current context, and in book 5 of ED.

" Marion, RED, 235: St d’'une part le Je précéde Pobjectité, le monde ct la
réalité, si de Fautre Vontologie traite exclusivement de T'objectité des objets, ne
doit-on obligatoirement conclure que le Je s'excepte de I'étre et qu'une phéno-
mcnologie qui le reconnaitrait précéderait toute ontologie? Clest un fait que
Husserl a tiré cette conséquence: “Ainsi en arrive-t-on a [sie] une philosophie
premiére qui soit antérieure méme i l'ontologie . . . et consiste en une analyse
de la structure nécessaire d'une subjectivit¢.” 7 RAG, 157-58.

" Marion, RID, 23%6:; “Lantériorité du Je sur tout objet et de la subjectivité sur
l"objecuté désigue un écart en dega de Nontologie; 1a phénoménologie occupe
cet écart; elle se présente done aa sens Ie plus strict comme instance de ce qui
n'a pas encore a ¢lre pour s’exercer.” RAG, 158,
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the reduction. The reduction not only puts in parenthesis ontol-
ogy as such, but also the whole question of being. Yet the I itself
is only attested to in making the reduction, and if the reducing 1
is excluded from being, where is it located?!? Heidegger would
say that Husserl fails because he leaves the being of the I undeter-
mined. Marion suggests instead that “‘the [, thus the phenomeno-
logical reduction with it, is not.”’** This would mean that the I “is”
outside being. In spite of Heidegger's critique, Husserl actually
makes a leap outside the horizon of being; in other words, he
takes phenomenology further than Heidegger—beyond the ques-
tion of being: “the wifimate possibility of phenomenology would
not consist more in the question of being than it exhausts itselt
in the objectivity of the constituted object: beyond the one and
also the other, a last possibility could still open up for it—that of
posing the I as transcendent to the reduced objectivity, but also
to the being of the being, to place it, by virtue of the reduction
taken to its ultimate consequences, outside being.””’* Recognizing
that Husserl does not thematize this possibility, Marion argues
that his use of the reduction neverthcless pushes us toward it."”
The transcendence of the I signifies in the making of the reduc-
tion, but it does not have to be thought according to being,.

If one of the keys to Réduction et donation is seen 1o be the possi-
bility that phenomenology can deliver more than the objects of
metaphysics, the other is that this seemingly unlimited potential
depends for its success on the extent and rigor of the reduction
that is applied. The whole purpose of the book is to attempt to
arrive at an unconditional reduction. In the manner already indi-
cated, Marion is able to go beyond what he calls the “transcen-
dental” reduction, which is associated with Husserl in the
tradition of Descartes and Kant. But Marion is also able 1o over-

2 Marion, RED, 236; RAG, 158.

1 Marion, RED, 240: “le Je, donc la réduction phénoménologique avec ha,
n'est pas.” RAG, 161.

U Marion, RED, 241; “'la possibilité witime de la phénoménologie nhe consis-
terait pas plus dans la question de 1'étre, qu’elle ne s'épuise dans I'objectité de
Uobjet constitué; au-deld de Tune et aussi de autre, une derniere possibilite
pourrait encore s'ouvrir a elle~—celle de poser le Je comme transcendant a 'ob-
jectité réduite, mais encore 4 étre de 'étant, de se poser, en vertu de la réduc-
tion conduite 4 ses derniéres conséquences, hors de 'étre.”” RAG 161-62.

s Marion, RED, 245-46; RAG, 165.
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come what he terms the “existential” reduction, evidently linked
with Heidegger, and which will now be investigated further.

REDUCTION ET DONATION:
GOING BEYOND HEIDEGGER WITH LEVINAS

Marion’s reading of Husserl is that the return to the things them-
selves tends to take us back to the things in their objectivity, when
this need not be the case. As we have already begun to see, his
reading of Heidegger is that the return takes us back to the things
in their being, and similarly he deems this to be an unsatisfactory
approach to phenomenology.'* Heidegger’s strength, in Marion’s
judgment, lies in his recognition that being is given, in one sense
according to, but very much in excess of, categorical intuition.
Being cannot be intuited in its fullness: the categorical intuition
of being remains only as a mark of an anonymous givenness. Yet
does phenomenology drive us inevitably and solely to a consider-
ation of being? If there is givenness that exceeds consciousness, is
this being giving itself to thought, or does givenness precede even
being?

Marion agrees with Heidegger to the extent that he under-
stands Husserl to have gone beyond his stated phenomenological
objective—to return to the things themselves—in focusing on ob-
jectivity and givenness In presence.'” Marion thus agrees that phe-
nomenality need not just be defined in terms of presence:
phenomenology 1s not simply « means of examining that which is
manifest as present, but also that which is unapparent.’ In fact,

" Marion, RED, 9, 58-89, RACG, 2-3, 536-37.

7 Marion. RED, 79§f.; RAG, 4911,

" Marion, RED, 98. Manion does not quote the German as it relates to pres-
ence, only to monstration. i’ we consider the parts ol 8710 which he is refernng
(17), we find that Heidegger is here nol considering the question of presence
explicitly, but is speaking about manilestation and hiddenness. Given that Hei-
degger raises the question of being as it shows itself (39), and that he has spoken
about the misapprehension of being as “‘presence” (Anwesenhat), understood
according to ‘the Present” (die Gegenwart) (47}, it seems that these meanings
will lie behind Marion’s understanding of lq frésence. Interestmgly enough, Mar-
ion insists that in order for the exammation to be thoroughly phenomenologi-
cal, Heidegger will have to arrive at an “iniited presence” of bemg. Sce RAG,
167.
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it is because phenomena are sometimes not readily given that
phenomenology is necessary. Heidegger’s phenomenology of
being emerges for this reason: being is no-thing, it is the unappar-
ent, the not-present, the enigmatic, which cannot be approached
as some-thing behind other phenomena but which concerns their
very phenomenality.! Yet driven by the concern about whether
or not phenomenology must lead us to being, Marion puts in
question the means by which Heidegger arrives at the sense of
being. Heidegger adopts a two-phased reduction. The first phase
1s the Husserlian one, where the natural attitude is suspended
and the phenomenon brought into focus. In the second phase,
the inital suspension of the ontological question is then con-
verted into a renewed focus on the sense of being that is given in
the reduced phenomenon. But Heidegger’s accomplishment of
the second phase 1s, according to Marion, dependent on at least
one of two mechanisms, and this is where he will pressure Heideg-
ger. For Heidegger can only arrive at being either by a consider-
ation of Dasein, the being that is itself ordered to the uncovering
of a sense of being, or by 4 consideration of being as the nothing,
which is achieved in the phenomenological examinations of anxi-
ety and boredom.® If Marion can show that neither of these
mechanisms inevitably leads to being, then he will be able to
argne that givenness has the priority, even over being. Being will
not have the last word.

According to Marion’s analysis, Hetdegger's attempt to arrive
at heing via Dasein tails for two reasons. The first is that Heidegger
misinterprets the significance of Dasein.”! The second reason is
that ontological difference effectively still remains unclarified in
Being and Time. lnitially, it appears that Heidegger’s major phe-
nomenological breakthrough is in his thinking of ontological dif-
ference.” But as Marton’s analysis unfolds, it becomes evident

M Marion, RED, 9111, RAG, 57T,

* Marion, RED, 104-18; RAG, 66-76.

2 Marion develops this theme in chapter % by way of a detailed consideration
of Descartes, on whom heisa recognil,ed spt'.("mlisl. See also his “Herdegger and
Descartes,” wans. Christopher Macann, in Marten Hedegger: Critical Assessments,
ed. Christopher Macann (Loudon: Routledge, 19492), 178-207.

= Maron, RED, 163ff.; RAG, 108ff, Marion goes on 1 some detail to show a
much higher degree of dependence of Heidegger on Husserl m this vegard than
might first be thought.
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that the sense of ontological difference brought out in Being and
Time is obscured by other considerations. Being and Time 1s not
about acceding to being, but acceding o the sense of being.™
Here the interrogation of Dasein represents a phenomenological
breakthrough, vet the desired sense of being is never really at-
tained. This is because Heidegger cannot arrive at the difference
between the being of the being and the sense of being in gen-
eral.™

Since the approach to being by way of Dasein fails in Being and
Time, Marion examines a later approach, developed by Heidegger
in What Is Metaphysics? Here Heidegger tries to access the phe-
nomenon of being by way of the nothing. Since being can be no
thing, no actual being, it may bear a certain similarity to nothing,
which is other than an object.* The nothing is not about a nega-
tion of any particular phenomenon, but the negation of the total-
ity of being (létant): not a necgative phenomenon, it is a
phenomenon of the negative.” How is it possible for us to be
given the totality of being, in order that it might be negatedr
Marion observes the distinction between the apprehension of
being in its totality and finding oneself at the heart of being in its
totality. The latter becomes possible according to various allective
tonalities of Dasein, such as ennui (boredom, tedium, annoyance,
world-weariness), joy, love and anxicty.® Ennui has the effect of

= Marion, RED, 194: RAG, 1249,

* Marion, RED, 196-97; RAG, 131-32. 'This quesuon will become very Impor-
tant in chapter & of RED becanse 1t demands the separation of being [rom s
inherence in heings.

* "What Is Mctaphysics:” was delivered e 1929 and first published in 1930
by Friedrich Cohen in Bonu, An English wanshaion appears in Basie Wntings:
Martin Flewdegger, 80-110. The epilogue and introduction, added by Heidegger
in 1943 and 1949, respectively, do not forn part of this version. The epilogue 1s
reproduced as part of the earlier translanon i Marun Heidegger, Existence and
Being, trans. ROF. G Huall and Alan Crick, 2nd ed. (London: Vision, 19563, 355-
92. Marion’s reading of this text is heavily nfluenced by the epilogue, and 10 a
certain extent, also by the mtroducton.

* Marion, RED, 253, RAG, 170, It can appear that the pursuit of the nothing
15 a pomntless exercise, especially if i is regarded as itself a being, or as simple

negation. See the entques by Carnap and Bergson that Marion repeats at RED,
254-56; RAG, 170-72,

¥ Manon, RED, 2h7-58; RAG, 172,

* Marion, RED, 258; RAG, 173. Marion notes that joy divides itself into joy and
love.
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rendering distinctions between beings unclear. All is confused in
a strange indifference: “Thus, by the mood of enruz, Dasein ac-
cedes to the totality of being [/étant] as a phenomenon given in
person, without reserve or condition; heing in its totality gives
iself to be seen, precisely because ennui renders indifferent the
qualitative and quantitative differences between beings. Dasein
thus finds 1tself thrown as such in the middle of being in its total-
ity.”* Nevertheless, Heidegger clearly has a preference for anxi-
ety over ennui as a more fundamental affective tonality.® Like
ennui, anxiely leads to a lack of differentiation betwcen beings.
But whereas in ennui, Dasein is left lingering in a kind of fog of
indifterence, in anxiety, being in its totality not only becomes in-
distinct but also threatening. Dasein is menaced by no particular
being, but by being as a whole.* What does the nothing manifest?
In Marion’s opinion it manifests only ambiguity. Since anxiety
isclf is ambiguous, so is the nothing. It does not secm to manifest
the phenomenon of being. The nothing shows itself not as a dis-
tinct phenomenon, but on the surface of beings.™ It is observed
through the double movement of renvoi (sending back) that it
provokes, driving fasein from the menace of all being and toward
the fact of being in its entirety.™

At the heart of Marion’s analysis is the criticism that just that
to which anxicty drives us remains at the mercy of Heidegger's
indecision. For it is not until 1943 that Marton finds it clearly
articulated that anxiety drives us to the nothing and thus to

* Marion, RED, 260: “Ansi, par 1a tonalité de 'ennu, le Dascin accéde-t-il a
’é¢tant dans son ensemble comme & un phénoméne donné en personne, sans
réserve ni condition; P'étant en totalité se donne a voir, précsément parce que
I'ennui rend indifférentes les dillérences qualitatives et quantitatives entre les
étants. Le Dasein s¢ tronve dong bicn jeté comme tel au milieu de 1'étant dans
son ensemble.” RAG, 174.

M Marion, RED, 262, RAG, 175 “au-dela de Pennu, qui montre la wialité de
I’étant, Pangoisse dispose a son Rien. L'ennui ne recoit done qu'un role proviso-
ire et de transition, sur une route qui meéne de I'éant & son Rien par Uintermédi-
aire de sa totalisation” (“beyond ennui. which shows the totality of heing,
anxicty opens onto nothingness, funw thus only receives a provisional and tran-
sitional role, on a way which leads from being to its nothing by the mtermediary
of its totalization’').

M Marion, RED, 263; RAG, 175.

3 Marion, RED, 264-65; RAG, 176.

¥ Marion, RED, 265-67; RAG, 177.
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being.*! Marion’s conclusion is in fact that anxiety does not natu-
rally provide access to the phenoemenon of being, and that in
order for the nothing to be read as being, an appropriate herme-
neutic needs to be uncovered.* The problem 1s that anxiety ren-
ders all beings indistinct, and that as such it renders beings mute:
the nothing simply renders nothing.™ Heidegger's eventual solu-
tion comes in the form of the call of being. Being calls us by
its own power, even in the nothing. This provides the means for
interpreting nothing as being, and the attempt to access the phe-
nomenon of being by way of anxicty hecomes incidental.*” It is in
Ereignis, the “event of Appropriation,” that the call of being is
cxercised. But such a call can only be given in a response.™

Does the interpretation of the nothing as being provide access
to the phenomenon of being? There is no imperative that Dasein
hear or respond to the call: “If being only renders itself accessible
by the claim which it exercises, if this claim can only demand
a response in exposing itself to a deaf denial of gratitude, the
ontological hermeneutic of the nothing can fail, since in order to
accomphsh itself it must be able to fail. " The ontological herme-
neutic of the nothing has to be able to fail. Marion has thus un-
covered what he calls a “counter-existential”’ of Dasein, which
suspends Dasein’s destination toward being:

The nothing to which Dasein ultimately accedes cannot lead to
being itsclf, insofar as this Dasein discovers itself there, but not nec-
essarily for and by heing, but as, for and by an indistinction more
originary than all ontic indetermination: the indecision before
“anticipatory resolution” itsclf follows from the indecision of being
to give itself immediately as a phenomenon. In other words: does
the white voice of being’s call, call in the name of being, or, by its

3 Marion, RED, 267-72; RAG, 178-81.

% Marion, RED, 272, RAG, 181.

* Marion, RED, 275 RAG, 183,

" Marion, RED, 278: “puisque la revendication de I'étre seule fau expéri-
menter I'étre, Nanalynque existentiale de 'angoisse devient désormais au moins
insutfisante a manifester le ‘phénoméne d’ére.” voire totalement superféra-
toire,” RAG, 185.

W Marion, RED, 279 RAG, 186.

“ Marion, RED, 283 “*Si I'ére ne se rend accessible que par la revendication
qu'il excrce, si cette revendication ne peut demander réponse qu'en §'exposant
a un sourd déni de ‘gratilude,’ 'hermencutique ontologique du Rien peut
échouer, puisque pour s'accomplir clle doit pouvoir échouer.” RAG, 188,
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indistinct silence, couldn’t it let a new abyss appear, anterior, or at
least irreducible, 1o beingr

Such a possibility will only find real phenomenological legiti-
macy 1l we are able (o manifestly produce this counter-existential,
We would suggest that it is recognized as ennui: Heidegger had
invoked it, cursorily, to render being in its totality accessible, betore
resorting to anxiety in order to attain the nothing.*

Marion maintains that ennui has the power not only to disengage
us from heing in its entirety, but also to liberate us from the call
by which being makes its claim on us. He describes this powerful
erinui as a lundamental human condition. It is akin o an over-
whelming realization of facticity, and it marks a difference from
selt, or a disgust with all that would normally be desired. It is
neither nihilistic nor a negation. Ennut dissolves all passion. In
the state of ennui, I desert not only the world, but mysell.** Con-
trary to what Heidegger intended, ennui suspends the claim of
being on Dasein. How? For ennui to suspend the call of being
would imiply both that being could be given phenomenologically,
and that Dasern could be affected not only ontically by ennui, but
ontologically. Now, being is given in two ways: in the call of being
that takes place in Ereignis, and as that which makes us wonder.
Ernnui {functions by making Dasein deaf to the call and blind to
wonder. In other words, ennni can render Dasein inauthentic,
leading it 1o the possibility of not heeding its destiny in being. ™

© Marion, R0, 283, “'le Rien auquel accede ultimement le Dasein peut ne pas
le conduwe a P'étre méme. en sorte que ce Dasern s découvre 1a, mais non
nécessairement pour ¢t par ['éwe, mais comme powr et par une mdistinction
plus originaire que toute indétermination onuque: I'indécision devant la *résolu-
ton anucipatrice’ découle elle-méme de Vindécision de Uétre 4 se donner im-
mdédiatement dans un phénoménc. Autrement formulé: la voix blunche dont
I'étre revendique revendique-telle au nom de 'étre, ou, par son indistinet si-
lence, ne pourraitclle pas laisser paraitre un nouvel abime, antérieur, on du
moins irréductible, a 'étre?

“Une telle possibilité ne trowvera d'authenuque légitimité phénoménologi-
que que st nous pouvons produnre nanifestement ce contre-existential. Nous
suggérons de Iv reconnaitre comme Uennui: Heidegger Pavait invoqué, cursive-
ment, pour rendre accessible Péant dans son enscemble, avant de recourir a
Pangoisse pour atteindre le Rien.” RAG, 1388.

2t Maron, REFY 284-86; RAG, 1RY-41,

= Marion, RED, 287-88; RAG, 191-92. Marion passes here from Dasern to 1
without connment.

= Marwon, RED, 289-92; RAG, 192-95.
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Is there a possibility that the suspension of the call of being by
ennui might leave us open to hearing a different call, a call prior
to that of being? Marion mentions as examples the Christian call
“from the Father,” quoting Heidegger, and the call that comes to
us in the face of the Other, as Levinas describes it Ennns would
operate phenomenologically as a reduction, not to bemngs, or
being, but to the call. “After the transcendental reduction and
the existenual reduction, occurs the reducuon to and from the
call. That which gives itself only gives itself to the one who devotes
hini- or herselt o the call and only under the pure form of a
confirmation of the call, repeated becanse received.”" Such a call
would precede being. But it would also precede Dasein, and even
the I. Drawing heavily on Levinas, Marion speaks of the call that
is made to me, and to which I respond “Here Tam™ (me voted)

Marion names the one who is called “the interlocnted. ™ As
the interlocuted, I have no power of self-determination. The what
or the who that summons me bears an alterity that is prior to my
mmtentionality, prior to my subjectivity, and prior to the ego.™ |
cannot anticipatc or comprehend the call. It strikes me by sur-
prise, escaping the closed circle of my being.™ Yet while that
which calls me renders me destitute, it does not annihilate me.
There is still a me who is there to respond. The call seems 1o
exposce me to the necessity of making a judgment about it. Before
any other question, the call renders it essential that I decide about
the claim that is made on me. "It is necessary to respond to a
question of fact: What claim originarily surprises it? The fact of

H Marion, RED 204-95: RAG, 196=-07

* Marion, RED, 296: “Apres Ia réducuon canscendantale et la réductuon exas-
tentale, intervient Ta réducnon i et de appel. Ce qua se donne ne se donne
qu'd celw qui s'adonne & Pappel et que sous la forme pure d’une contirmation
de I'appel, répété parce que requ.” RAG, 197-98.

* Marion also notes that this possibility can be observed in Heidegger, where

the “there™ of Dasen (“heing there™) precedes s bemg. Manron, RED, 299;
RAG, 200.

Y Marion, RED, 300; RAG, 200,

W Manon, 1D, 300; RAG, 2000-201.

U Mariton, RED, 300=-301; RAC, 201-2. This is remuniscent of Derrida’s descrip-
von of the secret that ““makes us tremble,” in The Gift of Deaih, trans. David Wills
(Chicago: Unaversity of Chicago Press, 1995), 53-55 [herealter Derrida, GD]. It
1s to he noted that by escaping being this alterity also escapes presence, so tha
Marion’s rehabilitation and development of Husser] 1s complete.
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that claim, in the paradoxical manner of an a priori that is essen-
tnially after the fact, decides the horizon where any theory of the
interloqué will become legitimately thinkable, A facticity therefore
precedes the theory, but it is no longer a matter of my facticity as
Dasein, it is a matter of the absolutely other and antecedent factic-
ity of the claim convoking me by surprise.”” To this question of
who or what it is that summons, Marion answers undecidably. We
cannot with certainty name the caller, and that is as it must be. It
becomes a question of recognizing that there 1s a claim being
made upon me¢ and of risking a response.”!

Contrary to Heidegger, Marion argues that the phenomenon
of being is not given according to the phenomenon of the noth-
ing, but according to being’s own call. And yet the call of being
can itself be suspended by ennui. So Marion claims that there is
the potential for an undecidable call 1o precede being. Whether
or not this prior call can itself be suspended, he does not contem-
plate. What is crucial is how the phenomenological method has
been harnessed to arrive at a more radical givenness than that of
being. The more strict the reduction that is employed, the better
we arc able to observe what is given. What is reduced also be-
comcs the measure of the one who so reduces. So he is able to
arrive at his three reductions: the transcendental reduction, the
existential reduction, and the reduction to the call, which can be
analyzed in terms of four questions: to whom is what given, accord-
ing to which horizom, and what is thereby excluded? The transcenden-
tal reduction, placed in the framework of these questions,
concerns how an intentional and constitutive I is given consti-
tuted objects, according to a regional ontology that has as its hori-
zon objectivity, and excludes that which cannot be reduced to this
objectivity. The existential reduction concerns how Dasezn (un-
derstood in terms of being-in-the-world, and brought before
being in its entirety by anxiety) appears to be given different man-

 Marion, RED, 301: 11 faut répondre d une question de fait: quelle revendi-
cation le surprend originairement? Le fait de cette revendication déaide, a la
maniére paradoxale d'un a pron essentiellement aprés coup, de I'horizon oit
toute théorie de I'interlogué deviendra légitimement pensable. Une facticité
précéde donc la théone, mais il ne sagit plus de la facticité micnne du Dasein;
il s’agit de la facticité absolument autre et antécédente de la revendicaton me
convoquant par surprise.” Translation taken from RAG, 202.

" Marion, RED, 302; RAG, 202.
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ners of being, ontological difference, and the phenomenon of
being, according to the horizon of time, and excludes that which
does not “have to Be.” The reduction to the call concerns how
the interlocuted (the me, prior to the I or to Dasein) is given the
gift of surrendering to or withdrawing from the claim of the call,
according to no other horizon than that of the call iself, and
excludes nothing, since it is transcendental >

In Réduction et donation, Marion seeks to push the boundaries
of phenomenology in order to allow for the possibility that being
might give not only itself, but also that which *'is not™ according
to the horizon of being. Marion’s argument has three essential
aspects. First is his belief that being can be exceeded: with the
example of the 1 he indicates an exception to being, and with the
example of ennui he indicates an exception to the call of being.
Second is his emphasis on the quality of the reduction: a com-
plete reduction {one that goes further than to what *“is” and even
beyond sheer “isness” itself) will yield the givenness of whatever
inclines to give itself, beyond the control and initiative of a consti-
tuting subject. Finally, there is his pointing to a new horizon, the
horizon of the call itself, the mcaning of which will in duec course
be further investigated.

A CRITICAL ENGAGEMENT WITH REDUCTION ET DONATION

Having outlined Marion’s position as regards Husserl, Heidegger,
and, to some extent, Levinas, as it 1s argued in Réduction et dona-
tion, several quc;-;tions arise, It is important to address them prior
to considering Etant donné, for it is only in the light of these ques-
tions that the nature of his responses in that work will become
clear. These questions cluster around three poles, although they
invariably overlap: the phenomenological, the metaphysical, and
the theological. So, to what extent has Marion operated within
the limits of that discipline known as phenomenology? Has Mar-
ion gone beyond metaphysical language and concepts, or has he
simply rcinscribed them at a higher level? And what are the theo-
logical implications of Marion’s phenomenology?

™ Marion, RED, 302-5; RAG, 20%-5.
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The Reduction to Givenness and the Limits of Piwnomenolngy

In an article contributed to a special edition of the Revue de Méta-
physique et de Morale dedicated to Rédurtion et donation, Michel
Henry makes the point that of four possible founding principles
of phenomenology, the reduction o givenness is the only one
that can achieve an appropriate phenomenological end.” For
Henry, that end is the experience of life, and the means to that
end is not the exposition of being or beings but of the “how"
of phenomenality, the mode of givenness of phenomena.” The
reduction to donation is the most radical reduction because it
allows us to arrive at (without our comprehending it) what gives
us to ourselves: auto-affection, or “Arch-Revelation.”” The focus
of phenomenology is therefore not on that which can be made
present in representation (that which “appears™), but on that
which exceeds representation in its “appearing,” which is invisi-
ble. While this article is a response to Marion’s work and has its
own pariicular emphases (the call is always determined as the
“call of Life™; there is no possibility of response; the call is imma-
nent), we can sec why Marion names Henry as one of his greatest
influences.” Marion and Hemry belong to those who are promot-
ing the renewal of phenomenology. But is this phenomenology
phenomenological in the tradition of Husserl? Is the reduction
to givenness, which is frequently a reduction to what “is not” or
“i1s not seen,” legitimately phenomenological? This question
arises as an issue not only in the context of Réduction el donation
but in the broader context of phenomenological studies in con-
temporary France, and it has a number of aspects.

In the previous chapters, phenomenology was described as the
study of what gives itself to consciousness and how it 15 given. It
quickly became clear that according to the way Husserl developed
his science, givenness was dependent on the presence of the given
object 1o consciousness. Marion underlines this condition when

* Michel Henry, “Ouatre principes de la phénoméneloge,” Revue de Métaphy-
stquee ¢f de Morale 96, no. 1 {1991): 3-26, 21-25 [hereafter Henry, QPP].

I This thesis is developed as Henry's “phénoménologie matérielle,” and an
extended ueatment of 1t can he Tound m s work of the same name (Paris:
Presses Universitaives de France, 19937, see also his Lessenee de la manifestation
(Parws: Presses Universitaires de France, 1963).

“ Henry, QFF, 24. Marion made the disclosure in personal conversation,
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he observes, in relation to Heidegger and the “phenomenon of
being”: “In strict phenomenology, the ultimate instance of deci-
sion remains ‘the principle of principles,” namely the givenness
that is justitied unconditionally by intuited presence; it is before
this latter instance that it might be decided whether a ‘phenome-
non of Being’ eventually gives itself.”* In Marion’s analysis, and
as we have scen, Heidegger's attempt to deliver being in this way
fails, particularly because the call that is to deliver it is and must
be of undecidable origin. This is similar to the way in which Levi-
nas, by exceeding being, cannot deliver an individual, concrete
Other, and cannot deliver a God who can be known in the Infi-
nite, but only guessed at. And it is precisely because of issues such
as these—although my examples lie at one end of the contin-
uum—that Derrida is able to suggest the failure of phenomenol-
ogy as such. Phenomenology fails to deliver a “phenomenon”
that can be any more than a representation—that is to say, any
more than an interpretation. Phenomenology is a hermeneutics.
Yet in Réduction et donation, Marion both repeats the failure of
phenomenology by delivering a call that is “otherwise than
being,” and infinitely interpretable, and asserts that this delivery
remains within the tradition of Husserlian phenomenology. In
other words, the great achievements of Réduction et donation are
cast in phenomenological terms, when it seems they may belong
beyond phenomenology completely. Now, the question is perhaps
only a technical one, but it has important implications. For if,
as Marion seems to be suggesting, we can describe as a (given)
phenomenon that which nevertheless cannot be grasped by inw-
ition, he is attempting to maintain a privileged positon for phe-
nomenology prior to hermeneutics. If, on the other hand, he has
gone beyond the limits of phenomenology, then what gives ttsell
otherwise remains an interruption to, rather than a legitimate
object of, the Husserlian science.

It is relevant to note at this point the particular way in which
Marion understands “presence.” Early on in Réduction et denation
he debates Derrida’s reading of Husserl along the lines that
“presence” does not mean “able to be grasped by intuition,” but
“given.”"” Therefore, according to his definition, there can “be”

" Marion, RED, 250; ranslation from RAG, 167.
 Marion, RED, 56-57; RAG, 34-35.
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such a thing as a “present phenomenon” that signifies without
fulfillment. Exciting as the potential of this definition might be,
there is a problem here that refuses to go away, For the significa-
tion that is not fulfilled will always and necessarily be left open. It
therefore cannot be described as such; not yet any “thing,” it de-
fies the capacity of the phenomenologist to go any further than
signaling its “presence,” which for Marion is in the mode of ex-
cess. The difficulty is exemplified in the passage quoted above
with regard to Heidegger and being as a phenomenon. Marion
tells us that “it is before the latter instance [i.e., “the givenness
that is justified unconditionally by intuited presence” ] that it might
be decided whether a ‘phenomenon of being’ eventually gives
itself” (emphasis added). In other words, in order to determine
whether or not being gives itself, its givenness has to be not only
present but intuited as such—that is, its meaning as being must
be determinable. Yet if it exceeds intuition, how are we o deter-
mine that it is being? Heidegger suggests that this determinauon
occurs by means of the call. But as Marion points out, with great
insight, the call that is to lead us to being has itself no determinate
meaning. We have indeed reached the limits of phenomenology.

This leads us to contemplate Marion’s use of the word “hori-
zon.” In Réduction et donation, Marion speaks of a new “phenome-
nological horizon not determined by being,” and the “horizon
of the call.”** Now, a horizon is a type of border, or limit, Husserl
speaks of the horizon as the background from which things are
extracted as particular objects of consciousness,™ Expressing this
in more Kantian terms, a horizon would be a condition of possi-
bility for knowing anything at all, since the horizon forms the
frame for knowledge of individual things. And thinking of hon-
zon as context leads us to Heidegger’s usage, where it is less a
question of the horizon being something that moves, expands, or
changes (in a factical or existentiell sense) than something that is
the always and already given existential limit within which Dasein
works. Such a contextual or horizonal limit can be obscrved in
his discussion of “'‘being-in-the-world,” for example.*! In each of

# Marion, RED, 241, 303 RAG, 161, 204,

* See Husserl, /1, for example at §27

“ Sce the note by Heidegger's translators in BY, 1 n.
" Heidegger, BT, 35.
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these cases, the horizon is a border that includes or allows for
particular possibilities, which fences an economy of thought and
action. Yet it seems to me that Marion is seeking to take us beyond
the limits of the economies of objectivity, of being, of metaphys-
ics, and of intuition. What he seeks is a completely unlimited hori-
zon.”” What he seeks, in fact, is an appearing that does not have
any horizon against which it can be measured. The question is,
can anything appear without “appearing as something’?

Expanding the Resonances of Gegebenheit

We turn briefly to observe a problem that arose in discussion after
the release of Réduction et donation and has continued to be a
problem even after Etant donné. This relates to Marion’s use of
Gegebenheil. Joseph S. O'Leary questions whether or not Marion is
justified in translating it as donation. “He . . . reduces the plural
and diverse terminology of ‘givenness’ in Husserl and others to a
single somewhat grandiose notion of ‘donation.” All this facili-
tates the entry of the biblical God into phenomenology, as the
one who grants being.”%* Evidently, since Marion comes to insist
on “givenness” rather than “donation” in English, the problem
1s somewhat eased.” However, O’'Leary’s comment opens onto
two further difficulties. The first of these concerns the extent to
which Marion 1s preparing a theological end for his phenomenol-
ogy, and since this will be discussed at length, [ do no more than
raise it here. The second difficulty concerns the extent to which
Marion is justified in linking Husserl and Heidegger in the way
he does through a reading of Gegebenheit. In the words of one
questioner {who remains anonymous) in the Revue: “If it is legiu-
mate to distinguish and to oppose in a common phenomenological
horizon the transcendental reduction of Husserl from and to the
reduction to the ‘phenomenon of being’ of Heidegger, the pas-
sage to the third reduction—in the way that you propose it—
remains more problematic, save that you play with a certain
equivocity in the very term ‘donation,’ the same one that drives

52 Marion, RED, 305; RAG, 204.
*“ O'Leary, RPCT, 191.
°t Although John D. Caputo notes the difficulties this creates; Al 221 n. 23,
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(us] from the Selbstgegebenhert to the constellation of the Geben, of
the Gabe and of the es gibt.”’"> Marion’s response in this setting
1s strong: both Husserl and Heidegger foster and maintain the
ambiguity of givenness and the terms that can be semantically
associated with it. His reading therefore rests not only on an
equivocal reading of their works, but on the very equivocity he
finds there."

Renewing the Metaphysical; Presupposing the Theological: Laruelle

Another of the difficulties associated with Réduction et donation s
described hy Francois Laruelle."” Laruelle’s general criticism of
Marton is that in this work he simply stays within the bounds of
“philosophy,” but more specifically, he argues that Marion uses
phenomenology-as-philosophy to assert particularly Christian
ends. For “philosophy” we can read “metaphysics,” and so Lar-
uelle is suggesting that Marion remains trapped within onto-the-

ology:

J-L. M does pot want to abandon philosophy-—his Greck ele-
ment—bhut only to be torn from it by a Call—by God rather than
by another thought than the philosophical. He wants to be Chris-
tian from the point of view of the real, and philosophy—yet a last
tme, but it is definitive or un-exccedable—{rom the point of view
of thought: he wants to continue to reduce and describe. He makes
ol philosophy a last negative-condition—of the Christian, his own
manncr of going beyond the onto-theological method of metaphys-
ics; he chains humanity to God and God o philosophy in place of
chaining humanity to itself and of leaving philosophy to its non-
human destiny. Fither it is a philosophy that makes o extrenus the
leap (of) the Call-——but we scarcely beliceve it—; or it is a Christian
who is condemned 1o do (in spite of himselt) philosophy from
which he asks that one tears him without making him leave 6.5

% Question one to Jean-Luc Manon, in “Réponses & guelques questions,”
Revue de Métaphysique ¢t dv Morale 96, no. 1 (1891): 65-76, 65 [herealter Marion,
RO

" Marion. RO, 6869,

" Francows Laruelle, “L'Appel et le Phénomene,” Revue de Métaphysique ef de
Moralr 96, no. 1 (1991): 27-41 [hereafter Laruelle, AP).

@ Laruelle, AP, 37-58: "'[.-1.. M. ne veut pas abandonner la philosophie—son
élément grec—unais seulement en étre arraché d'un Appel—par Dieu plutot
qite par une pensée autre que la philosophique. It veut éure chrétien du point
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Laruelle explains that from the very beginning, Marion sets up
his project in terms of its legitimate continuation of the philo-
sophical wadition, taking on the very tefos of that tradition, which
is to uncover the self-givenness of things.* He maintains that Mar-
ion’s work is driven by the hermeneutic of “the Call’: his phe-
nomenology is only intelligible in terms of the call, but the
decision to employ this hermencutic already beirays his own
Christian interests and exposes Marion’s philosophical presuppo-
sitions.™ Further, Marion’s use of phenomenology as “the philos-
ophy of our time” illustrates his quite traditional “philosophical
faith.”!

According to Laruelle, Marion makes two highly significant de-
cisions: to emphasize donation as absolute, and to identify recep-
tion with donation, manifestation with the given, phenomenology
with ontology.” Laruelle asserts that Marion’s identification of
each of the dialectical poles in these pairs enables him to resolve
them in favor of a higher principle; once again, we are referred
1o the call.™ However, this means that the call always remains rela-
tive 1o something clse: “still, a condition remains for the Uncondi-
tioned.”™ Marton conditions his method with the philosophical
decision to make the call a transcendent term that tears us from
the empirical. In so doing, Marion separates himself from the
position of Henry (which Laruelle reads as radical immanence
without transcendence), as well as from Levinas (which Laruelle
reads as transcendence without the problem of the immanence of

de vuc du réel, et philosophie—euncore une dernicre fois, mais elle est détinutive
ou indépassable—du point de vae de la pensée: il veutl continuer i reduire et
décrire. 11 fait du philosophe une derniére condition-négative—du chrétien, sa
manicre a lur de dépasser la structure onto-théologique de la métaphysique; il
enchaine I'homme a Dieu et Dicu i la philosophie au lieu d’enchainer 'hommec
a lui-méme et de lasser la philosophe a son destin non-humain, Ou bien c’est
un philosophie qui fait i extrenns le saut (de) 'Appel—mais nous ne le croyons
guérc—; ou bien c’est un chréuen qui est condanmé a fawe malgré lui de la
philosophie i laquelle il denumde qu’on arrache sans la lui faive quitier.”

“ Laruelle, AP, 28.

™ Laruelle, AP 29, 34-35. Ol note herc is that Laruelle uses “1'Appel” where
Marion uses "I'appel.” 1 will use the lowercase except in quotations. To what
extent is Laruedle's eriticism couched in terms of what he wants (o find?

A1 Laruelle, AP, 24,

 Laruelle, AP, 30-31.

= Laruelle, At 31-33.

HLaruelle, AL 33 “owtelows, une condition subsiste pour 'lnconditionné.”
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reception). For Laruelle, Marion’s retaining of a dyadic structure
marks his dependence on “philosophy.”™ This cannot but condi-
tion the way Marion deals with the call itself.” In Laruelle’s judg-
ment, the ultimate possibility for phenomenology has been
posited as a reality prior to the phenomenological investigation,
and on the basis of revelation. It has been made absolute.” “The
Call is the Christian kernel which will order this [the reduction},
the real heart of all reliet and of all reduction—thus the pure form
of the relief.”” However, the call falls outside phenomenality.
Further, since the call rests on a philosophical decision, there is
no guarantee that it escapes the fold to which phenomena are
subjected: in other words, the call cannot be identified without
being subject to undecidability, and need not be ultimate.”™ Mari-
on’s phenomenology fails, and for much the same reason that
(according to Laruelle) all philosophy must fail, and is in nced of
deconstruction.® “The felos of phenomenology is always betrayed:
because it is precisely only a tefos and because to philosophize is
to betray the reality of the One.”™

To what extent are Laruelle’s criticisms vaiid? He is not alonc

 Laruclle, AP, 34: "*Mais elle ne le fait qu'en témoignant d'une volonté de
conserver jusqu'au bout la matrice la plus fondamentale de la philosophie—
celle de la Dyade, du Pli ou du Doublet—alors que 1out 'intérée des solutions
‘Levinas’ et ‘Henry’ avait été de la liquider ¢t de venir—chaque fois sur un
mode wes différent—ia une pensée réellement simple ou sans pli.” (“*Butit only
witnesses to a will to conserve to the end the most indamental martrix of philos-
ophy-—that of the Dvad, of the Fold or of the Doublet—whereas all the interest
of the Levinastan or Henrian solutions had been to liquidate it and to come—
each time in a very difterent mode—io a thought really simple or without fold.™)

" Laruelle, AP, 34-35: “On verra d’ailleurs plus tard que la philosophie et ses
décisions continuent & conditionner de manicre exténicure 'Appel lui-méme,
parce gque I'Appel est seulement un arechement a la philosophie, a ses formes
‘restreintes’ {(ontico-ontologiques) plutdt qu'un suspens radical de toute philo-
sophie passible; et que Cennuene va pas Jusqu'a la véritable mdifférence, qu'il n'a
pas encore la plus grande force réductrice possible.”

F Larnelle, AP 35.

* Laruelle, AP, 36: “'1'Appel est le noyau chréuen qui commandera celleci [la
réduction], le coeur réel de wute reléve et de 1oute réduction—donc la forme
pure de la reléve.”

» Laruelle, AP, 38.

% Laruclle, AP, 36.

* Laruelle, AP, 37: “Le telos de la phénoménologie est toujours trahi: parce
que ce n'est justement qu'un fefos et parce que philosopher est wahir le réel de
'Un.”
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in ascribing to Marion a theological motve for developing a phe-
nomenology of givenness, and for that reason I will address other
aspects of his critique before returning 1o the theological one.
Does Marion remain trapped within the bounds of metaphysics?
As it was observed above, Marion’s horizonal language opens him
up to the criticism of his thinking metaphysically, and Laruelle’s
reading of a dyadic structure supports this criticism. At the same
time, however, if we read Marion in line with his Levinasian back-
ground, and take seriously his attempts not to identify a **Caller”
with any certainty, then he is transgressing metaphysics, if not
escaping it (which would in any case be 1mpossible, as Derrida
has shown). It is hard to see how Laruelle can justify his distinc-
tion between Marion and Levinas on the grounds that the recep-
tion of the call somehow destroys its alterity, while the welcoming
of the Other does not, unless in both instances there is a slippage
trom transcendental to transcendent that enables identification.
And Marion’s addressing of the question of subjectivity, under
the figure of the interlocuted, suggests that he is well aware of the
metaphysical traps that await in his analysis, and able to deal with
them. To further establish Marion’s “post”-mctaphysical creden-
tials we would need only to look at his previous works. But to do
this would leave us in somcthing of a bind. For it is undoubtedly
in the light of Marion’s previous works that Laruelle is able to
make the charge that Marion is theologically (and therefore, in
his mind, metaphysically) motivated. In God Withou! Being and
L'idole et ln distance we {ind plenty of material to support Marion'’s
transgressing of metaphysics, but we also find much that would
sustain Laruelle’s opinion that Marion keeps both the philosophi-
cal and the Christian faith. The question is, to what extent does
that enable us to criticize his phenomenology in Réduction ¢t dona-
tion?

Does Marion arbitrarily choose the call as a means of guiding
his phenomenology (and does he make it absolute)? The re-
sponse might be yes to both parts of the question, if we are to
assume that Marion has a Christian project in mind. But we might
also interpret Marjon far less suspiciously if we remember that he
is not the first person to use the device of the call. The call of
being is an increasingly persistent theme in Heidegger, and the
summons from the Other (equally the call to responsibility, or
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the election by the Other) is a constant refrain in Levinas. If all
Marion is doing is trying to allow for a valve in the economy of
being or of beings, then the call can function in this way without
necessarily pointing to a transcendent God.

Janicaud, Derrida, and Le tournant théologique

However, 1n spite of Marion’s later avowal that Réduction et dona-
fion 1s a phenomenological, not a theological, work, criticisms of
his work relating to its theological presuppositions continue to be
made on various grounds. Perhaps that is because, as we have
seen and will see further, the work of an author rarely stands on
its own. and many of Marion’s phenomenological insights have
been expressed in a theological context. But it is also because
Marion’s work is but one of a number of works that emerge from
a particular climate in French philosophy. The theological criti-
cism is thus dirccted not only toward Marion, but also to a whole
“school,” if they might be so brought together. In 1991, Domini-
que Janicaud published a slimn volume titled Le tournant théologique
de la phénoménologie frangaise, where he argues that recent French
phenomenology has departed from the Husserlian emphasis on
immanence, in favor of the study ot the breaking up of imma-
nence by transcendence. *“Is this trait [of French phenomenol-
ogy] the rupture with immanent phenomenality? The opening
onto the invisible, to the Other, to a pure givenness or to an ‘arch-
revelation’»”* To this question Janicaud responds with a resound-
ing yes. Further, he argues that such openings are inherently
theological ones. Tracing the genealogy of (his trait, the origins
of which seem to lie in Heidegger’s phenomenology of the inap-
parent, Janicaud identifies its emergence most strongly in writers
such as Levinas, Marion, ITenry, and Jean-Louis Chrétien {we
might also add later works by Jean-Yves Lacoste and Louis-Marie
Chauvet to the list}). The analysis he then pursues relies on an

* Domimque Janicaud, fe fourmant theologique de o fiiénoménologe francaise
{Combas: Editions de I'éclat, 1991), 8 [herealier Janicaud, TTPF]; all wansla-
tions of Jamcaud used here are mine. The text is now available in translanon in
Dominique Janicaud, Jean-Francois Courtine, Jean-Louis Chréticn, Michel
chry, Jean-Luc Marion, and Paul Ricoeur, Phenemenology and the “Theological
Turn” The French Debate (New York: Fordham University Press, 2000), 1-103.
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argument that these writers have pursued a methodological trans-
gression of Husserlian phenomenology. That transgression re-
Jates to the disruption of the noetic-noematic correlation as well
as to what Janicaud maintains is the essential neutrality (or athe-
ism) of Husserl's method.* To remain faithful to phenomenology
requires a faithfulness to Husserl's scientific approach, which
means that it is illegitimate to ask quesdons about that which ex-
ceeds consciousness and, indeed, clearly partisan to do so.
Chapter 3 of Le tournant is devoted to a discussion of Marion in
response to Réduction el donation. Recognizing that the latter work
is “more discreet” in its theological interests than earlier works
of Marion, Janicaud nevertheless makes the claim that Marion’s
work 1s ideologically driven.®* Janicaud begins by observing that
the question has to do with “the status of phenomenology (and
of the phenomenological) between a ‘surpassed’ (or challenged)
metaphysics and a possible theology (at once prepared and re-
tained).”™™ Marion asserts that phenomenology is the legitimate
successor of philosophy-as-metaphysics; Janicaud, on the other
hand, questions whether or not this is or need be the case. Why,
he asks, has “the thesis of ‘the metaphysical extraterritoriality of
phenomenology’ and that which it allows or authorizes been
pushed so far”?* Janicaud argues that phenomenology is inher-
ently metaphysical, a criticism Marion addresses carefully and well
in his article **Metaphysics and Phenomenology: A Relief for The-
ology.”™ But Janicaud further sees no necessary connection be-
tween the three reductions that Marion proposes, insisting that
Marion’s hermencutic depends on a misreading of Husserl and
Heidegger, along the lines of Levinas.™ He asks: ““What remains
of phenomenology in a reduction that ‘properly speaking s
rot'*”'™ Marion’s reduction to the call, Janicaud maintains, sets us

* See, for example, Jamcaud's discussion of Levinas ac TTPF, 35-36.

M famcaud, TTPE Bt

B Jamwcand, TP 40.

* Jamcaud, TP, 41,

7 Jean-Luc Marion, “*Metaphysics and Phenomenology: A Relief for Theol-
ogy,” trans. Thomas A. Carlson, Crtical Tnguary 20 (1993-94}): 573-91. This arti-
cle origmally appeared in French as “Métaphysique et phénoménologie: Une
réleve pour la théologie,” Bulletin de Liltérature Ecclésiastique 94, no. 3 (1993):
189-206.

* Janicaud, TTHF 43-48,

* Janicaud, TTPF, 48.
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up for a theological response to the question of the call’s origin.
The confusion and surprise of the interlocuted that Marion de-
scribes, the phenomenological “emptiness” or gap, or negative
phenomenology upon which Marion insists—these are simply
parts of his structuring a philosophical system toward religious
ends, a structuring Caputo will later describe as *‘a smuggling of
the invisible nto the visible.”™ This reading of Marion is rein-
forced with a reference to another of his works—this time on
Descartes—where philosophy is made destitute by theology (Des-
cartes’s thought is transgressed by that of Pascal).”" It is also sup-
ported with a reference o Marion’s vesponse to questions put to
him in the Revwe, where Marion himself draws a thread between
his earlier, theological works and what he achieves in Réduction el
donation.” Janicaud concludes, thercefore, that “his phenomeno-
logical gap 1s only explained by a double reference that each fore-
warned reader is aware of: the problematic of the overcoming of
ontology (or of metaphysics), the properly theological or spiritual
dimension. It is the overlapping of the two schemes under the
cover of phenomenology that 1s here contested.”™ Along with
Jean-Louis Chréuen, Janicaud dcems Marion guilty of abandon-
ing phenomenological neutrality.™

[t is interesting to observe that Janicaud’s critique corresponds
in some ways to that of Derrida, although for entirely different
reasons. The basic thrust of Derrida’s criticism of Marion is that
while Marion auempts to suspend the horizon by suggesting that
the origin of the call cannot be ultimately determined, he does
tend toward identifying the caller as the Christian God:

To limit ourselves here to the most basic schema, let us say that the
question, if not the discussion, would remain open at the point of
the determination of the call or of the demand, there where the

“ Janicaud, TTPE, 48-49; Caputo, Al, 208, Sce also the discussion by Eric Al-
liez in De Cimpossibilité de ta phénoménologre: Sur la filiifosophue francaise contemporaine
{(Paris: Vrin, 1995), 601t

N 8ce Jean-Luc Manon, Sur le prisme métaplysique de Descartes (Pans: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1986); On Descartes” Metaphysical Prsm, trans. Jefivey L.
Kosky {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999).

= Marton, RQQ, 66-68.

* Janicaud, TTPK 51,

" Janicaud, TTPF, 53. For a response w Janicaud, see Jacques Coletie, “Phéno-
ménologie et métaphysique,” Cntique 54849 (January-February 1993): 56-73.
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circle seems to turn hetween the call of Being (Anspruch des Seins),
the call of the father (Anspruch des Vatersy, the primacy of which
Heidegger contests, and a “call which is brother o the one Heideg-
ger dismisses,” namely, the one that ““Levinus will not fail to take
up.” Nor, I will add, does Marion, who seems 10 me also o make
“the call as such,” “the pure form of the call,” conform o the call
of the father, to the call that returns to the father and that, in truth,
would speak the truth of the father, even the name of the father,
and finally of the father inasmuch as he gives the name.

A little further on he continues:

Having declared that it cxcludes any determinable content, why does
Marion determine “the pure form of the call” (and therefore of
the gift) as call “in the name of the Father”? As unique call, despite
“the gap between the two calls (the one Christian, the other Jew-
ish)” that it is “mportant 1o maintain®™? Is it possible to hear a
“pure form of the call” (and first of all must one presume such a
purity? And if one does, on what basis?) that would still not be from
Being, nor from the father, nor in the fraternal difference of the
“there,” if one can put it that way, between the Jew and the Chris-
tan, nor therefore in the language of the “Hear, O Israel: The
Lord our God is one Lord™ {Deuteronomy 6:4) in which, Marion tells
us, they “both have their source” (p. 295) 7%

Derrida’s reading of Marion uncovers what we might, borrowing
from Caputo, describe as “the dream of pure presence without
différance.”* It is a dream characterized by a fear of dissemination,
or expressed more positively, by a longing for an origin (for “the
return to the father™), a longing for purity (for “the pure form
of the call’"), and a longing for unity (for **the call as such”}.9
Nevertheless, whether or not this reading is a fair one, given the
limits of the passage on which it relies, is a legiimate question.

It has already been pointed out that Marion now sees Réduction
et donation as a strictly phenomenological work, without an overt
or covert theological agenda. But there is no doubt that the phe-
nomenology he puts in place has possible openings onto theol-
ogy, most specifically at the point of the call. The arguments

* Derrida, G717, b2 n.

* fohn D. Caputo, The Prayers and Tears of Jucques Dernda: Religron without Reli-
gon (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997), 20 [hereafter Caputo, PTJD.
" Emphasis added.
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outlined above come down to the following: first, to the extent
that Marton’s work is not phenomenological, it is theological
(Janicaud); and second, to the extent that it 1s phenomenological,
it is onto-theological {Laruelle, Dernida). Why do these posttions
turn around the theological outcomes, which Marion is later so
anxious to avord? Perhaps it 1s time, in the light of what Marion
writes 1n the preface to Réduction et donation (*'[these mvestiga-
tions] maintain an indirect, but no doubt necessary tie with older
works that, without knowing it, presupposed them’), to examine
the theological trajectory in which Réduction el donation can be
situated.™

The judgment that Marion has in mind a transcendent Caller
in Réduction et donation is quite probably made on the basis of
works such as God Without Being and L’idole et la distance. There are
a number of passages to which we can refer. In God Without Being,
for example, we read:

The onuc difference between being and nonbeing admits no ap-
peal; m the world, it acts irrevocably, without appeal. From else-
where than in the world, then, God himsell lodges an appeal. He
appeals to his own indifference against the difference between
being and nonbeing. He appeals to his own call. And his call sets
this indifference into play so that the call not only calls nonbeings
1o become heings . . . but he calls the nonbeings as if they were
beings.”

Or again:

The decision of beingness depends neither on the categories of a
philosophical discoursc nor on Being deploying itsclf in ontologi-
cal difference, but on instances separated by the limit between “the
world” and the “call” of the God who gives lite. And cunously,
for an informed reading at least, the nonbeingness of that which
nevertheless is results from the “world,” whereas God outside-the-
world prompts the heingness of nonbeings. '™

Marion speaks of “two sources of glory and of glorification: the
funding of the ‘world’ or the call of Christ.”"" Further, he goes

* Marion, RAC, xi.

o Manon, GWE, B7-88.
10 Marion, GWE, 93,

0 Marion, GWE, 94,
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on to identify the call as the gift: "And from now on one can
delimit even more closely the game that, indifferent to ontologi-
cal difference, thus causes beings to elude being: it is called the
gift. The gift that gave rise to the operations of preceding read-
ings—call, give life, as if, father, and so on—gves Being/be-
ings'“lli‘l

This understanding of call at least partially develops what Mar-
ion presents in Lidole ot la distance in terms of “la distance,” a
concept that apparently defies conceptuality and so is left unde-
fined, although not completely undescribed.'™ In chat text, dis-
tance occurs both between mysclf and others and between myself
and God."" It therefore functions as a guarantee for the main-
tenance of a sort of Levinasian alierity.'*® Distance escapes repre-
sentation, possessing an anteriority that is reminiscent of
immemoriality.'™ It precedes even ontological difference.!*” But
most interestingly for our purposes, distance forms what Marion
names the *“‘paternal horizon,” which is non-objectifiable and un-
thinkable.!"™ In this early work (L'dole et la distance appcared in
1977) it 1s distance (the horizon of the tather) that cuts across
being (or, it could be said, the call of being). By the time of God
Withou! Being (1982), it is God’s call that cuts across being accord-
ing to the horizon of the gift. And, as we have scen, by the time

102 Marion, GWB, 100,

% Marion, /13, 244: "*Bref, Fantériorité et 'extériorité herméneutiques de la
distance la dispensent de 1oute délinition relevant du ‘langage-objet’ (ou sup-
pos¢ 1el). Parce gqu'clle délinirat, la distance ne se définirait pas.” Distance is,
of course, one of the themes to which Hans Urs von Balthasar heavily subscribes.

M Marion, 1, 247.

e Nevertheless, this distance does not seem o have the same notion of
“curved space’ for which Levinas allows.

" Marion, [, Z54: “La distance . . . échappe clle ausst a touke représentation,
puisque tout ohjet représentable, comme towt sujet représentateur, dépendant
déja d'une distance définitivement antérieure.”

" Marwon, 1), 264

Y Manon, 1, 254 “Plus, Phorizon paternel de la distance se soustrait, par
définition, a towe mquisiion qu préendrat Fobjectiver. Ce dont il sagit, en
cffet, avee hui, c'est précisément de Vin-objectivable de impensable qui outre-
passe la néganon méine des pensables, de irreprésentable quu esquive la néga-
tion méme du représentable.” (CFurther, the paternal horizon of distance
withdraws, by definiton, trom all questioning that would purport o objectify it.
What it has to do with, m cffect, s precisely the unobjectifiable of the unthink-
able that goes beyond even the negaton of what is thinkable, the unrepresent-
able that avoids even the negation of the representable.’)
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of Réduction et donation {1989), 1t 1s the horizon of the call, a call
that is undecidable but which could be the call of the father, that
exercises itself betore the claiin of being.

Let us add to this brief survey the fact that, in the “Réponses a
quelques questions,” which is part of the Revue in 1991, Marion
is apparently prepared to consider the connection between his
carlier works and Réduction et donation. He 1s also prepared to dis-
cuss the possibility of a phenomenon of revelation, observing that
“to my knowledge, this locution does not occur in Réduction et
donalion, but a lucid reader cannot help but guess that the ques-
tion of revelation governs this work quite essentially.”'™ And in
the subsequent essay, “The Final Appeal of the Subject,” Marion
concludes: “More essential to the I than itself, the gesture that
interlocutes appears, freely but not without price, in the hgure of
the claim—as that which gives the [as a myself rendered to itself.
Grace gives the myself to itself before the T even notices iisclf. My
grace precedes me.”'"" One could make a case that we are re-
ferred here to the Christian God, the divine Giver.

The Omission of the Es Gibt

The idea that Marion has in mind a divine Giver brings us to
consider a final question with regard to Réduction et donation, one
that is raised in the Revue by Jean Greisch.!'! Given his interest in
donation, why does Marion not refer, in this work, to the Heideg-
gerian material on es gib?!'* The answer could lie in the carlier
texts 1. %dole et la distance and God Withou! Being. In the former,
Marion devotes several pages to a discussion of the es gibl. Begin-

s Marion, RQQ, 73; my translation. We could add to this list Marion’s com-
ments in “Metaphysics and Phenomenology: A Relief for Theology™; orin “Le
phénomenc saturé,” in Jean-Franc¢ois Courtine, Jean-Louis (hreuen Michel
Henry, Jean-Luc Manion, and Paul Ricoeur, Phénoménologie of théologe (Paris: Cri-
terion, 1992) [hereafter Courtine ct al., PT], 79-128 [hereafter Marion, £8];
trans. by Thomas A. Carlson as “The Saturated Phenomenon™ in Philosophy
Today 40 (Spring 1996): 103-24.

110 This essay appears in its [ullest translated form in Critchley and Dews, DS,
The quote is from p. 104,

M Jean Greisch, “L'herméneutique dans la ‘phénoménologie comme telle,’ "
Revue de Métaphysigue ot de Morale 96, no. 1 {1991): 43-63 |hereafter Greisch,
HPT.

12 Greisch, HPT, 56. Sec also O'Leary, TRSG, 251.
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ning with the question about what “brings into presence,” he
speaks of the “gift” of presence, the bringing into presence that
is accomplished in the # y .!" It is about meditating, he suggests,
not on that which there is, but on the fact that there is a “there
is,” which gives in withdrawing." It is about focusing not on the
given, but on givenness, or donation. Referring to "“Time and
Being,” Marion observes the play hetween donner (Geben—to
give), donation { Gabe—the gift) and the es (/i—it).""® I1e notes that
metaphysics masks the sense of giving, and that it is necessary to
think donation from within donner and vice versa.""" Importantly,
Marion emphasizes that Heidegger has in mind no verbal subject,
no cause, no ‘‘indeterminate power,” when he speaks of the es.'"”
The es is named Ereignis, but Ereignis is nothing other than the
giving that links being and time, which withdraws in their being
given. In its withdrawal, however, the reignis reveals itselt accord-
ing to its key characteristic: expropriation.'"

Thus the Ereignis, which achieves and goes beyond in this ontologi-
cal difference, never accedes as much o its proper sense than in
disappropriating itself, since this is also bow it makes “something
else” accede to its charactenstic. Its “absence” recovers its highest
“presence,” its withdrawal comcides with its proximity, since its re-
treat alone assures us of acceding to the “approaching proximity,
Nahhert,”" '

Ereignis can never be objectified, and Marion emphasizes the simi-
larity between it and what he calls distance.'” Further, he suggests

'* As T have already indicated, Marion observes that this is often the accepted
French translation, while maintaming a preference for ¢a donne. Marion, 1),
283.

4 Marion, 10, 284.

> Marion, /1. 285.

16 Manon, I, 286.

"7 Manon, f), 287,

"W Marion, ), 288-90.

" Marion, {1, 291: " Done T Freyes, qui achéve et outrepasse en cela la différ-
ence ontologique, n’wecéde janais autant 4 son propre qu'en se désappropriant,
puisque ¢'estainsi qu'il [t accéder “autre chose’ 4 son propre. L¥reigs, dans
Pabandon, assure le duntier, et dans le donner le donne a penser. Son ‘absence’
recouvre sa plus haute ‘prisence.’ son retrait coincide avec sa proximité—
puisque seul ce retrart nous assure d'accéder a la "proximité approchante, Neh-
het” ™

120 Maron, 1), 291.
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that Freignis is like “paternal” distance, although in that case Ere-
igris would need 1o be read according to distance.'” He explores
such a reading, coming to the conclusion that “the Ereignis can
thus be understood in wo ways, not unifiable, not contradictory,
not concurrent: as such, the last word of being, and as medium or
analogy of the trinitarian play (the gift of creation sending to and
deepening itself in the original filiation).” ' The analogy is par-
ticularly strong in the case of withdrawal.

Marion’s treatment of es gibt in Lidole et la distance is quite posi-
tive. Because Lreignis precedes and so defies ontological differ-
ence, it achieves the indifference o ditference that is Marion’s
chief interest.'** Its possible relationship to “paternal distance™ is
left open: there is no necessary ideological contradiction between
them at this point, although God Without Beingwill read differently
in this regard. But most importantly for our purposes, there is in
L’idole ¢t lu distance the beginning of the link between the es gibt
and a divine Giver. This link will prove crucial to Marion’s theo-
logical position, and hence it threatens to undermine his philo-
sophical interests. In God Withou! Being, during a lengthy passage
concerning the es gibt where Marion elaborates two interpreta-
tions of giving, we discover his strong desie not only to think a
donation anterior to that of being, but to specify a Giver, a desire
that would forbid the suspension of the horizon of donation. And
in this desire it is possible to recognize why Marion does not re-
visit the es gibt in Réduction et donation: his earlier interpretation of
it would cauterize his later argument,

In God Without Being, Marion construes God as gift in contrast
to God as being. His strategy involves not only showing that a
metaphysical understanding of being is inadequate for God
(along with Heidegger), but in showing that the Heideggerian
elevation of being apart from (but implicitly above) God itself
fails and can be theologically dismissed. As part of the latter move,
Marion must once again deal with the es gibt. He begins with the

2 Marion, [, 292,

2 Marion, 11, 2096: 1. Ereygmas peut done s’entendre de deux manieres, non
unifiables, n1 contradictoires, ni concurrentes: comme tel, dernier mot de 'Etre,
et comme médiun ou analegon du jeu winttaire (le don de création renvoyant a

et s"approfondissant dans la filiation originelle).”
5 Maron, D, 301.
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question of the relationship of the gift to being ({ Fire) and being
(étani), commenting:

No one¢ more than Heidegger allowed the thinking of the coinci-
dence of the gift with Being/being, by taking literally the German
es gibt, wherein we recognize the French #l'y @, there is: superimpos-
ing one and the other, we would understand the fact that there
should be {of course: being) as this fact that it grves, ¢a donne. Being
itsell is delivered in the mode of giving—{rom one end to the other
along the path of his thought, from Semn und Zert to Zet wnd Sen,
from 1927-1962, Heidegger does not cease to meditate on this
equivalence. Do we not delude ourselves, then, by claiming 1o dis-
cover in the gitt an instance anterior to Being/being thac distorts
the ontological difference of Being/being? Does not that which we
apprchend as “otherwise than being™ constitute precisely its most
adequate and most secret thought?'™

In response to this questioning, he maintains that “gift” and “giv-
ing” must be thought differently (not from each other, but from
the Heideggerian conception), and not beginning with being/
being. Marion gives two possible definitions of the gift/giving:

On the one hand there is the sense of the gift that leads, in the
there 15, 10 the accentuating of the it grves starting from the giving
itself, thus starting from the giving in so far as it does not cease
o give itself; in this case, the o that is supposed to give does not
provide—any more than does the impersonal il on the threshold
of the i y a—any privileged support.'

This is Fleidegger's interpretation, imvolving no giver as such. It is
interesting that Marion compares this giving to “what gives”™ In a
painting, not only because visual art has a very important place in
Marion’s work, but because he speaks here of giving as appropria-
tion.™ What gives in a work of art is neither painter nor canvas,
but something else altogether that allows itself to be “seen™: this
is Marion’s regular phenomenaological refrain. But here he inter-
prets the painting as idol rather than as j)con—""gift as appropria-

I Marion, GWH, 102.

2 Maron, GWSE, 102-3.

6 Maron speaks of art m GWEB in his discussion of idols versus icons, and in
La crowsée du wisible, 2nd ed. (Pans: Presses Universitaires de France, 1996) [here-
after Marion, CV],
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tion, without any distance.”” !
left hanging.

The second interpretation Marion offers of the gift/giving dis-
tinction is as follows (and I quote at length, because in this pas-
sage Marion reveals a number of significant ideas):

The question of expropriation is

On the other hand, the gift can be understood starting from giv-
ing—at least, as it is accomplished by the giver, The gift must be
understood according to giving, but giving [donaton] must not be
understood as a pure and simple giving [donnrer|. Giving must be
understood by reference to the giver, Between the gift given and
the giver giving, giving does not open the (quadri-) dimension of
appropriation, but preserves distance. Distance: the gap that sepa-
rates definitively only as much as it unifies, since what distance gives
consists in the gap iself. The giving traverses distance by not ceas-
g 1o send the given back to a giver, who, the first, dispenses the
given as such—a sending destined to a sending back. Distance lays
out the intimate gap between the giver and the gift, so that the self-
withdrawal of the giver in the gift may be rcad on the gift, in the
very fact that it refers back absolutely to the giver. Distance opens
the mtangible gap wherein circulate the two terms that accomplish
giving in inverse directions. The giver is read on the gift, to the
extent that the gift repeats the giving of the mitial sending by the
giving of the final sending back. The gift gives the giver to be seen,
in repeating the giving backward. Sending which sends itself back,
sending back which sends—il is a ceaseless play of giving, where
the terms are united all the more m that they are never confused.
For distance, in which they are exchanged, also constitutes that
which they exchange. '

Here Marion expresses his position with admirable clarity. Giving,
es gibl, is to be understood in terms of a giver, or rather, the giver.
And soon after, Marion identifies this giver: “Doubtless we will
name it God, but in crossing God with the cross that reveals him
only in the disappearance of his death and resurrection.”!®
Granted, we are in a book that has a theological orientation, but
there is no undccidability about this giving. “God” may be
“crossed out,” but it is certainly God who orients the giving that

2 AManon, GWE, 104,
= A aon, GWB, 104,
2 Marion, GWB, 105.
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exceeds being. Marion tries to protect God from reductionism
not only by withdrawing God from intelligibility (by using the de-
vice of crossing out), but by introducing the horizon of distance,
Distance serves to separate the terms (Giver and giving/gift, but
thereby also Giver and recipient). The question is whether or not
distance can scparate the terms sufficiently to allow for infinite
interpretability. It seems to me that mm making God an absolute
term, Marion has potentially compromised his reading of es gzit.
But at the same time, within the horizon of “distance” he utilizes
a mechanism that might otherwise be called “the trace,” and
which functions to protect the aneconomic quality of the inter-
ruption (“Distance lays out the intmate gap between the giver
and the gift, so that the self-withdrawal of the giver in the gift may
be read on the gift”).

In response to the question of Jean Greisch, it may be that Mar-
ion avoids dealing with the es gibt question in Réduction et donation
because he has already spelled out its implications elsewhere.
Since he wishes to preserve the undecidability of the call, he can-
not afford to insert his theological reading of es gibt into this con-
text.

On the face of 11, it seems that the problems raised by Laruelle,
Janicaud, Derrida, and Greisch are confirmed by thie theological
material that precedes Réduction et donation. But this is too simple
a solution to a complex problem. We have, on the one hand,
Marion insisting retrospectively that Réduction et donation is not a
theological book, a view that is confirmed by the letter (if not the
spirit, according to some) of the text. But we have, on the other
hand, an explicit confirmation by Marion that Réduction et dona-
tron fits in the context of his other works, which are either theo-
logical, or Cartesian, or both. And we also have his confirmation
that “to my knowledge, this locution [phenomenon of revela-
tion] docs not occur in Réduction el donation, but a lucid reader
cannot help but guess that the question of revelation governs this
work quite essentially.” How are we to resolve this tension? One
way of interpreting it might be as follows. In Réduction et donation,
Marion is not writing an explicit work of theology: it demands
no theological commitments and does not articulate theological
themes. Instead, he sets out to develop a phenomenology, one
that is expanded (o encompass not only what is given in fullness
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of intuition but also that which gives itself without the completion
of signification. Nevertheless, in so doing he is working at the
border of phenomenology and theology because he wants o
allow for the possibility that less usual “objects” (that is, we learn
more fully in Ktant donné, phenomena of revelation) might be
brought within the realm of phenomenological study.'* Now, to
the extent that Marion works at this interface, his work is very
relevant for a renewed consideration of the relationship between
philosophy and theology, particularly as it is opened by phenome-
nology. But the problems that arise at this interface are many,
and they are articulated to a greater or lesser degree by the objec-
tions to his work that are represented above. It is not simply a
question of Marion’s having theological presuppositions in writ-
mg Réduction ef donation, because the answer to that question is
both yes and no. We have seen instead that beneath this general
charge lie more specific questions that relate to the nature of
phenomenology as such. Claiming that Marion has a theological
agenda may be accurate, but it will also be confusing unless the
main game is kept in mind. In hne, can phenomenology as a
methodology sustain more than can be comprehended? If yes,
then the theological connections might be validly developed. If
no, then it sccms that Marion’s work fails, and further that there
is no point pursuing phenomenology’s relationship with theol-
ogy. We are left, in the context of the present study, apparently
unable to resolve the phenomenological problem of the gift, and
therefore unable to resolve the challenge this problem poses to
theology without recourse to dogmatic override. It is {or this rea-
son that this study, oriented as it is by that theological challenge,
is driven chiefly to consider phenomenological concerns. To see
how Marion reorients his phenomenology with an eye to his crit-
ics in Réduction et donation, we turn to the developments of Etant
donné.

1% There is an ambizuity in Marion’s work between the use of the terms yevela-
fion and Revelation. Here [ will use the capitalized term when Tam speaking of a
specitic event occurring i faith, in the Christian tradition.
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Being Given

In DEFENSE OF GIVENNLESS

ETant DONNE, published in 1997, represents the fullest account
of Marion’s phenomenology to date. Divided inio five books, this
monumental work repeats but also clarifies and extends the
achievements of Réduction el donation, vesponding 10 many of the
criticisms leveled at that project. At the moment we are con-
cerned largely with the first book, which focuses on the formula
reached in the final pages of Réduction et donation and devcloped
in the article “L’autre philosophie premiére et la question de la
donation™: “as much reduction, as much givenness.”' It is the
same formula that Henry affirms in his article in the Revue* Much
as the title Réduction et donation leaves open a useful ambiguity,
Etant donné allows Marion to implicate different phenomenologi-
cal questions. While he plays with various alternatives, Marion ulti-
mately suggests that we read “being given™ as it gives itself,”
making étant auxiliary to denné, and so focusing on the giving.®

! Carlson’s ranslation ol "autant de réduction, auant de donation” m Rediue-
tim and Givenness is “'so much reducuon. so much givenness.” Manon, RAG,
205, T prefer “as much™ for auteat because it keeps the sense of proporion
between the extent of the reduction andd the viclding of givenness. For the mter-
venmg arlicle, see jean-Luc Manon, “Llautre philosophie premiére ot la ques-
tion de ka donation,” Insutut Catholique de Pans, Philosophee 17. Le statid
cortentporamn de le phitosoplae premiére (Pans: Beanschesne, 1996), 29-56), 49 [here-
after Marion, LAPP], 34.

“Indeced, Manon mdicates that it is becanse of Temy’s “validaiion™ of the
lormula that he “dares™ o vaise it to a “principle” of phenomenology. Marion,
ED, 24,

*Manon elfects a shift from greenness (o ftant-donné, 2 move that is explicaied
by Carlson, again as translator, in a tootnote to Marion’s article ~Metaphysics
and Phenomenology: A Reliel for Theology,” 583: © "The given of Bemg' [
donnd d'étre] defines every bemyg as “a heing-given’ [un dant denné]. With the
hyphcnaton of dant-donnéd, which we translate as berng-green, Marion creates a
sigle term that resonates on several levels. On the one hand, one can read the
simple construction wherem a noun, [élant or un édant, is modified by an adjee-
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Marion seems to echo Heidegger here—the given attests to its
givenness, rather than its entitiveness; the given folds back on its
givenness, which is “the fold of the given.”" Etant donné is driven
by two questions—and these we note well: whether or not phe-
nomenology can go beyond metaphysics, and whether or not Rev-
elation can be considered as a phenomenon. In this sense, FEtant
donné is heir not only to Réduction et donation but also to a slim but
significant volume published in 1992; Phénoménologie et théologie, a
collection of essays by Michel Henry, Paul Ricoeur, Marion, and
Jean-Louis Chrétien, with an introduction by Jean-Francois Cour-
tine, Many of those named by Janicaud are represented in this
list.> While the phenomenon of revelation is under consideration,
Marion insists—in response to his critics—that he is not suggest-
ing we have to posit a transcendent donor, that he is not restoring
metaphysics, and that he is not restoring the place of the tran-
scendental subject, but simply allowing for the primary self-giving
of “that which shows itsell.”®

It is perhaps in response to those same critics that Marion un-
dertakes an extensive defense of his reduction to givenness, trac-
ing the link betwcen them (reduction and givenness) to Husserl's
The Idea of Phenomenology. Using four textual examples, he argues
from Husserl] that (a) it is not the appearing alone that validates
a phenomenon as a given, but its reduced character; (b) that the
phenomenological reduction operates to exclude the transcen-
dence of what is not given absolutely, or (¢} that transcendence
and immanence are redefined in rclation wo the reducdon; and
(d) that the reduction allows for the transcendent to become im-
manent. In other words, all the examples qualify Gegebenheit in
terms of the quality of the reduction. Marion observes: “The link
between reduction and givenness is found to be established, and

tive, donné, thus yielding the grven berng or « groen berng, On the other hand, one
can also read the common French locution “¢tant donné (que),” which in its
normal usage means ‘being given’ (that) or ‘seeing that.” Phenomenology allows
one to think the being-given in every given being, and thus the precedence of
givenness over beings and their Being. The term gwenness ntself can convey at
least three interrelated senses: giving, givenness, and the given.”

* Marion, ED, 6-7.

* Courtine et al., PT.

% Marion, D, 10-11.
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by Husserl himself. A phenomenon only becomes absolutely
given according to the extent to which it is reduced.”” And in the
same way that Marion reemphasizes the credibility of his reading
of Husserl, he reexamines the Heideggerian material with a view
to legitimating his association of both thinkers with a reductuon
to givenness. Marion’s echoing of Heidegger is therefore not acci-
dental, and where he excluded discussion of the es gibt (which he
translates ga donne) from Réduction et donation, here he reflects on
itin depth.®

In Being and Time, the ¢a donne accompanies and precedes be-
ing’s opening out according to the horizon of time, the only non-
ontic example of what makes being accessible. Being comes to
Dasein under the figure of givenness. Heidegger affirms that the
phenomenality of being (/'ére¢) does not show itself in being (en
étant) or as a being (un étant), but according to givenness.? Never-
theless, there is still an overt dependence on Dasein. Not until the
later text “Time and Being”’ does Heidegger recognize that being
cannot be thought according to its own horizon, and hence dis-
cover the need to talk about a new horizon, that of givenness.
Marion explains:

To think “it gives” being (and time), to transpose being into the
regime of givenness, nevertheless implies nothing arbitrary; firstly
becausc it is necessary to recognise the impossibility of holding
being in the horizon of being (only a being is, being is not), thus
the obligation to assign to it a new horizon; subsequently because
givenness, as soon as its first description, allows a rcading of the
most essential trait of being in its diffcrence with being, its with-
drawal."

? Marion, ED, 24-25.

* Marion argues that the translation il y ¢ “in effect masks all the semantics
of givenness which nevertheless structure the ‘es gibt.’ "' ED, 51 n.

¥ Marion, ED, 50-53.

'“ Marion, ED, 54: *Penser que ‘cela donne’ 'étre (et le temps), transposer
donc I'étre en régime de la donation n'implique pourtant aucun arbitraire; d’a-
bord parce qu'il faut reconnaitre 'impossibilité de tenir 'éwre dans Uhorizon
de I'étre (seul I'étant est, 'éwre n’est pas), donc Uobligation de Vassigner a un
nouvel horizon; ensuite parce quc la donation, dés sa premiére description,
permet de lire le trait le plus essentiel de Pétre en sa différance d’avece I'érant,
son retrait.”
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This withdrawal (of the gift) is an essential part of the giving.!
Bewween the giving and the gift there must be a difterence that
maintains ontological difference. Thus we do not really think
being so much as its retreat.'”

Does Heidegger succeed in thinking givenness? Marion begins
his response by saying that the eele is not to be thought as an
enigmatic power, that it must not be thought, according to Hei-
degger, as a cause. It has to remain indeterminate. Heidegger is
bracketing all transcendence: it is the giving, not the “it,” that is
important. Yet Heidegger gives the cela the nane Ereignis, and
Marion argues that this actually obscures the donative aspect. Ere-
ignis does end up functioning as an indeterminate power, since
Heidegger does not preserve the indeterminacy of the “it.” Mar-
ion also wonders whether, if being disappeurs in the event, it
meets the phenomenological exigency that it be exposed in the
cela donne. Docs the thinking of the Ereignis represent a phenome-
nological advance or a backward step? For Marion, Ereignis dissim-
ulates givenness. Asking whether the retreat leads back to
givenness, being, or Ereignis, Marion asserts that it goes back to
givenness, but that Ieidegger does not want to confirm this em-
phasis. Heidegger and Husserl thus effectively reach the same
point. Although they make use of givenness, they do not affirm it
as the key, but instead focus on other principles: objectivity and
Ereignis. Marion’s solution is to link givenness with reduction, a
reduction that would not delimit any horizon. Givenness would
in this way become its own horizon."

Having reasserted the legitimacy of his reading Husserl and
Heidegger in terms of givenness, Murion then explores what giv-
enness as a horizon might mean. Givenness only ever appears
indirectly, in the fold of the given." As an example, he considers
a painting, looking for ways in which its givenness might become
apparent.”” The painting might be seen as present-to-hand, yet
_”_,'hlarion, ED, 55; pour donmer le don. le donner doit s'en rearer” (Tlo give
the gift, the giving must withdraw™).

= Manon, ED, 54-56.

W Marion, &), d6-60).

1 Like objectivity in its link with the object, or Being in 1ts ditference from

being.
L Marion, £, 60-62.



BEING CIVEN 119

Marion maintains that the painting is more than the sum of its
dots. It subsists bevond its visibility: its appearance is not only in
its subsistence. Another way of looking at the painting is to sug-
gest that it is ready-at-hand. This 1s a better option because it gives
a sense of crattspersonship. It is subsistent, but there is something
Lo see in it besides what is visible. The painting implies a painter
or several painters, as well as spectators, an intention to paint,
materials used, and so forth. In other words, it demands a deci-
sion to want to see more than the subsistent visible. However, this
understanding is limited to functional operations and ends.'® The
painting is not really anything if it is taken in the manual sense.'”
A third path is to suggest that the painting be considered in its
entitiveness. This is the Heideggerian approach, where art cap-
tures the truth of the being. But does it? Marion suspects that
Heidegger remains tied to metaphysics here, since art is ordered
to an end, be it beauty or truth.'® He suggests instead that beauty
appears independently of the being of a painting. We see some-
thing as beautiful not because of its own thingness but because it
captures a sense of things. The beauty is irrcal. Marion ofters the
possibility that the work of art, far from capturing the truth of the
being, actually frees itself from it." In the ¢nd, the painting /s
not.2" The paradox of a painting is that it is not, and yct it appears
all the more. In what, then, does the phenomenality of the paint-
ing consist? Marion uses Baudelaire to explain: what a painting
requires is melody. The nonvisual analogy is used to express
something that cannot be expressed in terms of real visibility.
When a painting lacks melody it lacks its event-principle, its effect,

'* The pamnting functions as (a) an acsthetic object of pleasure, (b) an object
of value 1in the marketplace, or (¢) an object of critical judgment. None of these
assessments really grasps the painting as it gives itself. Manon, £D, 63-65.

'" Marion, £D, 65-67.

¥ Marion, D, 67-69.

' Once again he gives three examples. The pamting is indifferent to the onue
circumstances of its appearance—it can be reprinted many times, but its beauty
will be allirmed only by other criteria. 1t does not appear because u is, but
because 1t exposes itsell; physical reality alone is not sufficient to make it remark-
able. To see a painting, it is not sufficient just to set it. The excess of the painting
imposes itselt on me, gives itselt to me. Further, paintings demand revisitation.
The painting does not consist of its thingness but in 1ts mode of appearing,
which can repcalt itselt at cach vicwing in a new mode.

* Marion, ID, 69-72.
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which is the invisible life of the painting.?* The effect defines the
phenomenality of the painting—its givenness. That invisibility
can give itself is not contradictory, but hecomes possible when we
bracket those things that do not belong to a given’s pure phenom-
enality: its objectivity and its thingness. Invisibility makes visible.
So it becomes possible to speak of other things that give them-
selves without objectivity, such as time, life, and one’s word; or
without being, such as death, peace, and sense. Marion uncovers
here a new class of phenomena, vindicating his idea of a reduc-
tion to pure givenness.* Tt is at this point that we begin to sce
how revelation will become significant as a potentially invisible
phenomenon.

The idea that the phenomenon can be reduced to a pure given
is subject to two objections, which Marion reduces to one. He
observes that there are some phenomena that define themselves
by their irreducibility to givenness, such as death and nothing-
ness, and asks whether or not there are two types of phenomenal-
ity, one that reduces to the given and the other that does not.
What would this mean for the universality of givenness? Then he
asks whether his reduction, which goes beyond the reduction
both to objectivity and to “beingness,” is really the ultimate in
reductions.”® “These two questions {(universality, primacy) join
themselves into one: how to justify the privilege given to given-
ness?#* We follow his response to these objections i1 some detail,
for it is highly significant for both phenomenology and theology.
Marion begins by saying that no thing is, or affects us, except
insofar as it is given to us.*® He maintains that this is even the case
with regard to the nothing—givenness by denegation—a given-
ness by absence or lack. It is a matter of discerning the type of
givenness rather than the fact of givenness. The nothing gives

A Marion, ED, 72--73. Marion uscs Cézanne to describe the effect: it engages
the soul, rather than perception or emotion, "I effet fait vibrer 'dime de vibra-
tions, qui, bien évidemment, ne représentent aucun objet, ni aucun étant, et ne
peuvent elles-mémcs se décerire ou se représenter sur le mode des étants et des
objets.” ED, 75.

“t Marion, kD, 73-78.

* With regard to the reduction to beingness, Marion uses Aantité and connects
it to Heidegger.

2 Marion, ki), 79.

* Marion, ED, 79-80).
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itself in anxiety, and this is not only a negative giving but a positive
one.? The obscurity of the non-appearing gives itself (a) as the
incomprehensible, where it gives the excess of the infinite (like
Denys and Descartes); (b) as the weakness of intuition, where it
gives the ideal of reason (Kant, Husserl}; and (c¢) according to the
negative, where it gives dialectic (Hegel). Emptiness gives itself in
deception of the anticipation of perception, in desire.”” These
are, in fact, givennesses without a given. Husserl has already sug-
gested that this is the case with nonbeing, counter-sense, and con-
tradiction. In other words, Marion argues, givenness is not the
same as intuition. There can be a given that does not fulfil intu-
ition.* Marion suggests that deconstruction thus rests on “la do-
nation différée.”’* Rather than non-givenness, Husserl speaks of
enlarged givenness, although Husserl is to be interpreted care-
fully on the question of “representation.” Everything is given, but
sometimes in an empty manner. Additionally, there can be no
exceptions to givenness, so it makes no sense to speak of a non-
givenness or a negative givenness, since these must be first do-
nated.*

Marion notes the further objection that givenness presupposes
the givenness to someone (ego, consciousness, subject, Dasein,
life}. This would mean that givenness would except those whom
it affects. In the case of death, there would be no recipient and
therefore no givenness. Yet according to Heidegger, death deter-
mines Dasein, which is paradoxical. For Heidegger, death is Da-
setn’s possibility par excellence, and defines its proper possibility.
Death does not abolish the Dasein to which it gives, but gives to
Dasein its ultimate determination of being, which is being-toward-
death.®! Death gives impossibility; it gives the experience of fini-

* It gives itself by the intuition of essences or by categorial mtuntion.

27 Marion, KD, 81-82.

**This is also a Levinasian insight.

#* Manon, £D, 82. Ths is very important in terms of the failure of the reduc-
tion.

* Marion, Ef3, 81-84,

“* Marion, ED, 84-86. Of course, Heidegger's understanding of death is in this
way very difterent from that of Levinas, for whom death always refers to the
death of the Other. “This 15 the fundamental difference hetween my ethical
analysis of death and Heidegger's ontological analysis. Whereas for Heidegger
death is my death, for me it 15 the other’s death.” Levinas in Kearney, DCCT, 62.
In Derrida’s discussion of Heidegger, Levinas, and death in GD at 41-47, he
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tude as an existential determination of Dasein.?* So according to
Marion, even death and nothingness are given in givenness, indu-
bitably.* Now, the indubitability without condition of givenness
would become unacceptable if it were conceived in a substantial
mode. Instead, it can only be conceived as an act, and not a per-
sonal one, but a phenomenological one that cannot be separated
from the reduction. Thus Marion holds that to affirm the univer-
sality of givenness it is sufficient to try to deny it. It is always con-
firmed in its retreat.™

Having affirmed his reading of Husser] and extended his read-
g of Heidegger, Marion is able 10 present a strong case for the
legitimacy of a reduction to givenness. But there remains a final
issue to deal with: whether or not he has gone too far in using
“givenness’ to coordinate a number of words that have distinct
mecanings and usages (es gibt, geben, gegeben, Gabe, Gebung, Gegeben-
heity. Once again, he declares that it is not about exploiting an
ambiguity but about stating a fact. The ambiguity is certainly
there, but he does not find 1t necessary to exclude an idea that
simply coordinates these different meanings, Looking further at
the inevitable ambiguity of la donation, Marion explains that it has
an ineluctable duality. It means the given gift, but it has also a
sense of givenness that disappears in the given. Ambiguity is really

compares death as a moment of authenticity and the responsibility we bear for
the other’s death. Blanchot picks up on the solipsism mherent i Heidegger's
perspectve of death as ultimate post-.ihlhw of impaossibility. See Blanchot, S,
especially in the section emitled “The Work and Death’s Space™ “Can T dic?
Have [ the power 1o die? This question has no foree except wheu all the escape
routes have been rejected. 1t is when he concentrates exclusively npon himself
in the cerfainty of his mortal conditdon that man’s concern is o make death
passible. T does not suflice for him thay he is mortal, he understands that he
his to become mortal, that he must be mortad twice over: sovereignly, extremely
mortal.” SE, 96,

® Marion, £, B6-87

g is a hittle like Descartes's argument for the existence of the cogito, except
that the indubitability factor 1s different. Concerning the indubitability of the
ego, it is possession that is invoked, whereas the indubitability of givenness has
to do with abandonment. Givenness abandons itself in favor of the given. The
inclubitable is never a being but a universal act. Iow? Not as a transcendental (if
indubitability were a transcendental it would impose itself prior o expenence;
transcendentals fix expertence—givenness exceeds ). The indubitability of giv-
enness is not like that of the ego, but its inverse, although it does not destroy it.
Marion, IZD, 87-89.

H Marion, kD, 89-90.
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the essence of givenness, and trying to do away with the reversion
of the given to givenness would mean doing away with the given
itself.® Gegebenheil is, as his critics have pointed out, very difficult
to render, but Marion claims that his choice to translate it by la
donation is faithful to Husser!’s use.” This is because “givenness”
keeps the two senses of givenness: the result of givenness (the
given) and givenness as a process (to give}.”

RETHINKING THE GIFT

In the second of the five books that make up Etant donné, Marion
addresses the question of the gift by placing it in the context of
givenness. It forms a direct response to Derrida’s analysis of the
gift on two fronts: Marion asserts both that phenomenology is
possible and that, from a phenomenological perspective, the gift
is also possible. In what follows [ will draw matcrial from two
sources, both Elant donné and the earlier (in French) “Fsquisse
d’un concept phénoménologique du don,” only more recently
available in English as a chapter in Merold Westphal's Postmodern
Philosophy and Christian Thought.*® The theological setting of the
article (hereafter referred to as “the Sketch™) has a particular
pertinence to our discussion, while Etant donmé prescits the mate-
rial with greater lucidity.

Marion introduces the second book of Etant donné again with a

* Marion, Ef), $1-97.

* This may well be the case in French, but when it is retranslared mto English
therc is a problem,

Y Marion notes that Lawith uses two dilferent words (donnde and prdsence) but
asks how we are to deade between them on any given occasion, Importantly, he
also asks whethier or not givenness 1s 1o be equated with presence. Manon, FD,
47-99. He claims that the vanslation ol Gegebenhert by donnde s inadequate. Mar-
10n, ED, 99-1(K).

#Sketch of a Phenomenological Concept of the Gift.” Tt appeared w French
as “Esquisse d'un concept phénoménologique du don® in Archrne di filosofia,
Anno 62, nos. 1-3 (1994): 75-94 [hereafter Marion, £], and s now translated by
Johin Conley, 8.]., and Dunielle Poe as part ol Postmodern Philosophy and Chrishan
Thought, ed. Merold Westphal (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999),
122-43 [herealter Marion, SPCG). All translation mine unless indicated. Frant

donné represents a more developed form of the argument, as Marion mdicates
in SPCG, 143 0,
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reply to his critics. His interest in givenness is not theologically
motivated, and it has no necessary metaphysical implications. Yet
a juxtaposition of this text with the introduction of the Sketch is
revealing. In the Sketch, Marion professes his interest in the links
between the gift and revelation. The latter is characterized by an
excess of intuition that gives it the appearance of a gift. We might
see here something of the influence of Paul Ricoeur, who speaks
of religious “‘feelings” (sentiments) “‘belonging to an economy of
the gift, with its logic of superabundance, irreducible to the logic
of equivalence.”® For Marion, both revelation and the gift can be
thought from the horizon of givenness, which is the horizon of
phenomenology.® In the article, he undertakes his analysis of the
gift with a view to coming to an understanding of revelation. But
returning to Flant donné, we see the theological interest subject to
far greater limitations. In this text, the phenomenological consid-
erations are paramount: the task is to think givenness other than
according to the model of efficient causality, a task that will n-
volve thinking givenness along the lines of the gift."

Noting that the gift has commonly been understood in terms
of causality (giver gifts gift to recipient) and that such a (meta-
physical) understanding defeats the gift, Marion asks whether or
not the gift must remain an aporia. This leads him to an exposi-
tion and evaluation of Derrida’s analysis of the gift. The merit of
Derrida’s discussion, he notes in the Sketch, 1s that it makes evi-
dent the connection between the problem of the gift and the
problem of givenness. Using the Aristotelian terms of causality
(which Derrida himself does not), Marion describes the meta-
physical gift cconomy that Derrida has observed: “'the donor gives
the gift as an efficient cause, using a formal cause and a material
cause (which is the gitt) following a final cause (the good of the
recipient and/or the glory of the donor); these four causes per-
mit givenness (o satisfy the principle of sufficient reason.”** Mar-

% Paul Ricocur, “Expérience et langage dans le discours religieux” [hereafter
Ricoeur, ELDR], in Courtine et al., P7, 15-38, 16. It 1s of interest that Ricoeur
uses the phrase “‘economy of the gift” but connects it with “superabundance”
rather than *‘equivalence.” Are we to rcad him in terms of Bataille on €COnomyr

# Marion, K, 75; SPC(, 122-23,

1 Marion, £43, 108.

£ Marion, £, 76-77: “'le donateur donne le don comme une cause efficiente,
utilise une cause formelle et une cause matérielle (ce qui est comme le don)
suivant une cause finale (le bien du donataire et/ou la gloire du donateur);
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ion very deliberately links the metaphysical principles of causality
and reason with the character of economy that undermines the
gift.

Marion then examines each of Derrida’s arguments. First there
is the demand for a lack of reciprocity. The recipient must not
make any return to the giver: the gift (or givenness) disappears as
soon as it enters into a situation of exchange. Once again, Marion
relates this to the need to satisfy the principle of sufficient reason,
“that of identity and the fourfold causality which the economy
follows in its metaphysical regime.”** Derrida’s next argument is
an extension of the first: the recipient must not only not return
anything to the giver but must remain unaware of the gift re-
ceived. Here Marion makes an apparent modification to Derri-
da’s point: “The recipient only profits from a gift—sheer
gratuity—if he does not interpret it immediately as gift having to
be given back, a debt to repay as soon as it is possible.”* The
word immediately is of interest, because upon my rcading Derrida
is less concerned with an immediate return than with any return
as such.* Marion has observed a conncction with time, but it is
not the same connection Derrida makes, as we will later obscrve,
He also questions Derrida’s belief that a refused gift is annulled
in the same way as one that i1s accepted, arguing that there are
many gifts that go unrecognized, such as life and love, and possi-
bly also death and hate.* Marion’s interpretation of this lack of

ces quatre causes permettent d la donation de satisfaire au principe de raison
suffisante.” SPCG, 124; D, 109.

# Marion, E, 77: “celui d'identité et la causalité quadriforme que suit, en son
régime métaphysique, 'économie.” SPCG, 124. This analysis is largely repeated
in ED, 108-10.

“Marion, E, 77: “Le donataire ne bénéficie d'un don—pure gratuité—que
s'il ne I'interpréte pas immédiatement comme don devant étre rendu, dette a
rembourser dés que possible.” SPCG, 125; ED, 111.

* Derrida’s reading of Mauss on the possibility ol delayed repayment is of
interest here. Derrida notes the difféerance that is “msadbed m the thing itsell”" by
the requirement of delay (GT1, 40). But this does not seem to remove, for Der-
rida, Mauss's gilt from the cycle of ecconomy. Perhaps an argument could be
mounted, and this may be Marion’s insight, that the delay or différance is suffi-
cient to disrupt the complete return of the gift. In other words, by the tme
the gift 1s recognmized in a counter-gift, a return to the idenuty of the gift is
impossible.

“ Marion, £, 78; SPCG, 125; ED, 111 n. Marnon says that the true gift is one
where there is no object: “When one gives life, there is no object, when one
gives death, there is no object, when one gives forgiveness, one gives no object.
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recognition is that the gift exceeds consciousness: a misunder-
stood gift remains perlectly given, since this meets the condition
of no recognition.'” By virtue of this possibility, Marion suggests
that the gift thus does not depend on the recipient, and even
goes so far as to say that the recipient can be phenomenologically
suspended.™

The third of Dernida’s arguments, Marion notes, concerns the
donor, who must also forget the gifi. Remembering is at the risk
of sclf-congratulation: any reward would return the gift to the
donor. Marion refers the donor’s awareness of the gift to the ego,
the transcendental and constitutive 1, and since the gift is not
wlhere there s an ego, the donor can be suspended in a way simi-
lar to the recipient.™ Derrida’s last argument relates to the gift
itself: for there to be gift, the gift cannot appear as gift. Marion

Itis [the law ol] the gitt that one doesn’t hold to an object.” Jean-Luc Marion,
personal interview, 21 November 1996 [hereafter Marion, Sorbonne interview].

7 “Le donataive ne satt pas et n'a pas a connaitre quel don lui adviend, précise-
ment parce quun don peut et doit surpasser towte claire consaence” (“The
recipient does not know and does not need 10 be acquainted with whatever gifl
happens to him or her, precisely because a gilt can and should surpass all cleac
consciousness’ ). Marion, E, 78; SPCG, 125; ED, 11]. This is a crucial point in the
debate between the two authors. Derrida is secking not to reduce the gift to
consciousness, and he does this by mamtaining a radical anteriority and endless
undecidability. Marion likewise does not wish to reduce the gift to conscious-
ncss, but he does so by aking the path of cxcess, where mtentionality has a
content but no object, much as with Descartes’s 1dea of the infinite. Do these
two paths ultimately coincide? To the extent that Marion is prepared (0 name
his excess, perhaps not. With regard to the misunderstood gift, it scems Derrida
may agree to some extent. However, Derrida disunguishes between a misunder-
stood gilt (not recognized as gilt) and an unappreciated gift (received as gift
but not wanted). Marion does not always deal consistently with this issue, and
his 1ext can appear self-contradiclory, as he goes on 1o say that a refused gilt s
still fully giveir. See Jacques Derrida, At This Very Moment in This Work Here
1 Am.” originally in Textes pour Enonariuel Levinas, and then 1n Jacques Derrida,
Psycké: Tnventions de Uantre (Paris; Galilée, 1987), 159-202, wanslated hy Ruben
Berezdivin for inclusion in the collection Re-reading Levinas, ed. Robert Bernas-
cont and Simon Critchley (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991), 11-48
[hercafter Dernida, ATVM].

#“La donation suppose donc I'épokhé du donataire.” Marion, L, 78; SPCG,
125; £ED, 111-12. This scems a large step to take. Marion appedrs to be trymg to
say that whether or not a gift 15 given does not depend on the recipient. But at
the sane time, a reciplent remains one of the conditions of im/possibility of the
oitft. Marnion will make much of phenomenological bracketing, but 1 am not
aliogether certain that it always works.

" Marion, £, 78; SPCG, 125; FI}, 112-13.
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makes much of this “apparition” of the gift (lapparition): it is
the visibility {what he redefines in Etant donné as the “'permanent
visibility,” or subsistence in presence or objectivity) of the gift as
such that annuls it."* Yet he observes that Derrida here recovers
Heidegger's “phenomenology of the inapparent.” For Marion,
the non-appearance of the gift does not impede the phenomeno-
logical task: if the gift itself does not appear, there can stll be
a phenomenology of giving. Marion therefore finds baffling the
paradox that Derrida embraces, which he expresses in Ltant donné
as an aporia: “Either the gift presents itself in presence, and dis-
appears from givenness, to become inscribed in a metaphysical
system of exchange; or the gift does not present itself, but thus
no longer becomes visible at all, thus closing all phenomenality
of givenness.”" The two objections of Janicaud and Derrida with
regard to givenness (its being implicated in metaphysical schemes
of causality or subsistence in presence) are reflected in the gift.
Marion’s solution is to think, along the hnes of Levinas, a gift
that excepts itsclf from being and therefore from presence
thought as subsistence.™ Yet Marion pushes the analysis further,
and here his real pomt of disagreement with Derrida will emerge.
He quotes Derrida’s observations: “the truth of the gitt . . . suf-
fices to annul the gift,” and “the truth of the gift is equivalent
to the non-gift or to the non-truth of the gift.”** Reading these
statements via a process of formal argument, he arrives at two
possible ways of understanding them. Following one way, he sug-
gests that non-gift and non-truth are equivalent, and thar there-
fore the gift is the truth. Alternatively, he suggests that the
statements mean 10 oppose the gift and the truth, making them
mutually exclusive. Marion tends toward accepting the first inter-
pretation, while proposing that Derrida would probably favor the
second.” In the debate at Villanova, and in response (o this very
point, Derrida maintains: “I would say that, in fact, if T had to

* Marion, 12D, 113-14.

M Marion, E, 79,

* Marion, £, T9-80; SPCG, 126; £D, 113-15.

* Marion, £6), 115~10.

I Manon, F, 80-81: SPCG, 127-28, quoted from Derrida, 1371, 49, In transla-
tion 1t is from Dernida, G171, 27.

* This discussion all takes place in the text of the Sketch, bt the assocation
of the gift and the truth 15 relegated to the foolnotes of Ftant donns,
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choose, it would not be so simple. . . . I am referring to a tradi-
tional concept of truth, that is, an ontological-phenomenological
concept of truth, as revelation or unveiling or adequation. From
that point of view, I would say that there is no truth of the gift,
but [ do not give up on truth in general.”* Taking a further step,
Marion notes that Derrida distinguishes between a gift that is
something determinate (which Marion identifies as the annulled
gift) and a gift that gives the condition of the given in general but
which actually gives nothing.®” Since the latter gift gives no-thing,
it seems to fulfil the conditions of possibility and impossibility of
the gift.™ But Marion rejects this option, too, because he sees in
it a hint of the metaphysical (he reads “condition™ as “founda-
tion”). He also rejects it because he maintains that the modifica-
tion of the object of the gift from given to condition of the given
allows neither for the passage from the gift to givenness nor for
the freeing of givenness from the economic system.” Now, Mar-
ion has indicated two points of disagrecment with Derrida: on the
question of the truth of the gift, and on the question of the gift
as condition of giving. At this juncture, therefore, it seems he may
wish to arguc for a gift that can appear (even if not in the present)
and which can be determinate. But then he changes tack. Accord-
ing to Marion’s analysis, Derrida’s gift can only be thought out-
side presence, outside subsistence, and outside truth, and is
therefore impossible. That is unless, he argues, Derrida’s gift does
not deserve the name of “gift.”® Instead of rejecting outright

“ Dernda and Manon, O7G, 72,

5" Marion, £, 8); SPCG, 128.

* And suits the giving of what does not exist. such as life, death and time. On
this point I read Derrida slightly differently, placing the aforementioned gifts in
the more general category rather than as conditions of the given, except, per-
haps, ume.

8 Manon, £, 81; SPCG, 129-30; ED. 117-14.

i harion, £, 82; SPCG, 129-30. In the Sorbonne miterview he notes: V' have
expliined that Derrida says thae if a gift is perlect, it is necessary that no one
receives it, that no one gives it, and that no thing 1s given. According to him, the
concept of the gilt is a contradictory concept. Well, my response is that the gift
isn’ta contradictmy concept. In the gift, always, if there is a gift, there is a giver
and a 1ece1vel but rarely the two at once. And m a true gilt . . . there is no gift-
object.” Marion argues slightly differently with regard 1o Uulh in KD, 116-19,
where he maintams that the git can on]\ be thoughl in dispensing with the
truth of the gift as subsistence or plt‘bt‘n(_t‘—lhdl is, he aligns himsclf a little
more with Derrida.
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what Derrida says about the gift, Marion affirms that no gift can
be that which takes place in an economy, and that as a conse-
quence there must be other conditions of possibility of the gift.
He argues that all previous thinking of the gilt has heen done
according to the horizon of exchange and in terms of causality,
whereas he will think the gift according to the horizon of given-
ness. Looking toward Aquinas, where the gift is properly a given-
ness without return, or that which loses itself, Marion asserts that
gratuity alone cannot suffice to define the gift.”

It is at this point that the methodologies of the Sketch and Etant
donné diverge. Where the Sketch continues by reducing the gift
to the way it is experienced by the donor and the recipient, Ltant
donné proceceds by bracketing each element of the causal mecha-
nism of the gift in turn. The latter path is much less complex,
although the former descriptions should not be abandoned, be-
cause they offer valuable insights into what Marion sees as the gift
“itself.” Therefore, while I will continue this study of Marion’s
articulation of the gift by way of Etant donné, 1 will also refer to the
Sketch insofar as it augments this articulation.

Marion’s argument is essentially as follows: if we disconnect at
least ene of the three causal mechanisms of the gift, the gift ccases
to form part of a metaphysical construction and can he phenome-
nologically considered according to its givenncss, By “causal
mechanisms,” which is my description and not Marion’s, I mean
those elements that regularly constitute gift-giving: a donor, a re-
cipient, and a gift. So, Marion’s first step in this process is to dis-
connect or bracket the recipient (l¢/la donataire), which means
that we also consider the gift from the perspective of the donor.
As we have scen in Derrida’s analysis, if the recipient precedes
the gift (by expectation or demand) or remains after it (in grati-
tude), the gift is doubly disqualified because it becomes the effect
of a cause or involves reciprocity. If, on the other hand, the gift
is considered from the perspective of the donor as pure loss, as
something that cannot be returned because the specific recipient
remains unknown, then it functions outside a causal or economic
horizon." (Giving takes place when we give as if the gift cannot be

"' Marion, E, 82-83; £, 118-21.
%2 Marion, ED, 124-26.



130 RETHINKING GOD AS GIFT

returned. This is the case when T give without knowing the iden-
tity of the recipient: when I give to a charitable organization, the
end recipient of my generosity will in all likelihood remain un-
known to me. Then there is the instance of my giving to an enemy
who does not return or even accept the gift. Here giving is in vain,
without reason, an experience of sheer loss.™ There remains the
question, however, of whetlter or not a gift that is denied, not
accepted, or not recognized is still a4 gift. Marion allows that it is
because it remains lost, abandened by the giver and not accepted
by the recipient. And in the world of the lost, Marion suggests a
new figure of resistance: the ungrateful one, one who not only
refuses to pay back the debt engendered by the gift but also will
not accept the debt in the first place. The ungratetul one proves,
he suggests, that the gift can be fully given even without the con-
sent of the recipient.®! As a further possibility, Marion conceives
of a giving that has a universal destination and is so unspecified.
From a theological perspective, this occurs in the parable of the
sheep and the goats, where everyone 1s a potential recipient (the
recipient becomes universal) because Christ, to whom 1 (really)
give, is invisible. Alternatively, if I sacrifice mysclf on behalf of a
community (give my life for my country, for humanity, for chil-
dren), not only is no individual a recipient, but no “thing™ 1s
given.* Finally, I may not know whether or not I give. As a donor,
I can never be conscious of the effect I produce on possible recipi-
ents. I cannot see myself as others see me, The sporisperson, the
artist, and the lover all give to those bevond them, but they do
not sece what they do: the giver withdraws from the gift. It is, so to
speak, the right hand giving without knowing what the left hand
is doing.™

Before leaving the discussion of the donor (suspension of the
recipient}, it is worthwhile returning to the Sketch to examine
how Marion portrays the gift there. For what he is really doing in
that context is trying to consider how the gift looks trom the do-
nor’'s point of view. Marion suggests that giving, for the donor,
never signifies merely a transfer of property. It consists instead in

“Muarion, ED, 128-20,
S Marmon, KD, 130-31.
“ Marton, D, 134=-35.
8 Marion, £D, 139-41
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the marking of an occasion or feeling. The gifi-object simply
serves as a4 support to the “real” gift; it is a symbol of that gift,
always inadequate to the fullness of what it signifies. So according
to Marion, there is a distinction between the gift and the gift-
object. This marks a significant departure from Derrida, who in-
cludes that which the gift-object symbolizes as part of the gift as
such. In other words, for Derrida the gift is annulled in its recog-
nition, whether it be real or 1deal:

Thus the gift never coincides with the object of the gift. Better, one
could suggest as a basic rule that the more a gift shows itsclf to be
precious; the less it is achicved in an object, or, what 1s equivalent
to i1, the more the object reduces itself to an abstract role of sup-
port, of occasion, of symbol. Conversely, the gifts that give most
never give anything—not a thing, not an objcct; not because they
disappoint the expectation, but because what they give helongs nei-
ther to reality nor to objectivity.?”

Marion’s point, then, is this: the gift is not the gift-object, but that
which the object (always inadequately) signifies.

If the gift is not the gift-object, what is it? A gift becomes such,
not at the moment when it is given, but at the moment when the
donor considers it able to be given. A gift becomes a gift only
when it becomes donable, which might be rendered “donatable”
or, following Conley and Poe, “givable.” Now if something be-
comes givable, it does not itself gain anything: being givable is not
a real predicate. The gilt-object undergoes no change in itself as
a result of its becoming givable. The transformation occurs totally
within the donor. Marion goes on to explain that the gift begins

7 Maron, FE, 856: “Amsi, le don ne coincide pas avec 'objet du don. Micux,
on peut suggérer comme une régle de fond que, plus un don se montre pré-
cicux, moms il s"accomplit comme un objet, ou, ce qui y revient, plus l'objet 8y
rédwut au role abstrait de support, d’occasion, de symbole. Réciproquement, les
dons qui donnent le phus ne donnent jamais nen—aucune chose, aucun objet;
non qu'ils dégowent I'atente, mais parce que ce qu'ils domnent n'apparnent i
alaréalté, ni a Pobjectté.” SPCG, 132-33. See Derrida, GT'1, 13. This becomes
an inleresting guestion, smee for Derrida, gifts such as love, forgiveness, or
“what one does not have™ are possibilities. Their swrvival as gifts depends on
then nol being present, not hemg any “thing™ at all, but Marion would counter
that these are the sorts of {(non}-things that are symbolized by gift-objecis. Thus
the wicdlow's mites could be read as symbols of what she does not have. The

difference between Marion and Dernida on this point might not be as clear as
first thought,
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as a result of a sense of obligation. The gift begins when the donor
realizes that he or she owes something to someonc:®

The gift begins and, in fact, is completed, as soon as the donor
envisages owing something to someone, thus when the donor
admits that he should be a debtor, thus a recipient. The gift begins
when the potential donor suspects that another gift has already
preceded it, for which he owes somcthing, to which he must re-
spond. Not only does the gilt reside in the decision to give taken
by the potential donor, but the donor can only thus decide insofar
as he recognizes that another gift has alrcady obliged them. The
gift is decided ®

The gift thus arises as a result of both the recognition of givability
and the recognition of indebtedness. The upsurge of givability
and the recognition of indchtedness always relate to an anterior
gift, which prompts a new gift.

To what is the gift really reduced in this description? Is Mari-
on’s gift, as the lived experience of the giver, simply the upsurge
of givability? Is it my decision to giver Is it my acknowledgment of
debt? Is 1t the noematic gift, given to consciousness, as givable? If
a gift is a response to indebtedness, how does it escape the cycle
of exchange? It seems to me that there are at least two ways to
read what Marion is saying, directly related to the ways in which
he makes the various reductions. According to the first way, the
new “definition’ of gift at which Marion arrives would be as fol-
lows: a gift is a decision regarding givability that comes about in
response to my recognition of heing indebted. It would relate
primarily to the exclusion of the transcendence of the gift-object.
The gift would thus be the decision to view somethmng as givable.
The decision would arise out of an anterior debt, involving a
choice to acknowledge that debt. The gift itself would be neither

% This notion of dcbt is, of course, completely opposite to what Derrida would
consider appropriate.

% Marion, £, 86: “Le don commence ct, en fait, s'achéve, deés que le donateur
envisage de devoir quelque chose a quelqu'un, donc lorsquiil admet qu'il pour-
rait étre débiteur, donc denatare. Lo don commence quand le donateur potent-
iel soupgonne qu'un autre don 'a déja précédé, auquel il doit quelque chose,
auquel il s¢ doit de répondre. Non seulement le don réside dans la décision de
donner prise par le donateur potentiel, mais celui-ci ne peut amnsi déader quau-
tant qu'il recomnait qu'un autre don ' déja obligé. Le don se décide.” SPCG,
153.
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the gift-object nor that which the gift-object symbolizes, but sim-
ply the decision to view the object or symbol as gift. The decision
would not be that which is exchanged, since a decision *“is™ noth-
ing.”™ The decision would be mine insofar as 1 chose 1o recognize
the claim of the anterior gift. Since the decision would be no-
thing other than a way of seeing something, it would escape all
entry into an economy, even in being a response to an anterior
gift. Yet such a reading of Marion scems generous. Perhaps the
gift lies in the moment of decision, yet it is not the decision that
is given, but the gift-object, be it real or ideal. And as soon as
there is a response, it is hard to argue that there is no cause of
this effect. How would Marion consider the anterior gift that gives
rise to the obligation? It also seems that Marion's definition might
work in terms of a2 human donor, but what of a divine donor? If
the gift always and only arises in response 1o a debt, what kind of
anterior debt would prompt a divine gifir Surely wherever there
is indebtedness, there is no gift. Would it make any difference if
the anterior gift were undecidabler

A second way of reading Marion would result in a “definition™
with the following emphases: the gift is that which is witnessed in
that trace of undecidable indebtedness that 1s given in the deci-
sion of response, that which is the only possible response to gift-
edness.” This reading would remove the gift from an economy
insofar as it takes away the donor as cause. The gift iself would
lie in what has always already been given. But is such a reading
possible on the basis of the text? Tt seems unlikely. This is mainly
because, at least in the Sketch, Marion does not specify that the
mdebtedness has an undecidable origin. Because of this factor,
he is really unable to effectively remove the gift from the horizon
of causality.

[t 1s not difficult to see why some of these aspects of the donor’s
expericnce of the gift are not brought out in a reading of Etant
donné. Nevertheless, the Sketch is a current text in the sense that
its translated version was published after that book, and it could
be argued that since many of its conclusions are not clearly repu-

“* And remembering that according to Derrida, an aporia can only be negot-
ated by decision.

"' This would be consonant with a reading ot Marion that emerges [rom later
matcrial, where the gift gives itself in giving “receiving.”
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diated, it still has a bearing on Marion’s position. In any case,
having examined it, we are well prepared to continue with the
second phase of the suspensions carried out in Etant donné: the
suspension of the donor.

When the donor (le donateur, la donatrice) is suspended, what
we have to consider is the experience of the recipient, who is cast
in terms of an inability to respond to a particular giver. This is not
quite o go so far as to say that the recipient cannot know if the
gift 1s a gift (Derrida), but it is still 10 insert an element of risk in
the receiving. Can an anonymous gift still be a gift? Marion illus-
trates that this can be so with some examples, the first of which is
that of heritage. I receive a great deal from the State, to which 1
am obliged to respond by paying taxes. But in actual fact, it is
not the State that provides these things, but others who, like me,
contribute to the state. So when I make my response to the state
in paying taxes, I am not responding to the individuals who make
it possible for the state to give. Everyone gives, but at the same
time, no one gives. Alternatively, where the donor 1s not anony-
mous in this dispersed sense but anonymous in that I do not know
who he or she is, the economic cycle of the gift is broken.”™ When
it is impossible to gain access to the donor, the recipientis in the
position of having to recognize him- or hersclf as forever in debt.
This is, in fact, how Marion goes on to speak ahout subjectivity.
Indebtedness emerges once again with the recognition that [ re-
ceive myself as a gift without a giver. The gift 1s always and already
anterior, subject to différance.”™

The section of the Sketch on the reduction of the gift brings to
light the possible differences between the decisions to give and to
receive. Marion notes that it is not only giving that is potenually
arduous, but receiving as well, That is because the gift (whatever
it “is”) may be something unexpected, or not wanted, or even
feared. To accept a gift means to renounce my independence,
because it means that I will owe something because of it. Already,
Marion’s language suggests that he is still trapped within the
causal horizon he hopes to escape. But he then adds the rider,
along the lines that we have seen in Etant donné:

* Maron, £, 136-39.
™ Martan, #3134
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Let us note well that it is not first or foremost about a recognition
of debt towards the donor, such that we would be driven from
[thinking] the gift according to givenness to [thinking] the giit
according to an economy; because this recognition of dependence
on a donating gratuity remains cven if the donor stays unknown or
is completely lacking (so towards absent parents, Nature, indeed
the State etc.); it could even be that this recognition weighs all the
more if it is not possible to attach it to any identifiable partner;
because such a gratuity puts in question nothing less than the au-
tarky of the self and its pretension of self-sufhiciency.™

Allowing for the donor to remain unknown, Marion thus allows
for the possibility that the anterior gilt might somehow be imme-
morial in origin. Additionally. he considers how “the gift is de-
cided” with regard to the recipient. Deciding to receive the gift
means deciding to be obliged by the gift. It is the gift that wields
its influence on the recipient, effectively provoking the recipient
to decide in favor of it, prompting the yielding of self-determina-
tion to determination by the reception of the gift.” He concludes
that “according to the regime of reduction, the lived experience
of consciousness where the gitt gives itselt consists in the decision of
the gift | emphasis added]—that of receiving the gift by the recipi-
ent, but especially that of persuading the recipient to the gift by
the gift itsclf. The gift gives iself in giving to be received.” ™

“t Marion, I, 88: “Notons bien qu’il ne s’agit pas d’abord ni surtout d'une
reconnaissance de dette envers le donateur, telle qu’elle nous reconduirait du
don selon la donation au don selon I'économie; car la reconnaissance de dé-
pendre d'une gratuité donatrice demeure méme si le donateur reste mconnu
ou manque absolument (ainsi envers les parents absents, la nature, voire I'Etat,
etc.); il se pourrait méme que cette reconnaissance peésc d'autant plus qu’clle
ne peut sc fixer sur aucun partenaire 1dentifiable; car une telle gratuité met en
cause rien de moins que autarcie du soi et sa prétention d’auto-suffisance.”
SPCG, 136.

> Marion, E, 88: “La décision entre l¢ donataire potentel et le don ne s’ex-
erce donc pas tant du premier sur le second, que du second sur le premier: le
don, par son attrait et son presuge propres décide le donataire i se décider
pour lui, c’est-a-dire le décide a sacrifier sa propre autarcic—I"autarcie de son
propre—pour le recevoir.” SPCG, 136.

* Marion, E, 88: “cn régime de réducnion, le vécu de conscience on se donne
le don consiste dans la décision du don—celle de recevorr le don par le dona-
laire, mais surtout celle de décider le donataire au don par le don lui-méme. Le
don se donne en donnant de le recevoir.” My translation of this passage is awk-
ward, and I add here what Conley and Poe arrive at: “in the regime of reduction,
the expericnce of consciousness in which the gift gives itself consists in the deci-
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What Marton has observed regarding the rclationship between
gift and recipient, he relates o the relationship between donor
and gift. A gift 15 only possible where the “protagonists” recog-
nize it in “a being, an object, indeed in the absence of being and
object of an immediate relation between them.”?” In other words,
it is about seeing the gift correctly, of having a particular sense
for reading it. It is a phenomenology or hermeneutics that allows
the gift to present itsclf, which mcans seeing the gift according
1o a donating horizon. This also means that neither donor nor
recipient 1s an agent of the gift so much as acted upon by given-
ness.”™ The gift, as that which “is decided” (or decides itself},
need not be read economically but can be appreciated simply as
the given; it obtains its character as given only from the horizon
of givenness. In this way Marion maintains that the gift is outside
any economy, outside any causality, and outside any agency.

The third part of the parenthetical process suggested to us by
Marion is the suspension of the gift itself. The reduced gift is one
that may not be anything at all: it may be a promise, reconcilia-
tion, friendship, love or hate, life or my word. In this case, an
object might represent the gift, but in an inversely proportional
way. He uses the example of the conferring of power on a leader,
which is representec in various insignia but not merely equal to
them. The difficulty invelved with a gift that is not anything at all
is that it can be dithcudt to recognize. What determines such a gift
as gift 1s an act of faith, a new hermeneutical stance, and what
changes, when this risk of identifying something as givable is

sion of the gifi—the decision to recewve the gift by the reapient but especially
the decision 1o decide the recipient of the gift by the gift itself. The gift itself
gives by giving its reception.” Manon’s use of words relating o déader is fre-
quently confusing. Where he uses se décider 1 have translated it by “to be de-
cided.” But he manifests a strong tendency toward personifying the gift. Where
he uses se décider @, 1t has more of a personal sense {“to persuade, convince,
deaide™). v also seems, in examples such as this one as well as the one men-
toned in the previous note, that he does wish o underline that sense. The gift
uself mfluences the recipient. For that reason. s décuder might also suggest “to
decide itself,” in the same way that s¢ dorner means w0 be given,” but also
suggests “to give uselll” SPCG, 136,

7 Marion, E, 88 "un éani, un obyet, voire dans I'absence d’éant et d’objet
d'une relation immeédiate entre eux.” SPCG, 136.

™ Marion, F, 89; SPCG, 136. Here it comes back to seeing, or to seeing cor-
rectly. In the corresponding passage in £, 143-47, Marion opens us the ele-
ment of risk or undecidability in interpretation.
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taken, is not the object itself, but its way of appearing, its phenom-
enality. This occurs for both donor and recipient.”™

Marion indicates that he has achieved the description of the
phenomenological gift, which is quite unlike the sociological or
anthropological versions. [t overcomes the deficiencies of these
gifts insofar as they are implicated in causality and reciprocity.
Further, it enables Marion to think the gift otherwise than accord-
ing to transcendence, which, he claims, is the complication that
most readily leads to his being accused of doing theology. But
there is more. If one were to think theologically, he claims his
phenomenological gift would be on the side of revealed, rather
than rational, theology.® “Revealed theology could in return be
defined as a thought of the gift without reciprocity, hecause with-
out transcendent condition external to itself.”’®' This 1s, of course,
highly relevant to the question that motivates this book: how is it
possible to speak of God as gift?

Marion’s gift has been defined in a purely immancnt way, with
givenness characterized intrinsically, and he seeks to show further
how the manner in which the gift gives itsclf is the same as the
manner in which the phenomenon shows itself. This effectvely
means that all phenomenality will be able to be described as gitt,
a point that underscores his connection of the many cognates of
Gegebenheit. It is a point that is not lost on Derrida, and one against
which he will protest. But Marion maintains that he is able to
achieve this without implicating phenomena-as-gifts in any meta-
physical structure. His disconnection of any one of the three ele-
ments that would together constitute a gift economy enables him
to sidestep the questions of exchange and causality. As a gift is
given, so the phenomenon.® And according to this reading of
phenomenology, it becomes possible to be open to any type of
phenomenon that may give itsclf.

RETHINKING THE GIVEN: DETERMINATIONS

By delimiting the horizon according to which phenomena are
given, Marion hopes to open a potentially unlimited “space” for

™ Marion, ED, 147-61.
8 Marion, kD, 161-64,
8 Marion, £D, 163.

%2 Marion, D, 164-66.



138 RETHINKING GOD AS GIFT

the non-objective to manifest itself. But what exactly is given in
this manifestation, and how is it given? Marion devotes two sec-
tions of Etant donné to a discussion of this question, extending in
particular his 1992 article “Le phénoméne saturé.”*

In Etant donné Marion maintains that givenness is equivalent to
phenomenality.*! He suggests that his method is a sort of empiri-
cism, albeit one that does not limit itself to the sensible, and he
specifies three requirements of an approach by way of givenness
that will enable the given phenomenon to be described. Given-
ness must allow us to describe inérinsically the phenomenon as
purely and strictly given, without reference to transcendence or
to causality. Givenness must then determine the phenomenon as
irrevocably given, so that the mode of phenomenality can be as-
sessed. And givenness must redically determine the phenomenon
as given, so that we consider the phenomenon precisely as and
because it is integrally given.®

How are we 10 determine that the given has been given intrinsi-
cally? The constitution of the given is cquivalent to the giving of
its sense {Sinngebung), but this emphasis on immanence can take
away both from the initative of the given in giving itself and, as
Marion points out, from the reality of its giveniness as such. This
Marion interprets in terms of the gifi, which mcans that we enter
immediately the somewhat murky waters of Marion’s debate with
Derrida and Greisch about the link between givenness, the given,
and the gift. What is important here 1s that Marion wants to retain
a characteristic of the gift—that it comes “from elsewhere™ (fol-
lowing Aquinas)—as a characteristic of the given. Alerting us to
the problematic implications of this insistence, in that it may draw
us into the possibility of exchange and causality, Marion limits the
“from elsewhere” characteristic to an aspect of the phenomeno-
logical mode of appearing so that he can exclude any metaphysi-
cal indication of causality. The given thereby does not need to

* Marion, P§,

s a more recent article still, “L'événement, le phénomeéne et le révéle,”
Transversalités: Reoue de 1.'Institut Catholigie de Pans 70 (April-June 1999): 4-25,
21, Marion more carefully distinguishes between the given and phenomenality.
a distinction that can be read mto Etant donné in the schse m which he means it
here (it is in bemng received that the given 1s phenomenalized), but which s
articulated more clearly in the later picce.

¥ Marion, £, 169-73.



BEING GIVEN 139

suggest an origin, a cause, or a giver, and it appears indepen-
dently.

One of the essential traits of the given phenomenon is its “ana-
morphosis,” its need to be put in perspective by its recipient.™
Now Muarion makes a very important move. Affirming that any-
thing that is visible must appear, and so have a form, he distin-
guishes between unformed and informed form. The later is what
renders the phenomenon visible and enables it to be distin-
guished from other phenomena. Yet in contrasting the two forms,
he asserts that only someone with the capacity to see will recog-
nize the informed form, that which shows itself. Marion leaves
open the possibility that there can “appear” what is unformed,
while it may not be put in perspective unul the recipient is capa-
ble of performing what might be described by others as a herme-
neutical act.*” One way of interpreting this move is to suggest that
it prepares the ground for Marion to promote phenomena that
cannot be understood (unformed form) but can be interpreted
(informed form) by a person who is ““able to see.” The anamor-
phic phenomcenon is further described by Marion as contingent
and factical, which means that it can “arrive” or “happen™ as a
lived experience but without being expected or understood, or at
least without being understood fully.™ Facticity is a type of expo-
sure: I become the objective of the object, not it for me; [ experi-
ence the phenomenon as a fait accompli, always and already a
fact.™ The given is also described in terms of an “incident” (or
“accident”), which reinforces its suddenness.™ Once again, there
15 a distinction between an unformed and an informed appear-
ance. A particle can appear 10 me without my being able to con-
textualize it; a painting can appear to me without form, but simply
as the impact of color. Turning to a Levinasian example, the face
of the Other can impose itself on me without my being able to

“An “anamorphosis” 15 a “distorted drawing appeanmg regulac from one
peint” (OFD): in other words, the anamorphic effect requires that the viewer
find the perspective from whach thas regularity will emerge. While perspective
may scem to he at the mitiative of the viewer, Marion emphasizes that it imposes
tself on the viewer from the given.

Y Marion, ED, 174-95.

* Maron, £D, 195-99.

' Marion, £D, 211-12,

" Marion, £D, 213-21.
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think it as substance. In Descartes, Marion finds a recognition
that there are some “‘incidents” that remain unable to be
thought, not because thought is deficient, but because what is
given simply exceeds the capacity of thought.”” What gives itself is
neither an object nor a thing, but instead a “pressure” that takes
place in an event beyond my control, an effect that is not subject
to the requirement of a cause.” In this liberation of the etfect or
event from the cause, several important characteristics emerge.
The event 15 irrepeatable: no two events are alike, and while every
event has precedents, it can only be spoken of as an event if it
exceeds these precedents.™ In other words, every self-manifesta-
tion adds to the visibility of the phenomenality of the world. Addi-
tionally, every event sets off new possibilities—not metaphysical
possibilities, but possibilities that cannot be foreseen. The event
seems impossible, since it occurs outside essence, outside the
principle of contradiction, without the notion of cause and sus-
pending the principle of sutficient reason. Yet Marion argues that
“possibility does not exercise itself firstly on essence in order to
preview its cffectivity, but, in an exactly inverse sense, by a pro-
ceeding towards form delivering an arrival, which provokes a fait
accompli and finally liberates the incident ‘outside essence.” "
The determination of the phenomenon by anamorphosis means
that the phenomenon surges into visibility, and 1t is necessary to
expose or even submit oneself to the phenomenon in order o
receive 1t.%

All three of Marion’s exigencies—that the given be given intrin-
sically, irrevocably, and radically—are observed in his analysis. It
is given intrinsically because the phenomenon can be described
without reference to a cause, a real essence, or a constituting I,
since each of these conditions is bracketed. (With regard to the
constituting I, Marion explains that the I does not go beyond its
transcendental role as a screen for lived experiences.) The given

N Marion, ED, 223-24,

" Marion, £D, 225-36.

W Marion, FD, 240-41,

% Marion, £D, 245: “la possibilité ne s’exerce pas d’abord sur une essence
pour prévoir une eflectivité, mais, en sens cxactement inverse, par utle montée
vers la forme délivrant un arrivage, qui provoque un fait accompli et libére enfin
Uincident *hors de Pessence.” ™

 Marion, £D, 246.
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is given irrevocably because as fait accompli and event, the phe-
nomenon is irrepeatable, and because it is reduced.” The third
requirement—radicality—is demonstrated mnsofar as all phenom-
ena, and not just those of a limited region, are subject to the
fold of givenness. This means that it is possible to describe any
phenomenon as [élant donné”

RETHINKING THE GIVEN: DEGREES OF GIVENNESS

That all phenomena can be undersiood with reference to given-
ness allows us to question the variation in degrees of givenness.
We note well that at this point Marion expresses a caution in link-
ing phenomenology and religion, since he recognizes that what
can be objectively defined may lose its religious specificity, while
what is religiously defined may lose its objectivity. Importantly, his
reading is that the religious phenomenon is impossible, or marks
the point at which phenomenality is no longer possible.™ Never-
theless, this view of the impossibility of the religious phenomenon
rests on the assumption that a phenomenon is that which is possi-
ble. Marion prefers to ask about the terms of possibility, and to
think about the religious phenomenon as a “privileged indication
of the possibility of phenomenality.””* This leads to a lengthy con-
versation with Kant, for whom possibility means that which ac-
cords with the formal conditions of experience. For Kam,
possibility depends on phenomenality: not on the phenomenal
object as such, but on its power to be known. Like Leibniz, Kant
ttes this power of knowabihity to the principle of sufficient rea-
son."" In contrast, Husserlian phenomenology opposes the Kan-
tian definition of phenomenality with a “principle of principles”
that admits of phenomena without condition.'*' However, this
principle is problematic where it seems to limit phenomena to

% Marton, kD, 246-47.

Y Marion, D, 248-49.

" Marion, PS5, 79-80. ED largely repeats what is propounded in this senunal
arucle.

“ Marion, PS, 80; ID, 2511f.

I Marion, PS, 80-83; ID, 253-h7.

' Marion, PS, 83-84; £, 257-58. Marion quotes what he has elsewhere listed
as the third prinaple of phenomenology.
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the constituting intuition.'*? According to this principle, phenom-
cna can therefore only appear according to a horizon.' 1t s
these factors that seem to exclude the possibility of an “absolute™
phenomenon. So Marion asks whether it is possible to envisage a
phenomenon that is unconditioned, having no horizonal limits,
or going beyond the horizon, and irreducible to an I, in that the
I would be constituted instead of constituting.""" It is here that he
perceives an opening for the thinking of religious phenomena.™

The impaossibility of unconditioned and irreducible phenom-
ena 1s related to the determination of phenomena given in a
weakness of intuilion. So Marion asks about the possibility of phe-
nomena that are instead saturated in intuition: “why not respond
with the possibility of a phenomenon where intuition would give
more, indeed immeasurably more, than the intention would ever have
ainied at, or could have foreseen?””'"® Kant takes up the possibility
of an intuition for which an adequate concept cannot be found
when he speaks of aesthetic experience."” Where there 1s an ex-
cess of intuition, there is an excess of givenness."™ “Intmtion no
longer exposes itself in the concept, but saturates it and renders
it overexposed—invisible, not by default, but by an excess of
light.”'" How could such a phenomenon be describeds Manon

W Marion, PS, 84 -586; £, 262-64.

1t Marvion, PS, 86-88; £, 259-62.

1 Marton, 'S, 8889, ED, 26465, Note Ricoeur once again, in tetms of not
being a prisoner to mtentionality or representation, EL.DR, 17-18.

" Marion. PS, 89-90.

196 Marion, PS, 10%: “pourquoi ne répondrait pas la possibilité d’'un phéno-
méne on lintuition donnerait plus, vone démesurément plus, que I'intention n’aur-
ait jamans vis¢, m prévar” ED, 275-77. Manon’s footnote on page 276 of D s
instructive: “Nous proposons de parler de phénomeéne saturé et non pas satu-
rant, comme on nous I'a partois suggérc. Fn effet, c’est intuition qui sature
tout concept ou signification, en sorte que ce phénomene se manifeste bien sur
un mode satwré par imuiton saturante. Plus, Uinwition qui le sature le sature
umquement au nom de la donaton: le phénoméne saturé U'est ("abord de do-
nation. Certes, un tel phénoméne sauwre-t-il ensuite et par conséquence le re-
gard auquel il se donne a vour et connaitre; on peut done & la rigueur le dire
aussi satirant. Pourtant la saturation qu'il exerce dans le champ de la connais-
sance résulte sculement de celle qu'il regoit dans be champ de la donation; la
danation détermine oujours la connaissance et non 'inverse.”

197 Marion, PN, 103; ED, 278.

= Marion, PS. 104

i Marion, £y, 105: “l'intuition ne s'expose plus dans le concept, mais le sa-
ture et le rend surexposé—invisible, non point par défant, mas ien par exces
de lumiére.”
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sketches an answer using the Kantian categories of quantity, qual-
ity, relation, and modality—except that the saturated phenome-
non relates negatively to these categories since it exceeds them:
not an object, the saturated phenomenon prefigures the possibil-
ity of a phenomenon in general '""

The saturated phenomenon exceeds the category of quantity
because it defies the ability of intuition o apply successive synthe-
ses 1o 1L [1 cannot be aimed at, i1s thus unforeseeable, and cannot
be measured according to what has preceded it.'" It exceeds the
category of quality because it defies the ability of intuition to bear
itz 1t 1s blinding, giving reality without limitation or negation, an
excess, glory, joy, an overflow.'"™ The saturated phenomenon is
absolute according to the category of relation because it defies
the ability of intuition to bring it back to any analogy with experi-
ence.'’® Marion asserts that not all phenomena have (o respect
the unity of experience, giving as an example the “cvent,” to
which he has already referred in the determinations.' “Event,
or unforeseeable phenomenon (from the past), not exhaustively
comprehensible (from the present), not reproducible (from the
future), in short absolute, unique, happening.” ' The saturated
phenomena goes beyond any harizon, unable to be lunited by it,
saturating it, or in fact playing on several horizons at once."** And

1O Marion, PS, 105-6; ED, 280-88.

"' Marion, PS, 106=8.

" Marion, PS, 108-11. Manon obscrves, incidentally, that holiness blinds us
o the One we cannot see without dymg, PS, 110

W A Manon, £S5, 112-18,

M Marion, £5, 112-13.

1 Maron, PS, 11%: “Evénement, ou phénoméne non prévisible (a partir du
passé), non exhaustivement compréhensible (a partir du présent), non reprod-
uctible {(a partir du futur). brel absolu. unique, advenant.”

e Marion, £S5, 116-18, See also Marion’s discussion of Kant on this point in
ED ag 280-96. Marion likes neither the necessity of a horizon nor the necessiy
of time as that horzon, asking whether there are some phenomena that go
bevond thewr hurizons. Yet agam he gocs on 1o say that it is not about dispensing
with a honizon altogether, since there can be no manifestation without a hori-
zon, but about using horizon 1 another mode, freeing it from its anterior de-
limitations 50 that it does not forbid the appearance of an absolute
phenomenon. Marion imagines two examples. In the first example, the phe-
nomenon fts withn the horizon but at the same time pushes it open, working
against it. In the second example, the phenomenon goes bevond the limits of
the horizon. It scems as if Marion is speaking about seemg the phenomenon
according to different horizons that are i fact opposed, so that the phenome-
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it exceeds the final category of modality because it is irregardable.
Where Kant's use of modality relates to the accordance of objects
of experience with the power to know, which inevitably relates to
a transcendental I, Marion argues that with a saturated phenome-
non, the I cannot constitute the object but is in fact constituted
by it. This is the imposition of a “counter-experience” on experi-
ence."” "Confronted with the saturated phenomenon, the 7 can-
not not see 1t, but 1t cannot look at it like an object, either.”’!'®
What does the | seer It sees no-thing, no objcctifiable given, but
ts simply dazzled by brilliance, by a paradox."” The paradox sus-
pends the rclation of the phenomenon to the I and inverts it, so
that the I is constituted by the phenomenon as a me, a witness.!*
Importantly, Marion stresses that this constituting rather than
constituted givenness does not necessarily have theological impli-
cations. It is also of interest in the light of the earlier discussion
of Levinas that Marion here refers to the “trace” of the saturated
phenomenon.’*! With his “description” of the saturated phenom-
enon, Marion goes beyond both Husser]l and Kant. Yet he main-
tains that the possibility of a giving without reserve 1s very
Husserlian. The saturated phenomenon is a possibility that goes
bheyond the very conditions of possibility, the possibility of the
impossible.' [t is readily exemplified in the Cartesian idea of the

non remains undefined. Then there is a third example, Marion says, a rare case
in which there is no horizon and no combmauon of horizons that can contain
the phenomenon. The ambiguity in Marion’s writing on the gquesuon of
whether or not there is a horizon is hard to resalve. A clearer position seems to
emerge in Derrida and Marion, OTG, where Manon observes at p, 66: "1 sad 1o
Levinas some vears ago that in fact the last step for a real phennmenology would
be to give up the concept of horizon. Levinas answered me immediately: “With-
out horvizon there is no phenomenology.” And T boldly assuine he was wrong.”
This is precisely where he disagrees with Derrida about the nature of phenome-
nology.

17 Marion, P25, 119-21, For his discussion of modality m £0. see pp. 296-303.

" Maron, 5, 121: “Affronté au phénomeéne saturé, le je ne peut pas ne pas
le voir, mais il ne peut pas non plus le regarder comme son objet.”

e Marion, 5, 121

0 AMarion, I8, 121. Marion elsewhere names this “me" “the interlocuted,”
or in £4), “the devoted one.” In the latter case the religious inagery 1s striking,
and one wonders why Marion has moved to this appellation if he ssmultaneously
wants to distance himself from a univocal reading of the phenomenon.

2t Manon, P§, 122,

122 Marion, PS, 123-25; £D, 303-5.

LAY
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Infinite, Kant’s sublime, and Husserl’s internal time conscious-
ness,'*

Saturated phenomena are paradoxical insofar as they cannot
be anticipated by an intention while being given to intuition.
Marion observes four types of paradoxical phenomena, accord-
ing to the saturation and subversion of each of the four Kantian
determinations of quantity, quality, relation, and modality.'?t
The historical event saturates the category of quantity.'?® The idol
potentially saturates the category of quality.' Flesh saturates the
category of relation.'” And the icon saturates the category of
modality.!*® The tcon offers nothing 1o see, but itself “regards.”
The [ simply becomes a witness of the givenness. It is in this con-
text that Marion raises the possibility of the saturated phenome-

23 Marion, 48, 124-25; ED, 306-9, While Graham Ward considers it in the
context of other authors, his analysis of the sublime and its theological implica-
tions is very pertinent here. "With Lyotard’s {and Cixous's) examination of the
‘present’ or the ‘event’ we are brought agam to the theology of the gift and the
cconomy of mediated immediacy. The moment itself, for Lyvotard, is without
content. It is an encounter with un[hingness .. . consequent upon a certain
personal ascesis, . . . Karl Barth consistently emphasized that revelation was a
mediated mmediacy iy which the hidden face of God was revealed.” Graham
Ward, Theology and . ontemporary Cntical Theory (London: Macmillan, 1996), 129,

Marion, too, will make this link with the @ift; like Ward, tus gift will be situated
in a type of economy.

™ Marion, ED, 314-17

** A historical event is something that cannot be limited to an mstant, a place,
OF an cmplncal individual. Marion gives the example of Waterloo, where no one
actually “saw” thus battle as such. Its possible horizons are infinite in number.,
D, 318-19.

¥ The idol stops the gaze (and returns it 1o the viewer like a mirror}. Marion
gives the (‘.“(dﬂ]plL of the painting, which gives itself without concept. Neverthe-
less, the idol is different from other saturated phenomena because it provokes
solipsism. ), 31921,

'*7 As we find in Levinas, Merleau-Ponty, and Henry, flesh or bodiliness cannot
be reduced o consaousness. Manon cchoes Henry's work on auto-affection and
the absolute experiences of agony, sulfering, grief, desire, and Orgasi such that
they saturate the horizon. He further specifies hodily cxpeuence 1IN two ways:
first, it is unlike the idol but like the historical eveny, in that 1t 1s not about
seeing; and second, it is unlike the historical event but like the 1dol, in that it
provokes and demands solipsism. Further, it 1s my affections that make me iden-
tical to myself, that give me myself. £D, 321-33,

** The won contains within it the characteristics of the three preceding phe-
nomena: it encompasses many horizous, 1t demands revisitauon, and it dislodges
the ranscendental 1. Marion, ED, 324-25,
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non ot the Other, who always precedes me."™ Now, it is evident
that with his discussion of the icon, Marion has moved deliber-
ately to include the possibility ol religious phenomena. It is au
this pomt that the debate with Janicaud and Derrida becomes
very real, and also thal echoes of Marion’s previous work start to
become dominant, for his writing on the icon is extensive. The
point Marion initially wishes to illustrate is that although the four
phenomena named ave similar by virtue of their saturation, they
vary in degrees of givenness. He then wishes to address the ques-
fion of how far saturation can extend, a question he frames in
terms of two conditions: phenomenality and possibility.™ Once
again pointing out his reservations in linking phenomenology
with theology, he argues that the phenomenon that could best
achieve these conditions would be the phenomenon of revela-
tion.”*" This is primarily because a phenomenon of revelation
would give itself as cach of the types of saturated phenomenon
listed, effectively becoming a fifth “super™ type, the paradox of
paradoxes: “it saturates phenomenality to the sccond degree, by
saturation of saturation.” ' At the same time, the phenomenon
of revelation would always remain just a possibility, which could
be describecd without the assertion that it had occurred. In fact,
that asserion would lie beyond the bounds of phenomenology.
A phenomenon of revelation would define itself as the possibility
of impossibility, where impossibility would not destroy possibility
(as in the case of death), but where possibility would allow for
impossibility.’ Marton therefore describes his task as consider-
ing the possibility of revelation, refraining from the judgment
about it that would rest in the realm of revealed theology. So, he
underlines in response to Janicaud, phenomenology and theol-

2% Marion, 0D, 325-24.

10 Marton, £7), 52667,

W In 28127, Manon defines revelation phcnomenolugical]y as “une appari-
ton purement de sol ct i partic de son.”

1 Marion, £1), 327 “elle sawre Ja phénoménahté au sccond degre, par salu-
raton de saturauon.”

13 Marion, £D, 327-28. Cf. Ricocur, ELDR, 20, wherc he obscrves that there
can be no single, universal religious phenomenon, but only phenomena incar-
nated in particular religious waditions. This will be important given Janicaud’s
later responsce w Manon.
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ogy must remain completely separate disciplines.'"™ Nevertheless,
he uses the manifestation of Jesus Christ as a paradigim of revela-
tory phenomena according to the four modes he has previously
outlined.

With regard to quantity, Christ is an unanticipatable phenome-
non. Marion explores this with regard both to the Incarnation
and to texts that refer to the Second Coming. This mects the
conditions of the event.' In relation to quality, the intuition that
saturates Christ as phenomenon goes beyond what the phenome-
nological regard can bear. What cannot be borne is the recogni-
tion of Christ as such, exemplified in texts such as those referring
to the Transfiguration and Jesus’ command not to touch him
atter the Reswrrection. This meets the conditions of the idol.™
From the point of view of relation, Christ appears as an absolute
phenomenon becanse he saturates every horizon. He is not of this
world, a point that is reflected in the need for a plurality of titles
for Christ, since no single title is adequate. This is a saturation of

e La phénoménologie décrit des possibilités et ne considére jamais le phéno-
mene de révélation que comme une possibilité de la phénoménalité, qu'elle
formulerait ainsi: 1 Dicu se maniteste (ou se manifestait), il usera d’un para-
doxc au second degré; la Révélation (de Dieu par lui-méme, théologique). si elle
a licu, prendra la figure phénoménale du phénomeéne de vrévélation, du para-
doxe des paradoxes, de la saturation au second degré. Certes, la Révélation
(comme effectivite) ne se confond jamais avec la révélation (comune phéno-
ménc possible}—naus respecterons scrupuleusement cete dilférence concept-
uclle par sa traducnion graphique. Mais la phénoménologie, qui dowr a la
phénoménalité d'aller yjusqu'a ce point, ne va pas au-deld et ne doit jamais pré-
tendre déader du fait de Ta Révélatuon, ni de son historicité, ni de son effectivite,
m de son sens. Elle ne 1e doit pas, non sculement par souci de disunguer les
savoirs et de délimiter leurs régions respecuves, mais dabord parce qu'elle n'en
aaucunement les moyens: le fait (s7il en est un) de la Révélanon excede Fempan
de toute science, y compris de la phénoménologie; seule une théologie, et a
condinon de se Lusser construire a parnr de ce fait seul (K. Barth ou H. U, von
Balthasar, plus sans doute que R. Bultmann ou K. Rahner) pourrait éventuclle-
menty acceder. Méme st elle en avant le désir (et, hien cnlendu, jamais ce ne fu
le cas), Ja phénoménologic n’aurait pas la puissance de tourner i la théologe.
Etil faut tout ignorer de la théologie, de ses procédures et de ses problema-
tques pour ne {it-ce quenvisager cetie invraisemblance.” Marion, ED, 329 n.

1% Marion, £, 328-31.

" Marion. £, 331, In hns awareness that recogmition of Chinst as such canno
be borne, Manon scems (0 be in accord with the view that recogninon comes
only after the event, that is, immemonaliv. Elsewhere Maron describes the idol
as that which reflects the gaze of the dolater.
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the flesh.”®” And concerning modality, Marion maintains that
Chnist constitutes the one who adores him, rather than the other
way around. Christ in this way operates iconically. Here we are
given examples of Jesus’ inversion of values, particularly in the
story of the rich young man. From this story Marion observes two
essential traits. {ne concerns the constituting regard of Jesus,
which is given dillerently to each person. His election of persons
does not objectity or reify them, but witnesses his love for them.
The other trait concerns the redoubling of saturation. Obedience
to the commandments, for the rich young man, is a first satura-
tion, and the giving of everything to the poor a second type.
Taken together, coming before the regard of Christ means not
only doing good in obedience to the law but loving the poor.'™
This redoubled saturation meets the conditions of the icon. In
Christ, Marion asserts, we have the saturated phenomenon par
excellence. The phenomenon of revelation gives itself without re-
serve and without conditions. It is not subject to the need for
evidence, for conceptualization, or for the opening of Ereignis.

Yct there remains the quesuon of the integrity of the relation
between Husserlian phenomenology and theology. Marion pro-
poses that Husserl does not put the question of God in brackets:
Husserl brackets only the transcendence of God, reducing God
thought as ground.™ From the theological side, is there a contra-
diction between the idea of the saturated phenomenon of revela-
tion and the tradition of apophatism? What we see in the
saturated phenomenon is more the dazzling than a particular
spectacle. For example, the face of the Other manifests itself
while the regard that looks at me remains invisible: from the point
of view of objectivity, there is nothing to see, but not nothing.
Marion submits that it is not a choice between apophatism and
kataphatism, but between saturation and the poverty of intu-
ition.™

This brings Marion back to a central question: if the privilege
of intuition comes from its character of givenness, how is it possi-
ble to explain that givenness is often accomplished without intu-

¥ Marion, ED, 332-34.
135 Marion, FI), 334-35.
1% Marion, ED, 335-37.
40 Marion, Fi), 337-40.
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ition? The choice between saturation and poor intuition is
undecidable. Marion claims to refer to a pure given, both empty
and saturated, and he suggests that there are three types of givens
such as these. There is the case where givenness gives something
inherently non-objectifiable, such as time, or life. These are given
without intuition by default. Then there is the case where given-
ness gives something that is not, such as death. This is given with-
out intuition by definition. The third type is the case where
givenness gives something that is not only not entitative, but also
not objectifiable, such as my word, peace, or meaning.'"! Here we
simply cannot decide between excess and penury. This is given-

ness without intuition by excess, what Marion calls “the aban-
doned.”!*2

A¥TER THE SUBJECT

In this chapter I have examined four of the five books of Etant
donné with a view to seeing how Marion responds to the critics of
Réduction et donation and how his phenomenological enterprise
works overall. Evidently, there is a final book to consider, but the
place for a complete review of that material, extraordinarily fruit-
ful as it might be, is not here. Instead, I will sketch those areas of
particular interest for the current project and refer the reader to
the many discussions of subjectivity that take place elsewhere.'*
To maintain an emphasis on the priority of what gives itself to
intuition, there has been a corresponding lack of emphasis on
the role of that intuition in constituting the given as a phenome-
non. But in the final book, Marion turns to contemplate how the
self that constitutes is given, a feat of self-reflection that delivers
only a minimum to comprehension. The one to whom that consti-
tuting self appears is given the names of “witness,” “the assigned”
or “attributary” (““lattributarre’), and “‘the devoted one” (“la-
donné’) by Marion, the last of which has complex and perhaps

4! Marion 1s not unlike Dernda on this point. See Derrida, VR, 27.

2 Marion, D, 340-42,

' For example, RED; “The Final Appeal of the Subject,” m Critchley and
Dews, DS.
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unusual connotations in a work that is explicitly non-theological
in content.

Marion suggests that the aporias that characterize any investiga-
tion of the subject arise because it 15 the ego or Dasein that is
being considered. He argues for a reversal, a substitution of these
figures by the autributary who simply receives what is given, in-
cluding itself. In receiving itself, the attributary is individualized
by facticity, not liable to solipsism because subinitted 1o otherness,
passive rather than spontaneous because affecied rather than cog-
nitively masterful, and liberated from subsistence because unable
to become an object. Marion’s subject is a subject without subjec-
tivity.!*! How is this subject constituted? In the giving of phenom-
ena, the attributary is also given: first, as a screen for phenomena,
the “‘me” who recetves and transforms: and second, as the re-
spondent to a call, in which the autributary itself is transformed
into the devoted one.™® Now, what is clearly of interest to us here
is the origin of this call. Marion offers threc perspectives. Repeat-
ing his argument about Heidegger trom Réduction et donation,
Marion reinforces that the origin of the call must remain unde-
cidable. He then considers how the call reverses intentionality,
along the lines of the Levinasian face. Finally, he makes a connec-
ton between the call and saturated phenomena, which, charac-
terized by an excess of intuition, subverting and preceding any
intention, and so behaving counter-intentionally, make a call not
only possible but, he insists, inevitable."* The call is phenomeno-
logically determined only by the four traits it manifests: convoca-
tion, surprise, interlocution, and facticity. ™ And since the call is
always and already given, remains unknown in origin, and is only
recoghizable in the response made, it is like a gift.!”

The call comes 1o us as a gift, but as a gift that is necessarily
anonymous. It is this feature of anonymity that I wish 10 empha-
size from Marion’s discussion, although I am leaving many other
aspects of his brilliant exposition of the subject without subjectiv-
ity to one side. The anonymity of the call is protected, he main-

4 Marion, ED, 360-61,

E Marion, B0, 361-60,

vio Maron, FLy 369.

VP Marion, L), 369-73,

W Manon, I, 372-73, 306-97.
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tains, because there is no specification of the type of saturated
phenomenon (or paradox) involved. And in the case of revela-
tion, since it involves not only onc hut all of the paradoxical types,
it cannot be further specified. What is of great interest is the ex-
ample Marion chooses: the divinie name (YHWH). The name, it
seems, is a paradox, which cannot provide access to the divine
gssence:

The voice that reveals, reveals justly because it remaius without a
voice, more exactly without a name, but in the Neme. The Name
only gives in saying without any name, thus completcly. Far [rom
making us fear that such a call drives surreptitiously 1o name a
transcendent numen and—badly—to turn o “theology,” we have
to conclude that o the conirary all phenomena of revelation
(under the heading of possibility) and especially a Revelation
{under the heading of effectivity) would implicate the radical ano-
nymity of that which calls."™

It is not in calling that the caller is identified, but in the risked
response of the devoted one.

We note in Marion's discussion of subjectivity not only the in-
fluence of Levinas but also that of Ricoeur, whose article in the
1992 collection is instructive." There we find Ricocur speaking
of the {divine) Other as the source of the call: “Prayer 1s turned
actively toward this Other by whom consciousness is affected at
the level of feeling. In return, this Other who affects it is per-
ceived as the source of the call to which prayer responds.”!”!
Later, with reference to the experience of the Jewish people, he
also speaks of the Law as the word that is the origin of the call,
but Scripture insofar as the legislator is absent.' Or again, with
reference to the prophets who speak in the name of YHWH, he
observes the coincidence of two voices: God speaks in the re-
sponse of the one who listens, even though this means that the
word 1s fragile."™ Finally, Ricoeur sketches “the retreat of the
Name.” “The name of God is at once that which circles between

Y arion, £ 410,

" Not only in ELDR, but in Paul Ricoeur, Oneself As Another, trans, Kathleen
Blamey {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992).

1 Ricoeur, £LDR, 16; my translation.

" Ricocur, ELDR, 31,

P Ricocur, ELDR, 32-35.
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genres and between scriptures, not belonging to any one, but in-
tersignifying by all,—and also that which escapes from each and
from all, in a sign of the non-achievement of all discourse about
God.”"'™ The question that must be raised at this point in respect
to both Maron and Ricoeur is, however, whether knowing a name
1s already knowing too much. This difficulty underlies the debate
between Marion and Derrida on the gift, as it is recorded in God,
the Gift, and Postmodernism. Can the saturated phenomenon give
anything as such, even if its origin cannot be specified? Can the
gift be known as such, even in the absence of a specific giver? Does
Marion’s phenomenology require him to have a certain faith?
Having examined the complex phenomenological schema of
Etant donné, we are now in a better position to consider these
questions more closcly.

154 Ricocllr, EI_.DR, 35.
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The Limits of
Phenomenology

RESPONDING 10O ETANT DONNE

ETANT DONNE represents an cxtraordinary achievement, situating
Marion among the foremost thinkers of his generation. Its mas-
sive scope, high degree of coherent systematization, and striking
and often singular readings of important players in the history of
phenomenology mean that it has a significant place in contempo-
rary philosophy. Because of that place, however, we are obliged
to enter into debate with Marion concerning the legitimacy of
those readings, particularly bearing in mind the questions about
God, the gift, and phenomenology that motivate this inquiry.

It would be unusual, given the tone of Le tournant théologique, il
Dominique Janicaud were not to respond to the responses made
to him in Etant donné. This he does in La phénoménologie éclatée.'
Here Janicaud raises two main objections: first, that Marion’s use
of a capital letter when he speaks of “Revelation” seems to sug-
gest that he is not interested merely in the general possibility of
revelatory phenomena, but in phenomena in which he has a theo-
logical stake; and second, that to isolate such phenomena as ulti-
mate paradoxes would require that their theological truth claims
be given consideration, a task that, he asserts, does not belong to
phenomenology. Now, the answer to Janicaud’s question of
whether or not Marion is interested in revelation or in Revelation
is, once again, yes and no. This equivocation is reflected in the
text itself. At one point we have several references to Revelation
(p. 10); at another point we have references to “le phénoméne
de révélation™ (pp. 327ff.).2 I will return to this in a moment.

' Dominique Janicaud, La phénoménologie éclatée (Combas: Editions de 1'éclat,
1908).

*And in the Revue article, RQQ, we have “révélation” (sec p. 73).
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Like Janicaud, Derrida also mects Etant donné with two ques-
tions. The first relates to Marion’s association of Gegebenhert and
gift, which fits in, as a problem, with earlier questioning about the
semantic association of gift, given, and givenness. It is a problem
also signaled, once again, by Jean Greisch: “The French language
would allow us to reassemble under a single hat (that of the magi-
cian} that which the German language does not cease to sepa-
rate.”* Greisch, however, is more forgiving than Derrida, who
observes:

I am not convinced that between the use of Gegeberheit in phenome-
nology and the problem we are about to discuss, that is, the fit,
there 18 o semantic continuity, T am not sure that when, of course,
Husserl refers, extensively and constantly, 1o what is given to intu-
iion, this given-ness, this Gegederherf has an obvious and intelligible
relationship to the gitt, to being given as gift. What we arc going to
discuss, that is the gift, perhaps is not hoinogenous with Gegebenhent.
That is onc of the problems with the connection to phenomenol-
ogv. I will come back to this later on. Now, the way, the mediation
or the transition, vou made between Gegebenher 1n phenomenology
and the es gt in Heidegger is wlso problematic to me. The way
Heidegger reters 1o the Gabe in the e grdf is distinct from intuitive
Gegebenher. When Husserl says Gegebernhedt, and when phenomenol-
ogists in the broad sense say Gegebenhell, something is given, they
refer simply to the passivity of intuition, Something is there. We
have, we mect something. It is there, but it is not a gitt.!

Marion’s response (remembering that here we arc in the context
of a public debate, conducted in English) is more complex than
previously. The first part is as follows: “I disagree with you on the
point that givenness, Gegebenhieit, would be restricted for Husserl
1o intuition. I would quote some texts and I would stick to that.
For him, even significations are given, without intuition. He as-
stimes openly a ‘logical givenness.” ™ Derrida mnterjects: T agree
with you. The point was, what is the giftz"—in response to which
Marion reverses his initial position on the equivocity between the
gift and givenness:

*Jean Greisch, “Index sui et non dati.” Transversalités: Revue de L'instibat Ca-
tholiquee de Pares 70 (April-June 1999): 27-54, 32, my wanslavon. Presidigitateuy
(someone who performs sleight of hand) has been ranslated as “magician™ for
the sake of sense in English.

'Dernda and Marion, OTG, 58,
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This s a good point, and T emphasize it, becanse Paul Ricoeur
asked me the same question and raised the same objection which 1
myself would sum up as such: Between the givenness, if any, in
the phenomenological meaning of the word, and the gift, therc is
nothing but pure equivocity. I tried to demonstrate the contrary, becitise
to assume ths so-called erItOcHy as a starling point proves to mlj,umr*nsh
both the question of the gift and that of groenness. .. 1 think of the gilt
as a kind ol issue reaching to the most extreme limits, that should
be described and be thought and neither explained nor compre-
hended, but simply thought—in a very radical way. T suggest that,
in order to achieve description, if any is possible, of the gift, we can
be led to open for the first thne a new horizon, much wider than
those of objectivity and being, the horizon of givenness.”

What we see herce is Marton secking to rely less on a semantic
association between givenness and gift and instecad sccking,
through the question of the gift, to develop the horizon of given-
ness. This enables him to respond more strongly to Derrida’s sub-
sequent asserton that for Marton, “every Gegebenheit (s} gift,”
and by extension that “everything is a gift, a gift from God, from
whomever,” Marion stresses the reverse: “Every gift (is) Gegelen-
heit.”” Yet Derrida brings the question back to the nature of
phenomenology: “If you say the immancnt structure of phenom-
enality 18 Gegebenhert, and if by Gegebenheit you refer to something
given, 10 some common root, then every phenomenon is a gift.
Even if you do not determine the giver as God, it is a gitt. I am
not sure that this 1s reconcilable or congruent with what [ know
under the name of phenomenology.”* What exactly does Derrida
mean by “some common root”? Does he mean to include the
given with Gegebenheil, and thereby imply that the link between
these two words is inappropriate? Or daoes he interpret the given
by “common root” with the gift (a given is a gift, rather than a
fact)? There is no clear answer here. Instead, we will progress
further if we consider the second issue he raises in this last para-

graph, which is what might legitimately go “under the name of
phenomenology.”

The real issue for Derrida is this:

* Derrida and Marion, OTG, 61; emphasis added,
" Dernda and Marnon, 070, 71,
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What I understand as phenomenology. the principle ot all princi-
ples, which you have recalled here, implies finally intuition, that is,
the fullness of the intuition, the presence of something. When
there 15 a gap between intuition and intention, there is a crisis,
there is a symbolic structure. But the principle of all principles is
intuition. If you agree, as I think you agree, about the impossibility
of equating the gift to a present, then you cannot define every phe-
nomenon as gift. That is what puzzles me.”

What Marion and Derrida are really debating, albeit contextual-
ized by the problem of the gift, is the nature and limits of phe-
nomenology. For Derrida, as we have seen, phenomenology is
about presence, and where it fails to bring into presence it fails as
a methodology, For Marion, phenomenology is also about pres-
ence, but without that presence equating to the fullness of intu-
ition. For Derrida givenness equals presence, whereas for Marion
givenness may cqual presence, but not in the sense of present to
intuition. By wav of an argument over scmantics, the question
once again becomes: “Can there be a given that doces not deliver
iself in presence to intuition?”—and only then can we ask: *Can
there be a gift?”

While coming from a different angle, Derrida leads us in the
end to the same point as Janicaud, whose critique T will now ad-
dress. We saw earlier how Marion’s thought of givenness could be
situated in the theological trajectory of his previous works. Yet it
was also evident that in Réduction et donation Marion was produc-
ing a work of phenomenology, not theology. In Etant domné, as
I have indicated, Marion similarly argues that his task is strictly
phenomenological. Nevertheless, in the latter work we find Mar-
ion examining phenomena of revelation/Revelation and arguing
that this examination is within the realm of possibility for phe-
nomenology. It scems feasible to understand, then, that Marion
sees phenomenology as a sort of prolegomena for theology. I do
not mean by this that he tries to deduce revealed theology from
phenomenological method, an undertaking that he would find
unquestionably abhorrent, although this possibility is suggested

7 Derrida and Marion, OTG, 71.
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by Vincent Holzer.* Instead, I am proposing that Marion seeks the
enlargement of phenomenology to include the possibility, rather
than the actuality, of something like theology, based on the point
that revelatory phenomena cannot simply be excluded from the
limits of phenomenological investigation. That being said, it can-
not be ignored that to complete this enlargement, Marion has to
give examples, and the examples he chooses are from Christian
tradition. The problems Janicaud identifies reduce to this: if phe-
nomenology is to include revelatory phenomena, it must presum-
ably be able to point to examples of such phenomena, even if it
is to illustrate the possibility, rather than the actuality, of revela-
tion. But as soon as examples are identified, the question arises
as to whether they are what it is they are claimed to be: revelatory
phenomena. There is in the exemplification always a necessary
shift from phenomena of revelation to phenomena (or better, the
phenomenon) of Revelation. If Marion were to add examples of
revelation from other religious traditions, there would be no less
of a problem, for the issue is in the naming itself. A phenomenon
of revelation must reveal something; it is therefore invested with
the power to Reveal. If, on the other hand, and here I go beyond
Janicaud, I were confronted with a saturated phenomenon such
as Marion describes, I would have to be able to put to one side
the question of whether or not it was a phenomenon of revelation
in order to preserve its very quality of saturation. The disposition
Marion seeks to assume here is that of the dispassionate observer,
the phenomenologist of religion, perhaps, who is able to stand
back and describe what religious traditions refer to by “phenom-
ena of revelation.”™ Keeping this in mind, it seems what he
achieves in Etant donné is legitimate. But Marion is not cataloging
what others say is revelatory; on the contrary, he is asking us to
contermnplate that when someone bears witness to a revelatory phe-
nomenon, it might actually be Revelatory. To describe something
as revelatory involves a commitment in advance, not to the possi-

* Cf. the comments of Vincent Holzer in “Phénoménologie radicale et phéno-
meéne de révélation. Jean-Luc Marion, Etant donné. Essai d’une phénoménologie
de la donation,” Transversalités: Revue de I.’Institut Catholique de Pans 70 (April-
June 1999): 55-68, 66-68 [hereafter Holzer, PRPR).

? Bearing in mind the injunction of Paul Ricoeur in ELDR, 20.
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bility of revelation, but to its actuality.! For this reason, Janicand
is correct 1o point out that Marion exceeds the limits of phenome-
nology.

[t secms that we have reached an impasse, one that was sug-
gested in the examination of Réduction el donation and which has
now heen confirmed by Etant donné. Phenomenology cannot de-
liver phenomena of revelation/Revelation as such, and therefore
it seemns that the conversation between phenomenology and the-
ology cannot take place, at least not without doing violence to the
neutral (as distinct from the natural) attitude of phenomenology.
From a Derridean point of view, this is because revelatory phe-
nomena would have to be delivered in presence, a requirement
that would undo any possible revelatory quality they might have.
Likce the gift, a God handed over into intellectual custody would
be no God at all. And from Janicaud’s point of view, the 1iimpossi-
bility of delivering phenomena of revelation stems {rom the
requirement that phenomenology observe what appears to con-
sciousness without involving a leap of faith. It could, of course, be
argued in response that phenomenology always involves such a
leap, tor as Derrida has shown, there is no phenomenology with-
out a tacit hermeneutics. Marion falls somewhere in between
these positions. His desire is to reformulate phenomenology, but
in accordance with its inherent Husserlian possibilities, where it
can examine what is more than an object but less than an intuited
presence. But on both counts, it is the hermeneutical dimension
that can be called into question. If what gives itself is not an object
and is not present, what does it mean? At the same time, it would
be foolish to discount what Marion is trying to do, namely, to find
a way of thinking what is greater than thought. This is the basis of
the attracriveness of his work to theology,

In onc sense, it is very difficult to prove that what Marion 1s
doing is not phenomenology but working at the point of phenom-
enology’s failure. I say that because in the debate with Derrida al
Villanova, as well as in the fine print of Etant donné, definitious
make all the difference. For example, where Marion uses the lan-
guage of horizon it seems he is stuck in a metaphysics of presence.
But then he redefines presence, and renounces the horizon, and

e Haolzer, PRPR, 58.
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is even prepared to go so far as 1o say that “as to the question
of whether what I am doing, or what Derrida is doing, is within
phenomenology or beyond, it does not seem to me very imnpor-
tant.”"! In other words, it all depends on how the limits of phe-
nomenology are described. The way to judge the success of
Marion’s work is instead to focus on its hermeneutical dimension.
To what extent are those phenomena that, according o his
schema, resist presel'lcc-t()-intnilinn reinscribed in metaphysics by
way of hermeneutics, or can they resist being solely tied to the
particular hermeneutical approach that is Christianity?

The breakdown of classical phenomenology occurs at the point
where what is given exceeds conscious thematization, and we see
this in a negative way thanks to Janicaud, because he indicates
that any decisive reading of what surpasses intelligibility requires
a leap of faith. We observe the breakdown more positively in the
work of Levinas, where keeping faith with phenomenology is less
of an issue insofar as the failure is concomitant with living, as
distinct from merely thinking. But with Levinas—and more espe-
cially the later Levinas, where a nuinber of difficulties concerning
the Other have been resolved—the leap of faith is recognized
without our having to commit to it. This is what distinguishes him
from Marion, at least to the extent that identfying a saturated
phenomenon as revelatory in the sense in which Marion uses the
word involves making a judgment about 1ts origin. Yet it is not so
much the making of a judgment that is the problem. The diffi-
culty occurs when the judgment is passed off as pure description.
Now, it seems to me that Marion’s thinking of saturated phenomn-
ena provides him with an opportunity 1o describe the conditions
swrounding what interrupts or cxceeds consciousness, without
his having to take the next step of commiting to an interpreta-
tion of that interruption. Prescinding from the question of
whether or not a phenomenon is revelatory, how are we to deal
with it if it overruns consciousness either by excess (Marion) or
by aridity (Derrida)? If it is possible to locate such ““phenomena™
m general, is it possible 1o approach phenomena from a religious
tradition {(a text, for example) and without presuming to describe
them as revelatory, to investigate their potentiality for saturation?

U Derrida ancd Maron, Q7C, 68, Marion cenonnces the horizon at 66.
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[t seems to me that this is a valid path to take. That being the
case, let us examine how Marion reads such phenomena, using
the example of the icon.

THE Icon

Many sources in Marton’s work provide access to his thinking of
the tcon. As early as Lidole et la distance, he is developing a theme
that will become his trademark: icon versus idol. It appears con-
stantly in articles and books up to and including Etant donné.'?
Since Marion himself uses the icon as an example of a saturated
phenomenon in this last text, it provides an ideal study in the
present context. Nevertheless, T will also draw from his theological
works in illustrating how the icon functions, especially in relation
to the idol.

In Lidole et la distance, the idol is characterized not as the per-
sonification of its god but as the image by means of which the
worshiper is referred only to the human experience of divinity.!?
The icon, in contrast, is characterized as that which works as a
kind of negative theophany.!'* Where Paul names Christ the “icon
of the invisible God,” Marion explains, God the Father does not
lose invisibility so much as become visible in transcendence.'?

' For example, ID; “La double idolatrie: Remarques sur la différence ontolog-
ique et la pensée de Dicn,” Hewdegger et In question de Diey, cd. Richard RKearney
and Joseph S. (FLeary (Paris: Grasset, 1980}, 46-74; *'La vanit¢ d’étre et le nom
de Diew.” Analogie of dialectique: Exsems de théologe fimdamentale, ed. T Gisel and
Ph. Secretan (Geneva: Labor i Fides, 1982), 17-49; Dien sans 'étre: Hors-texte
(1982: Paris: Quadrige /Presses Universitaires de France, 1991), trans. as GWB;
“De la ‘mort de dieu’ aux noms divins: L'itinéraire théologique de la métaphy-
sique,” Laval théologque et philosvplogue 41, no. 1 (1983): 25-41, and L'étre et
Drew (Paris: Cert, 1986); Prolégomenis i ln chantd, 2nd ed, (Paris: Editions de la
Différence, 1991) [hereafter Marion, PCY; CV; ED.

" Marion, I}, 19-22.

4 Marion, I}, 24.

» Marion, /D, 23: “La profondeur du visage visible du Fils livie au regard
I'invisibilité du Pere comme telle. L. 'icone ne manifeste m le visage humam, ni
la nature divine que nul ne saurail envisager, mais, <lisaient les théologiens de
I'icéne, le rapport de 'une & 'autre clans I'hypostase, la personne.” (“The
depth of the visible face of the Son lets the invisibility of the Father be seen as
such. The icon manifests neither the human face, nor the divine nature that
no one would be able o envisage, but, theologians of the icon would say, the
relationship of the one to the other in the hypostasis, the person.’)



THE LIMITS OF PHENOMENOLOGY 161

While the idol is about preserving the proximity of the divine, the
icon manifests distance.'® Concepts, too, can function idolatrously
or iconically. Therefore Marion is able to understand the Nietz-
schean “death of God™ in terms of the death only of an idolatrous
concept of God.!” Yet words can also refer, he maintains, to the
unspeakable.’® Where theology has been practiced as onto-theol-
ogy, the conceptual idols of metaphysics are rightly condemned.™
But where theology preserves “distance,” where it allows for the
divine to overtlow what is merely human, it goes beyond idol-
atry. #

Marion’s understanding of how idols and icons function is
deepened in God Without Being. Here he perceives that the differ-
ence between them lies in their “manner of being for beings”
rather than in their being two classes of beings. This is because
frcquently the same object can function as an idol or an icon. But
cither way it is a question of veneration, and an object is vener-
ated when it is seen as a sign of the divine.?' Artistic works are so
venerated when “‘they no longer restrict their visibility to them-
selves . .. but, as such and by thus remaining absolutely immanent
in themselves, . . . they signal indissolubly toward another, still
undetermined term.”** It is in this referring that the value of the

" Marion, /1), 23-24. Here Marion’s thought reminds us of Balthasar.

I Marion, 1D, 15-16, 45ff. This is affirmed once again in GWB, chapter 2.

" Marion, {D, 24: *‘le concept ne pourrait-il pas jouer, aussi et d’abord, comme
une icone, au sens ol, comme I'icone offre la figure de I'invisible, ‘les mots ne
sont pas la traduction d’autre chose qui €tait 1a avant eux’ (L. Wittgenstein),
mais la profération méme de ce qui demeure au méme mstant a jamais indici-
ble.” (“could not the concept play, also and firstly, as an icon, in the sense
where, as an icon offers the figure of the invisible, ‘words are not the translation
of anything else which was there before them' (L. Wittgenstein), but the very
utterance of that which remains at the same time forever unspeakable.”)

' Marion explores Western metaphysical idolatry in GWB, 16, where, he sug-
gests, God is made idol as causa suz and as source of morality: “The concept
consigns 10 a sign what at first the mind grasps with it (concipere, capare); but
such a grasp is measured not so much by the amplitude of the divine as by the
scope of a capacitas, which can fix the divine in a specific concept only at the
moment when a conception of the divine fills it, hence appeases, stops, and
freezes it. When a philosophical thought expresses a concept of what it then
names ‘God,’ this concept functions exactly as an idol.”

* Marion, /D), 24-42.

1 Marton, GWB, 7-8.

* Marion, GWB, 8.
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work resides; 1t is the mode of signaling that will determine the
difference between the idol and the icon.

An idol is not an illusion: it consists precisely in being seen, in
becoming an object of knowledge. “The idol depends on the
gaze that it satisfies, since if the gaze did not desire to satisfy
itself in the idol, the idol would have no dignity for it.”*' Hence
itis not in the fabrication of the idol that its venerability resides,
but in its consideration by the gaze. The intention of the gazc
aims at the divine, but it is stopped there. Prior to being arrested
by the idol, the gaze sees nothing that will satisfy it. But in the
face of the idol, what Marion calls “‘the first visible,” the gaze
allows 1tself 1o be filled, to be dazzled. At the same tune, in the
idol the gaze discovers its own limit. The 1dol acts as a mirror
that reflects “"the image of its aim and . . . the scope of that
aim.”* Yet the mirror effect remains secondary to the spectacle
itsclf, and s0 remains invisible. In this way the emptiness of idola-
ury is never exposed to the idolater. The mirror [unction of the
idol is an essential feature, since it indicates not only the extent
of the aim of the gaze but also what the gaze cannot see lor heing
blocked by the idol. The gaze cannot be critical, but rests in the
idol, incapable of going beyond it.*" *“I'he invisible mirror thus
marks, negatively, the shortcoming of the aim—literally, the v
sable.”*" In the idol we see the divine, but only according to the
measure of our own gaze.” Marion evaluates the idol in terms of
this measure: ‘it represents nothing, but presents a certamn low-
waler mark of the divine; it resembles what the human gaze has
experienced of the divine.”® The idol itsclf does not reproduce
the god, but only fixes in stone what the gaze has seen of the
god, “the point marked by the frozen gaze.”* It is the emotion

“Maron, GWB, 8-9. “Variations i the mode of visibility indicate variations
in the mode of apprehension of the divine wselt.” GWB, 9.

= Marion, GWB, 10.

= Manon, GWHE, 11-12.

“ Manon, GWB, 11-12. " The 1dol would not be disqualified thus, vis-a-vis a
revelation, not at all because it would offer to the gaze an illegitimate spectacle,
but first because 1t suggests to the gaze where o rest (itsell).” GWB, 13.

7 Manon, GWB, 13.

2 Marion, GWB, 13-14.

= Marion, GWH, 14,

O Muarion, GWE, 14,
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of this inital fixing that is represented in the idol and which
fixes others.™

“The icon does not result from a vision but provokes one.”’*?
Contrary to the idol, the icon allows the visible to become satu-
rated by the invisible, without the invisible being reduced in any
way (o the visible.” The invisible is unenvisageable. It is repre-
sented in the visible only insofar as the visible constantly refers to
what is other than itself. It retrains the gaze.* Yet how can the
invisible become visible in the icon at all? Marion distinguishes
between God’s presence as substantial (referring to the Greek
ousia, substance, which he assoctates with metaphysics) and God’s
presence as persunal (using the Greek hupostasis or the Latin per-
sona}. " Hupostasis . . . docs not imply any substantial presence; . . .
the persona attested its presence only by that which itself most
properly characterizes it, the aim of an intention . . . that a gaze
sets in operation.”™ Marion defines the icon, like the idol, in
terms of the gaze, but here he 15 concerned with the gaze of the
invisible rather than the gaze of the human. “The icon regards
us—it concerns us, in that it allows the imention of the invisible to
occur visibly,”™ The icon shows us a face that opens on the infi-
nite.*” It does not act as a mirror, but overwhelms us. “In the idol,
the gaze of man is frozen in its mirror; in the icon, the gaze of
man is lost in the invisible gaze that visibly envisages him.”* Invisi-

“*The 1dol consigns and conserves i s matenal the brilliunce where the
gaze froze, m the expectation thai other eves will acknowledge \he brilliance of
a first visible that freezes them in their material scope.” Marion, GWB, 15.

# Maron, GWB, 17.

*The visible [proceeds] from the mvisible, . . . [Thhe invisible bestow([s] the
visible.” Marion, GW8, 17.

*1 “The 1con sunumons the gaze to surpass itself by never freezing on a visible,
since the visible only presents itself here in view of the nvisible.” Maron, GWB,
18.

Y Maron, GWSB, 18-1Y.

“ Marion, GWE, 19. This “being envisaged” 1s characterisuc of Balthasar's
theology. See Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Glory of the Lord, vol. 7, Theology: The
New Covrnant, trans. Brian McNeil, C.R.V. (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1989)
286-87 [hercafier Balthasar, 1.7,

" "The 1con alone offers an open face, because it opens in itself the visible
onio the invisible, by offering 1ts spectacle to be wansgressed—not 10 be seen,
but to be venerated.” Manon, GWB, 19. It 1s possible to trace here something of
Levinas’s intluence on Marion,

* Marnion, GWE, 20,

k]
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bility is made visible in the face; the infinite gives itself in the
icon.™ Infinite intention, it is excessive, abyssal, overflowing the
capactty of the human gaze. It seems that in the face of the icon,
the infinite passes.” The intention from beyond the icon substi-
tutes itself for the human intention. Further, the human tace then
also serves as a mirror to reflect divine glory. !

The concept can function as an icon as easily as an idol, but to
function in this way requires that "the concept renounce compre-
hending the incomprehensible, to attempt to conceive it, hence
also to receive it, I its own excessiveness.” ™ [s it possible to have
such a concept? “The only concept that can serve as an intelligi-
ble medium for the icon is one that lets itself be measured by the
excessiveness of the invisible that enters into visibility through
infinite depth.”"* Marion suggests that the Cartesian idea of the
Infinite might act in this way."* The concept determines an inten-

#“The icon 15 defined by an origin without original: an origin itself infinite,
which pours itself out or gives itself throughout the infimte depth of the icon.”
Manon, GWB, 20.

M Apain we are remuinded of Levinas: “the icon pamted on wood does not
come from the hand of a man but from the infinite depth that crosses it—or
better, orients it following the intention of a gaze.” Marion, GWB, 21

1 The invisible summons us, ‘face to face, person to person’ {1 Cor. 13:12),
through the painted visibility of s incarnation and the factual visibility of our
flesh: no longer the visible idol as the invisible murror of our gaze, but our face
as the visible mirror of the mnvisible.” Marion, GWB, 22.

2 Marion, GWEH, 22,

™ Marion, GWB, 23.

+ Note the influcnce of Levinas once agamn. In the Sorbonne interview, Mar-
ion speaks of the significance of the idea of the infinite and the role it plays in
Levinas, revealing some mteresting and highly pertinent thoughts on the hon-
zon: "It would be paossible 1o think God as the mfinite, on the condition that it
is a p(mtlvc infinity and non-objective, that 1t not be spoken of us a representa-
tion—that is what Levinas says. Me, I will say that it 1s necessary that the infinite
appears as a horizon more than a phummcn(m or rather—hecause a horizon
limits, by definttion—it 15 a non-horizon, it is that which 1s always heyond the
horizon, that which is the greatest thing of which we can think (Anselm)—this
is Anselm’s definition. a non-definition. Thus the idea of the infinite is only
possible as a non-definttion of Ged. . .. [1]t1s a concept of that which is indefin-
able. It is a precise concept of that whuh goes beyond all defimtion. It is that
which is interesting in the concept of the infinite. Thus . . . for Levinas, the
idea of the infinite is an intentionality which goes beyond ull ohjects. It 1s an
intenuonality without objects, the infinite. And that is why he applics the infinite
not to God but to the face in general, because the face in general is that which
is infinite, and infinite i the sense that there s no object. . .. The infinite
means that which is greater than we can think.” Marion discusses both Anselin’s
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tion, not an essence. In the iconic concept, the distance between
the visible and the invisible is assured.

In La croisée du visible, a collection of four essays, Marion focuses
on the iconic function of art.*® The first essay, “La croisée du
visible et de I'invisible,” moves from a consideration of art in gen-
eral to the special and distinctive case of the icon, where it is
necessary 1o go beyond hoth ohjectivity and perspective in favor
of fostering a new relationship between the visible and the invisi-
ble. In the icon, the invisible is in the visible. The icon ofters itself
to the gaze without setting perspective in motion.* It shows its
own gaze to the face of the faithful person who prays before 1t, so
that two invisible regards cross. The icon accomplishes both the
insertion of the invisibie in the visible and the subversion of the
visible by the invisible.'” “The invisible exercises itself as the look
itself, which looks invisibly at another invisible regard, by the in-
termediary of a painted visible . . . it results in a less classic phe-
nomenological situation. where intentionality no longer
accomplishes itselt as an objectivity, indeed accomplishes the put-
ting in question of its own status as an £7*

definition and Descartes’s idea of the infinite in his Questeens rartésiennes, 2 vols.
(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1991, 1996} [hereafter Marion, QC7Tand
QCH|. With regard w Levinas, see QCI, 45, 245, At the latter page Marion refers
ws o Levinas's short picee “Sur 'idée de 'infini en nous,”™ which appears in
Entre nows: Fxsars sur le penser-a-Uautre (19915 Panis: Lavre de Poche, 1993), 227-30;
this is now available as Fnive Nous: On Thinking-of-the-Other, trans. Michael B.
Smith and Barbara Harshav (New York: Columbia University Press, 1998}, With
regard 1o the wdea of the infinite, see QCH. 245ff. and 275-79. With regard to
Anselm and God as concept, see (JCI, 221-58.

¥ Marion, CV.

" Marion, CV, 41: “I'économie de I'icone ne dépend pas de Pinvesussement
de I'espace par Vinvisible; Tinvisible y went en effet un role plus fondamental
que celui d'organiser 'espace, en simple chorége du visible. L'inwisible joue
allleurs et autrenient.” (Mthe economy [is 1t an accident that he uses this word?]
of the won does not depend on the mvestment of space by the mvisible; the
invisible holds there in effect a role more fundamental than that of organizing
space, as a simple ‘conductor’ of the visible. The invisible plays elsewhere and
otherwise, ™)

7 Marion, CV, 42-4%,

# Manon, CV, 45: "I'imvisible ’exerce comme le regard lui-méme, qu regarde
invisiblement un autre regard mvisible, par 'intermédiaire d’un visible pemt . ..
il en résulte une situation phénoménologique moms classique, ou I'imtention-
nalité¢ ne s’accomplit plus cn une objectivité, voire accomplit la nise en cause
de son propre statut de fe.”
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“Ce que cela donne,” the next essay, is concerned with how a
painter is able to make something of the invisible visible in what
Marion calls Jinvu (“the unseen’). *'Linvu is not seen, in the
same way that the unheard of is not heard, the unknown is not

known. . . . Linvu certainly belongs to the invisible, but does not
merge with it, since it can transgress it precisely in becoming visi-
ble: . . . linvu, only provisionally invisible, exerts all its demands

of visibility in order to, sometimes by force, burst into the visi-
ble.” " L'invu gives the painting a certain independence, a power-
fulness that does not reside in visibility alone. It opens us up to
desire for what cannot have been forescen. The painting itself
teaches us to see. And either it will act as an idol, giving us noth-
ing more than our own projections (which results in a crisis of
the visible), or it will witness to the unseen, to deptir and o glory.
In this way it will be a gift for vision.*® Marion comments, and not
without some significance: *“To sec is to receive, since to appear
1s to give oneself 1o be seen.”! The given demands reception.”™
The third essay, “L’aveugle a Silo¢,"” addresses the question of
the image versus the original.™ The original may be consigned to
invisibility, but this invisibility is not simply a denial of its reality.”*
The original is defined by its invisibility, by the fact that it cannot
be reduced to an image. Among his examples, Marion refers to
the case of the cube, which cannot be seen *“as such.” The dis-
tance between perception and knowledge requires active recons-
titution of the cube as an object. The invisible remains invisible,
but is confirmed by the increase of the visible.” Marion also gives

#Marion, CV. 51: “L'invu n’est pas v, tout comme l'inoni n’est pas entenduy,
Pinsu n’est pas su. . .. L'invu reléve certes de Pinwisible, mais ne se confond pas
avee hu, pusqulil peut le transgresser cn devenant préasement visibler ..
'invu, invisible sculement provisoire, exerce toute son exigence de visibilité
pour, parfois de force, y faire irruption.™

W Marion, CV, 57-81.

s Marion. CV, 8G: “Voir, ¢’est recevoir, pussqu’apparaitee ¢’est (se) donmer &
voir.”

= Marion, CV, 81. We cannot but be reminded of Balthasar,

* Marion observes how mmages operate i contemporary society, and the way
that perception becomes everything. Frequently, the image destroys the origi-
nal. Marion, CV, 85-98.

1 is hard not to imagime this in somewhat Platonic fashion, although I am
sure that this 1s not what Marion means.

* Marton, CV, 99-101.
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the example of the irreducibility of the face. In the case of a lover,
“that which someone wants to see does not coincide with that
which the face gives to be seen to every other regard.” Once
again, it is the weight of the other’s regard that is glimpsed. *'1 do
not see the visible face of the other, [as an] object still reducible
to an image . . . but the invisible regard that swells up from the
obscure pupils of the other; in short, I see the other of the visible
face.”*” In love, therefore, I am no longer bound to the image.™

The two examples I have just quoted from Marion serve o sup-
port strongly his argument that invisibility and reality are not mu-
tually exclusive. We are thus prepared for a denovuement of the
theological implications of the study. Christ as icon s a further—
and, he will add, superlative—example of visibility referring us o
invisibility:

Christ ofters an icon to the regard only in manifesting a flace, that
1s to say a look, itself invisible. It is therefore a matter, in the hirst
place, of a crossing of regards, as it is for lovers; T look, with my
invisible look, at an invisible look that envisages me; in the icon, in
effect, 1L 1s not so much me who sces a spectacle as much as an
other regard that sustains mine, confronts it, and evenuually, over-
whelms it But Christ does not only offer to my regard to sec and
to be scen by his [regard]; if he demands from me a love, 1t 1s not
a love for him, but for his Facher. . . . But since the Father remains
invisible, how am I able to see the Father in seeing Christ? Would
not Christ constitute only what can be scen of the Father in the
place of the Father, that which holds visibly the place of the invisi-
bility of the Father?*

" Marion, CV, 101 "ce qu'il veut von ne coincide pas avec ce que ce visage
donne a voir a tout auire regard.”

7 Marion, CV, 102: “Je ne vois pas le visible visage de autre, objet encore
réductible 4 une unage . .. mais le regard invisible qui sourd des obscures pupil-
les de 'autre visage; bref, jo vois Pautre du visible visage.™ This 1s a very usctul
reading of Levinas on the face.

“ Marion, €V, 102,

* Manon, CV, 103: “"Le Christ n’offre au regard une icone qu’en manifestant
un visage, ¢’est-a-dire un regard, Iui-méme mvisible. 11 s’agit done, en un pre-
mier temps, d'une croisée des r(‘.gur(ls, conforme au schéme amoureux; je re-
garde, de mon regard mvisible, un regard invisible qui m’envisage; dans Uicane,
en effet, ce n'est pay tant moi qui vois un spectacle qu'un autre regard qui
soutient le micen. 'affronte, ¢t éventuellement, le errasse. Mais le Christ ne
propose pas seulement & mon regard de voir et d’étre vu par le sien; s’il réclame
de mor un amour, ce n'est pas un amour pour lui, mais pour son Perc. ... Mas
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Christ does not offer an image of the invisible, but the face of
the invisible itself. He is the visible image of the invisible as invisi-
ble, and vet “image’ here is to be rethought as “icon,” for the
icon is the opposite of the image, or at least it is a different type
of umage.* With the icon, in addition to the two elements of spec-
tator and object, there is added 4 thivrd—the “prototype”—not a
second visible, but a second look that picrees the first visible. In
this case the image no longer operates as a mirror. The iconic
image does not concern the visible or the aesthetic, but the cross-
ing of the two regards. The one who prays before the icon is not
drawn to an image but by the origin of the other regard. The
iconic image thus breaks with the usual understanding of the
image.® Those images that qualify as icons are those where the
visible renounces itself.™ It is this type of kenosis that character-
izes Christ’s ministry and which means that he functions iconi-
cally to manifest the glory of the Father.®” So when Christ loses his
human figure, he becomes the figure of the divine will. In a quasi-
Levinasian move, Marion adds: "“In the gestures of his body ac-
complishing not his will, but the will of God, the Christ indicates,
not his face, but the trace of God.”"* In Christ, then, we see not
God’s face as the ftace of Christ, but the trace of God passing in
the face of Christ.

The final essay, “Le prototype et 'image,” has to do with pro-
tecting the sanctity of the Holy even in its iconic manifestation. In
other words, it is concerned with ensuring that icons do not revert
to being idols.® Here Marion himself sets out the problem with
which I have been concerned throughout this book, the problem

puisque le Pére reste invisible, comment puisje voir le Pére en yvoyant le Christ?
Le¢ Christ ne constituerait-il pas sculement ee qui peot se vorr du Pere a la place
du Pere, ce qun tient visiblement licu de Uinvasibilité du Pérer”

“ Marion, CV, 104. The scriptural passage that most readily springs to mind—
“He is the image of the invisible God™ (Col. 1:15)-—is thus reinterpreted by
Marion.

“ Marion, CV, 106-8.

“ Marion, CV, 109.

“ Marion, CV, 110, and also chapter 6 of the cssay.

“ Marion, CV, 110: “Dans les gestes du corps accomplissant non sa volonté,
mas celle de Dieun, le Chnist indique, non sa face, mes la trace de Dia” {emphasis
added).

% Marion, CV, 119.
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of the manifestation of the divine according to the human ho-
rizon:

But every spectacle only accedes to its visibility in submitting itself
to the conditions of possibility of objects of visual experience, that
is to say an intuition, intelligible or sensible; in one and the other
case, the intuition is measured according to the dimensions of the
mind receiving them and thus is defined by finitude. Phenomenol-
ogy is in agreement on this observation with critical philosophy: no
phenomenon can enter into the visibility of a spectacle, unless it is
first submitted to the conditions of this very visibility: donation to
a finite mind. Consequently, the most elementary piety will hold
itself to this inevitable dilemma: cither the Holy keeps itsell as such,
but refuses in this case [the entry into] any visible spectacle—and
the holiness of God remains with neither image nor face; or the
image that delivers the Holy 1o the visible only abandons itself to it
as a victim to the outrage of the hangmen—and the image, bereft
of any holiness, accomplishes an ohscene blasphemy. Either the
invisible, or imposture.®

The problem concerns the incompatibility of the image with holi-
ness, since the image so readily lends itsell to idolatry. Using the
decisions of the Second Council of Nicaea as a basis, Marton tries
to distinguish once again between the idol and the icon, noung
that the icon will demand and merit veneration, and that it will
both keep and manitest holiness.™

With regard to these conditions, Marion gives the example of
the Cross as icon. Christ kills the image of himself, digging in
himself a measureless abyss between his appearance and his glory.

“ Marion, CV, 120: “Or tout spectacle n’accéde i sa visibilité qu’en se soumet-
tant anx conditions de possibilité des olyets de I'expénience visuelle, ¢'est-a-dire
A une intuition, intelligible ow sensible; dans 'un et Pautre cas, U'intuition se
mesure elle-méme aux dimensions de Fesprit qui la regoit et se définit donc par
la finitude. La phénoménologic s'accorde sur ce constat avec la philosophie
critiue: nul phénoméne nwentre dans la visibilité d'un spectacle, s'il ne se
soumet d’abord aux conditions de cetie visibilité mémne: la donation & un esprit
fini. Par conséquent, la plus élémentaire piéeé s’en nendra i ce dilemme inévita-
ble: ou nen le Saint se garde commce tel, mais il se refuse alors i rout spectacle
visible—et la saintété de Dieu resie sans image 1w visage; ou bien I'image qu
livre le Saint au visible ne le lul abandonne que comme une victime a 'outrage
des bourreaux—et Timage, veuve de toute sainteté, accomplit un obscéne blas-
phéme. Ou bien I'invisible, ou bien Fimposture.”™

“ Marion, CV, 121-23.
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The Cross only gives a figure of Christ under the paradox that
hides his glory. In fact, the Cross gives nothing to see: it is a scan-
dal.® What is more, those who view the Cross will be able 10 inter-
pret it differently.”” The type of the Cross thus only carries the
mark of the Holy where the Holy abandons itself fully (o rejection
and injury by being completely misunderstood. The icon repeats
the crossing from the visible to the invisible that makes of the
Cross the sign of the glory ot the Holy One. It is the trace that
facilitates this transition.” Since Christ in the Cross always refers
us always to the Father, the Cross is able both to manifest holiness
and to protect it. In other words, it is not the visible that is 10 be
venerated, but always the invisible to which the visible refers. The
icon is ordained to the Holy in never claiming the Holy for itself:
“[it] does not represent, it presents, not in the sense ol producing
a new presence (as the painting), but in the sense of making a
present of all holiness to the Holy.”” The icon transgresses itself,
as it were, in order to glority what Marion, following Basil, calls
the “prototype.”” It draws the invisible and the visible together
in the same way that Christ does in the hypostatic union.” The
distance between the invisible Father and the Son visible in the
icon is bridged by virtue ot their trimtarian communion, where
the movement of the Spirit is the love that links Father and Son.
This movement is both what draws us beyond the icon and what
prevents it from becoming a static or idolatrous representation.”™
The icon demands a new way of seeing—veneration—that con-
tests objectification.”™ It receives veneration but does not appro-
priate it, referring all glory to the Father, and having as its role

% Marion, CV, 127-29,

% Marion, CV, 129,

 Marion, CV, 130-33,

7 Marion, CV, 137 “L’iconce ne représente pas, elle présente, non au sens de
produire une nouvelle présence (comme la pemnture), mais au sens de faire
présent de toute sainteté au Saint.” What docs he mean here by “making pres-
ent’'? My thanks ta Joseph S, O'Leary for his assistance with the translation of
this problematic passage.

™ Manon, CV, 139,

™ Marion, CV, 148,

7 Marion. CV, 148-5{}.

 Such veneration occurs mn the context of my “being seen,’
seelny.

L]

rather than
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only to allow for the crossing of gazes, which Marion defines as
both love and communion.™

In the phenomenological context of Etant donné, Marion situ-
ates the icon in his series of four saturated phenomena, of which
revelation/Revelation is the fifth, culminative super-type. We can
perhaps then assume that the icon of its own does not need to
be equated with a revelatory phenomenon. Once again, we are
reminded that the icon offers nothing to see, but itself regards its
onlooker: “The look that the Other poses and makes weigh on
me thus neither gives itself to be looked at, nor even to be seen—
this invisible look only gives itsclf to be endured.”” However, we
learn something more in this context, that the icon contains
within itself the characteristics of the three preceding saturated
phenomena (the event, the 1dol, and the flesh). These character-
istics are the c¢ncompassing of many horizons at once, the de-
mand for revisitation, and the dislodging of the priority of the
transcendental [.7™

Having drawn from several of Marion’s major theological and
phenomenological works in order to note his observations con-
cerning the icon, it may be helpful here to summarize his under-
standing, grouping the many characteristics described. On the
one hand, the icon refers us to the invisible or unspeakable by
way of the visible, provoking a vision and retraining the gaze. But
on the other hand, it does not reduce the invisible to visibility,
and does not represent distance, but manifests it. In fact, 1t re-
nounces its visibility, abandoning visibility to misinterpretation.
Further, the icon refers not to an essence but to an intention. It
subjects the worshiper to a gaze from bevond, so that in the en-
counter with the icon there is a crossing of regards. Infinite inten-
tion substitutes for the finite, overwhelming the finite, putting the
worshiper in question and plaving on several horizons at once.
Whether or notitis experienced as a phenomenon of saturation,
an icon does not, in theory, refer to itself but to what is beyond it.
Yet to what, therefore, docs it referr

There is little doubt that an icon is generally understood in a

 Marion, 'V, 152-58.
“ Marion, £D, 324.
* Marion, £D, 324-25,
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religious context, and therefore its consideration seems, at least
initially, to violate Janicaud’s imperative that we not take a theo-
logical turn. But Janicaud’s argument is less convincing where it
is not assured that we are speaking about revelation as such. More
important is the lesson we can apply here from Derrida, which
is that if there were to be a God, then God’s entry into human
experience would be subject to that same difference and deferral
of meaning that disrupts all experience. In other words, the theo-
logical turn of the consideration of the icon is only an issue where
it corners the market, as it were, leaving us with no other choice.
Does the icon present us with only one meaning? It seems to me
that it offers a number of possibilities: the icon may refer to noth-
ing beyond itself; it may refer to an illusion projected by the
viewer; it may rcfer to a Christian (or some other) God; or it may
refer to the vision of its painter. With regard to this last possibility,
Marion’s exposition of {invu, the unseen, in a work of art pro-
vides us with a pertfectly non-theological option. At the first level,
then, the icon cannot be forced into making a reference o the
Christian God, even if that is its subject matter. And we see this
operative in Marion’s description of the functioning of the icon
of the Cross: it is necessarily open to “misinterpretation.” But
there is a second dimension to our guestioning: if the icon refers
a worshiper to God, what does the icon offer of this God? At this
point the quality of saturation is of relevance, for, Marion will
suggest, the icon opens onto God in such a way that intuition 1s
ruptured by excess. The icon does not refer to any thing, but to
what cannot be thought as such. It seems that in this gap—or
using Marion’s word, this “‘distance”—d:ifférance is operative to
the extent that any desire to obtain God on the part of the wor-
shiper is annulled.™ For what is found in the gap is not God but
“too much,” a too much that invites the risk of faith but refuses
the certainty of knowledge. Yet while Marion insists that the icon
does not refer to any essence, he allows that it refers to an inten-
tion. It is this “counter-intention,” addressed to the “‘me” who
responds to the call of saturation, that threatens his reading.
John Milbank observes the acute constitutional difficulties en-
tailed in the phenomenological manifestation of the other to the

™It is of interest that Marion speaks, in £0 of “la donation différée,” at p. 82.
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same. He addresses quite a detailed objection to Marion (and
Levinas) in an essay appearing in The Word Made Strange, “Only
Theology Overcomes Metaphysics,” where he states:

The radicality of a nou-apparent phenomenon equivalent to an
irreducible excess of intuition over intention is maintained, be-
cause the “I” itsclf first #s as called, or is subject only as “interlo-
cuted,” as given “me” belore it s an I. The problem here,
indicated by Philip Blond, is that, as with the late “theological”
Husserl of the unpublished archives, and with Levinas, the calling
“other” can after all only be identified as a subjective caller, or as
a giver, by way of a projection of one’s own ego upon the other, an
ego that would be once again an initial “1,”" constituted first as the
ground of intentional representation of objects.™

It is possible to recognize here a similarity to Derrida’s critique of
Levinas and the face, where recognition of the face as Other de-
pends on a projection of the self.”!

There arc in fact two problems: the problem of the recognition
of otherness as otherness, and the problem of the identification
or knowing of otherness. Milbank’s (and Blond’s) argument runs:
the excess works as excess only because it precedes the I, yet the
caller who is manifest in that excess can only be known by an 1
who is capable of recognizing a caller in relation to itself. The
only other alternative is that the call remains anonymous, devoid
of identification in a specific caller, and Milbank explains that
Marion’s desire that God be manifest in the call undermines this
option.™ If the call remains anonymous, there 1s no guaranteeing
that it is not the Es gib, the il y « or the Ereignis; no guaranteeing
that it is the call of the Good.™ Elsewhere, Marion goes Lo great
lengths to establish that it is Love which calls to love, but he is
unable to overcome the problem of constitution without resort-

“ John Milbank, “Only Theology Overcomes Metaphysics,” The Word Made
Strange (Oxford: Blackwell, 1997), 36-52, 38 [herealter Milbank, O7T0OM]. Evi-
dentlv this is before the release of Ftant donné, although 1 suspect his criticisms
would not be answered in a way he would hike moany case.

*1See also Graham Ward, “"The Theological Project ot Jean-Luc Marion,” in
Blend, PSP

8 Milbank, (70M, 39.

¥ Milbank, OTOM, 39, 43, Interestingly enough, this criticism is addressed (o
Derrida, concerning his reading of the desire for the "“fout autre,”” by Richard
Kearney in “Desire of God,” in Caputo and Scanlon, GGP, 112-45, 126.
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ing 10 an “act of ethical or even religious faith.”® Marion’s prob-
lematic reading of the icon as saturated phenomenon, where the
excess gives Hsell as a call or as an intention, is expressed by Mil-
bank in terms of the gift: *Marion oscillates between (1) the abso-
lute anonymity of the gift; (2) the gift as a ‘natural’ manifestation
of a giver = God; (3) recognition of this manifestation only
through an act of will.”’#

Milbank’s critique of counter-intentionality is a useful one, al-
though some of the problems he identifies can be overcome by
preserving two levels of undecidability. At the first level, I cannot
be sure of the icon’s reference. At the second level, cven if | hope
it refers to God, what I am given is not knowledge but an excess,
which itself s undecidable, although this is not a word that Mar-
ion uscs with sufficient regularity to overcome all our doubts. It
may also be helpful to make use of the “double dissymmetry”
argument that Blanchot applies to Levinas in order 10 overcome
the constitutional problems Milbank suggests. Additionally, it
must be recognized that the Yotherness” in the Levinasian face
of the Other is not based on the mamfestation of the face {recog-
nized as a tace in relation to my own), but on the manifestation
of a trace in that face, for which I can never take account, and
which has always and already withdrawn into immemoriality. It is
not possible, on the basis of the saturated given (even of the call,
which is given only as a trace), to identify positively a giver or a
source of givenness.™ Nevertheless, it is a sobering thought that
the undecidability of the excess risks an encounter with “the
Devil,” so to speak, as much as an encounter with God.

In all of this we see that for Marion to gain access to the excess
of the saturated phenomenon requires him to undertake a her-
meneutics. To risk God rather than the Devil involves “seeing”
the icon in a particular way. Seeing makes use of the light; phe-
nomenology is a science of the light. Perhaps that i1s why Marion
refers to phenomena of revelation /Revelation as blinding in their

* Milbank, OTOAL 39, See Marion, GWHand PC.

* Milbank, OQTOM, 34,

* Milbank s too dismissive of the faith that affirms what cannot be known as
such. His alternative (a theology of analogy, wlich “evacuates™ philosophy) is
no less dependent, surely, on a decision of the will (faith) to affirm thatitis God
who speaks or acts or 15 revealed.
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excess, dazzling, overwhelming, whereas Derrida’s undecidable
gap is a black hole. It is not hard to trace the influence of theolo-
gian Hans Urs von Balthasar in Marion’s preference for seeing
correctly. In the first volume of the seven that constitute The Glory
of the Lord, Balthasar writes: “The Word of God became flesh,
Jesus Christ, God and man—and so we are led unreservedly to
aftirm that here we have a true form placed before the sight of
man. Whatever else might be said about God’s hiddenness . . .
the fundamental thing is that here we have before us a genuine,
legible’ form, and not merely a sign or an assemblage of signs.”™
Jesus 1s the form of God made visible. The implications of this
statement are reinforced where Balthasar atfirms that “the God
whom we know now and for cternity 1s Emmanuel, God with us
and for us, the God who shows and bestows himseli: because he
shows and bestows himself, we can know this God not only ‘eco-
nomically” from the outside, but may also possess him ‘theologi-
cally’ from within and just as he is.”" Because of Jesus, God is not
only seen but also known, revealed not only in deeds but in the
Word. However, this seeing and knowing only becomes possible
when the believer is conformed to that Word: “the human be-
holder can be brought to such perception only by the grace of
God, that is, by a participation in this same depth that makes him
proportionate to the wholly new dimension of a form-phenome-
non which comprises within itselt both God and world.”™ God’s
revelation in Christ is a phenomenon that can be seen by those
who, allowing themselves to be determined by the phenomenon
instead of determining it for themselves, learn to see it for what it
is. God *‘shows” Godself to those who have eyes (o see, gives God-
self “to be recognized,” is unveiled in an “epiphany.”" Further,
God in Christ “is not appearance as the limitation . . . ol an infi-
nite non-form . . . but the appearance of an infinitely determined

* Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Glory of the Lord: A Theologrcal Aesthetics, vol. 1,
Seetng the Form, trans. Erasmo Leiva-Merikakis, 2nd ed. {San Francisco: lgnauus
Press, 1982), 154 [hereafter Balthasar, GLI].

* Balthasar, /.1, 154.

* Balthasar, (;1.1, 154,

" Hans Urs von Balthasar, Mysternum Paschale, trans. Awdan Nichols, O.P,
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1990}, 206 [hercafter Balthasar, MP]; GLI,
131, GL7, 27511,
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super-form.”™! The examples from Balthasar’'s work could easily
be muliiplied, but the point is this: the object of theology is here
being described as a phenomenon. The nature of that phenome-
non is not entirely clear, but it has a form and a content that,
under certain circumstances, can be seen and known.

But there is a second and very important emphasis in Baltha-
sar's theology to be noted. We read in Mysterium Paschale: “In
bringing to their climax, in the Resurrection of the Son, all these
lines of meaning, the Father shows to the world his risen and glori-
fied Son. ‘God shows Jesus as his Son.” This showing is a gift, an
act of benevolcnce, as the Lucan formula makes clear.”? In The
Glory of the Lord, Balthasar says: “The revelation may be termed
epiphany, or receive some other name, but it is the perfect self-
gift of the ‘goodness and loving-kindness of God our Saviour’
(Tit. 3.4): this alone is the content of the audible and visible
Word, to which man replies with the gift of himsell’ in loving
faith.”* Or again: “Idealist thinking lacked the personal catego-
ries of Scripture, which prevent God's knowledge from becoming
human knowledge by a total omission of God’s gift of himself in
revelation. . . . Insofar as God's revelation appears as his free fa-
vour, which merits the name gratia not only by its exterior gratu-
itousness but by its interior quality . . . the content of this self-
revelation of God bears the name of doxa (majestic glory,
kabod) . Balthasar is interested not only in God’s self-revelation
as phenomenon, but also in this same phenomenon of self-revela-
tion as gift.

Balthasar exercises a most powerful theological influence on
Marion, not least in his preference for using the langnage of gift
to describe the encounter between the divine and the human.
Marion frequently acknowledges his debt in this regard and ex-
presses a profound admiration for Balthasar’s work.” And in the
examples given above we begin to see the deep correspondence
between them, a correspondence that underlies the theology of
gift and seemingly makes it possible. The giving 15 intrinsically

9 Balthasar, GL{, 432.

“2 Balthasar, MP, 206.

9 Balthasar, GL7, 278:

" Balthasar, GL.1, 140.

 For example, Marion, /D, 13.
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linked with the showing; the gift becomes gift in the revealing.
The theology of gift is sustained by a structure of givenness where
the phenomenon shows itself as and for itself. Itis in the thinking
of this structure, as we have seen, that Marion tries to open the
dialogue between theology and philosophy, for such a structure
also lies at the basis of phenomenology. So, for example, Marion
is able to ask:

Are the phenomena of revelation still phenomena in full right? If
yes, do they belong to vhjective phenomenality, either ontie, or of
another type—that of the event, of the paradox, of the saturated
phenomenon, ete.? Should one enlarge the path until now known
or admitted of phenomenality? Should one admit non-visible phe-
nomena, and in that case are they so provisionally, partially or de-
fimitivelyr All these questions, though they can only be formulated
in the way of revealed theology, belong nevertheless also and by full
right to phenomenology—since revelation itself claims to deploy a
particular figure of phenomenality.”

We have come almost full circle. It is fruitless to insist, against
Marion’s specific instruction, that he has made of his phenome-
nology or “post-phenomenology™ a theology. But we can and do
observe that his theology requires a light that thought alone can-
not provide. In secking to establish the credentials of phenome-
nology in terms of opening a theological conversation, we have
observed not only the limits of phenomenology but also the limits
of thought itself. That being the case, the difficulty of the ques-
tion with which we began this inquiry is once again shown to be
most pressing, How are we to think God as gift? How are we to
think God at all?

It remains to respond to the figure of the gift as it is outlined
by Marion in the Sketch and Etant donné, and to ask whether or

" Manon, LAFPP, 49: “les phénoménces de révélation sont-ils encore phéno-
meénes de plein droit? S oui, appartiennent-ils 4 la phénoménalité objective,
ou ontique, ou bien dun autre type—ceux de U'événement, du paradoxe, du
phénoméne saturé, ete? Doeit-on Clargie le champ jusqu’ici connu ou admis de
la phénomeénalité? Doit-on admelire des phénomenes non visibles, et dans ce
cas le sontils provisoirement, partiellement on définitivement? Toutes ces ques-
tions, bien qu'elles ne puissent se formuler que duns le champ de la théologie
révélée, appartichnent pourtant ausst ¢t de plein droit a la phénoménologie—
puisque la révélaton prétend elle-méme déployer une figure particuliere de la
phénoménalité.”



178 RETHINKING GOD AS GIFT

not it is possible to approach God in this way. A response from a
theologian will provide a crucial perspective at this point. John
Milbank, whose exchangist views were introduced carlier in re-
sponse to Derrida’s gift analysis, also comments on Marion’s at-
tempt to rethink the gift: “Jean-l.uc Marion has righty argued
that to receive the other in recciving his gift demands that the
distance of the other remains in place—to try to possess the other
and his gifts, 1o receive them as exactly due rewards, or as things
we do not need {o go on receiving, would be simply to obliterate
them,”™ Yet while initially approving of Marion's “‘distance,” Mil-
bank observes in it several problems, which reduce 1o a thinking
that must be so unspecific as to give, in Milbank’s terms, “noth-
ing.” “"Hence Marion's gift is only of the subjective other, only of
distance and not of the transference and conteni-filled ‘in-be-
tween’ which alone makes that distance: ‘what distance gives is the
gap itsclf.” To be given only what 1s held at a distance 1s to be given
... nothing. " Milbank maintains that the thinking of the icon is
really a thinking of the idol (and so gives nothing); and that the
move Marion poses from “‘vanity” (the supreme ennui with being
and beings) to God fails because it gives nothing specific.”

Therefore, if it is true, as Marion stresses, that a gift abides only in
distance, it is cqually true that if a gift is 1o pass, and not rather to
be endlessly expected, the giver abides only in the specific form,
measure and character of this distance. And such specificity there
must always be, for even in the case of our infinite distance trom
God, we ourselves exist in some specific measure of such distance,
albeit never completed, never fully apprchended. ™™

What Milbank seeks is not “only giving, the pure gesture,” but a
giving that manifests a content.”! But as [ have already indicated,
such specificity runs its own risks.

In Milbank’s judgment, Marion is at least correct where he rec-
ognizes that no one could ever assume (o give back to God."” And

" Milbank, CGG, 132-33.

" Milbank, CGG, 133.

" Milbank, CGG, 133-34.

" Milbank, CGG, 134,

1 Milbank, CGG, 134

w2 The reason here heing that “counter-gift cannot possibly be predicated of

God, since there is nothing extra 1o God that crld return to him.” Milbank,
(GG, 134,
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yet Milbank also wishes to assert that exchange must characterize
the relationship, or further, that it inaugurates and sustains the
relationship.' “Divine giving occurs inexorably, and this means
that a return is inevitably made, for since the creature’s very being
resides in its reception of itselt as a gift, the gift is, in itsclf, the
gift of a return.”' The non-acceptance of the divine gift leads,
he suggests, to the discontinuation of the gift. The gift occurs as
exchange partly because it must inevitably be received. And it has
already been received on our behalf, according to Milbank, by
Mary.!” Marion fails, in Milbank’s view, because he cannot see
the necessary reciprocity in the gift, persisting in his idea of an
“extra-ontological discourse.”'* In the subsequent discussion of
Marion’s relationship to Heidegger and the failure of “post-mod-
ern” thought, what is most significant for our purposes is Mil-
bank’s analysis of the two threads that sustain Marion's work,
which T quote at length since it sums up a particular approach to
Marion and, through him, Derrida:

If, in the first place, Marion accepts Heidegger's completion of on-
tology, and therelore, in order 1o speak theologically is compelled
to exceed ontological discourse, he also, in the second place, derives
the very space of this exceeding from Heidegger’s ontology itsell’
This space has already been detailed in my account of Derrida;
Heidegger's ontology is itself internally exceeded by gift, since timne
and Being outside the mode of presence are, in Heidegger's terms,
no longer Being. They turn into that which “gives” Being, although
this “that™ is really identical with “nothing.” Marion then converts
the donating mhif into a phenomenologically apprehended “call”
from a gift now standing at a distance from Being, with which it is
no longer “enfolded.” In a second move, which appeals 10 revela-
ton, he “identifies™ the call as divine love, and ontological emer-
gence ex nililio [s1e] as creation ex mikilio [sic]. But surely this raises
the suspicion that the space of the gift, as an extra-ontological
space, is only required within the logic of a strictly immanentist

W Milbank, CGG, 134-35.

" Milbank, (GG, 135,

' Milbank, CGG, 136. With a Rahnerian slant 1 would think it move accurate
to say by Christ in himself, that is, by Christ as the apex of human evolution and
as the absolute Word of God. See Karl Ruhner, Foundations of Chastian Faith,
tans. William V. Dych (1976: New York: Crossioad, 1992), 176-227,

' Milbank, CG(G, 136-37.
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consirual of the ontological difference, which as I have argued,
expresses a philosaphical option, not the termination of philoso-
phy. An unattainable “beyond being™ is demanded by an atheism
which tries to think ontoemergence out of nothing, not the re-
vealed word of the Bible.

This suspicion, nevertheless, is relatively trivial. What is of mmuch
more moment is that the nihilistic account of the unilateral gift, as
professed by Derrida, thinks through this unilateral character in
the only possibly consistent fashion, as compared with Marton’s
theological variant.'”’

Milbank’s complaint touches on many themes, but of most in-
terest is his belief that Marion’s gift gives “nothing.” If nothing
else, this should confirm for the skeptic that Marion’s work, from
a theological point ol view, does not deliver theology in the de-
sired or required specificity. But Milbank’s comments also betray
a fear that if thought has met its match with God, it is nihilism or
atheism that triumphs, and I am not convinced that this need be
the case. It is telling that Milbank concludes of Derrida’s gift:
“But this gift cannot be given, since subject and object exhaust
the whole of ontological reality.”'*® What kind of reality are we
talking about? If we come up against the limits of thought, is it
because thought should be able to contain “everything”? With
Marion, we are led to thought’s excess, an excess that he readily
reads in terms of the Gospel, while admitting that he has no phe-
nomenological justification for doing so. With Derrida we are led
to thought's interruption, which opens not onto a plenitude but
onto a desert. Yet in both cases it could be argued that we are not
far from that theological tradition known as mysticism.

If Milbank is disappointed that Marion’s gift gives too little to
deserve the name, I am inclined to argue that it stll gives too
much, Marion is correct to identify causality as a major problem
for the gift, but causality is a problem only because presence is a
problem. The difficulties of causality can only be overcome where
presence—of the giver, the recipient, or the gift—is overcome.
This is evident in a number of ways: in the reduction itself, in the

157 The discussion occurs at Milbank, CGG, 137-44. It is valuable but 1 cannot

enter further into it here. The quotation 1s from 14243,
18 Milbank, CGG, 130,
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suspension of one or the other of the “poles™ of giver or recipi-
ent, and in the allowance for the invisibility of the gift.

Marion sees the phenomenological reduction as the only way
forward with the gift, meaning that the reduction of all ranscen-
dence will give the gift outside all causality.'™ Yet the mark of
transcendence must remain determinative of the gift. As Marion
says earlier of the given, the gift must be “from elsewhere.” It
seems to me that it must therefore be ireducible to my conscious-
ness, and for this reason, what is important is not so much the
reduction of transcendence but the maintenance of undecidabil-
ity in that very reducuon.

In his discussion of the “poles” of the gift, Marion emphasizes
that it is sufficient for one pole to be active if the gift is going to
work. What he is effectively doing is maintaining that it is suffi-
cient for one pole to see the gift as gift for it to be gift. And vet
that seeing would in Derrida’s terms annul the gift. Certainly, the
lack of coincidence between one pole’s seeing the gift as gift and
the other pole’s seeing the gift as gift is important. But while time
is crucial in Derrida’s analysis, so is undecidability, which relates
to the gift itself. Marion tries to assert this undecidability by posit-
ing a donor who does not know to whom he or she gives and a
recipient who may not choose to receive, but it needs to be as-
scried at a deeper level. The denor must not know whether or not
he or she gives, and the recipient must not know whether or not it
is a gift that he or she receives. In other words, the gift must
remain unrecognizable as a gift if it is to accomplish its work as a
gift. This insight is reinforced by Caputo’s lucid commentary in
his “Apostles of the lmpossible.”"*" While Marion keeps hinting
that the gift “decides itself,” here trying to prop up the autonomy
of the gift against the efforts of the constituting donor and recipi-
cnt, in fact he cannot maintain this. The aporia of the gift is only
resolved in the decision of either donor or recipient to read what
Marion rightly idenufies as donability and receivability on a given.
The gitt does not decide; it is 1 who choose 10 see in something
inherently undecidable that it is gift. Marion observes at one
point that the gift is an act of faith, and this confirms my reading.

" Marcion, £, 121-22,
1 Caputo, Af, 210-11,
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Ultimately, his attempt to withdraw the gift from the rvealn of
causality cannot work in the way he intends. That is not because
he suspends the donor and the recipient, bat because he eventu-
ally nceds to reinstate them in some fashion if he is going to deter-
minc a given as a gift. It is not the complete loss of the donor and
the recipient that counts, but their intrinsic undecidability. And
that undecidability will have to be the hallmark of any given if it
is ever to deliver the unknowable gift.

In redefining the gift as what is lost, rather than what is gratu-
itous, Marion offers an interesting twist. This definition works well
in relation to the suspension of the donor and the recipient and
in relation to promoting the lack of return (by conversion) of the
gift, but it involves certain ambiguities. To redefine the gift does
not solve the problem of the gift, for such a redefinition is not
widespread, When most people speak of a gift, they do not mean
something they have simply lost, but something they intended to
dispose of. And vet this could easily be recouched in terms of
“intending to Jose” or “opening oncsclt up to the possibility of
losing,” and here lies the merit of Marion’s proposal. Giving, in
the decpest sense of the word, refers o loss, and gratuity (the
freedom of giving) is here understood as not intending to be
compensated for the loss.

Marion seems to imply that Darida has misread the gift, or
read it “commonly,” as a causal relation. Yet Marion really only
wants to achieve, surcly, the same result Derrida reaches in his
recognition that where a gift is something given by someone to
someone else, 11 undoes itself. So his criticism of Derrida here
falls flat. Derrida docs not read the gift commonly, but as it func-
tions and fails to function; he looks, like Marion, for another op-
tion. Further, Marion’s dismissal of Derrida’s thinking of the gift
as the condition of possibility for the given in general is based on
a misconception. Marion accuses Derrida of trying to establish a
ground for the gift, which he construes as metaphysical. But if we
read on we discover that Derrida’s thinking of the gift as condi-
tion1 of possibility is also a thinking of it as condition of impossi-
hility.

The discussion of indebtedness is probiematic, It is possible to
see in Marion’s analysis here an attempt to tic the gift in with
Levinasian responsibility. And it is not that T disagree with his
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understanding of the constitution of the subject as a responsc to
the Other, but that the notion of indebtedness seems to fly in the
face of the very possibility of gift. How can a gift be free if it is
always a response to debt? Marion speaks of an always anterior
(immemorial) debt to which we must respond in giving. If, by
chance, he wanted to suggest thar we are always indebted to God
and that therefore we must give, he would run the risk of entering
into Pelagian waters, and that in spite of the biblical reminder
that we love God because God loved us first.!'! There is only one
way of thinking this question that makes any sense. To read re-
sponsibility as a response to a gift (of sclf, of life, of a world), it
must be protected from identification, for otherwise the gift will
be undone. That in responding I receive myself as a gift must
always be undecidable—it could be a given or a gift, and therefore
I need posit no donor. If I see it as a gift, rather than a given,
there can be no response out ol indebtedness, but only a response
of giving if that response forms the gift itselt. In other words, if |
give, it can only be because I have been gifted with the capacity
to give, not because T feel that I must give back. The saying from
1 John can thus be read, not that we love God because God first
loved us and we have so been obliged, but that we love God be-
cause God in loving ¢nables us to love. And even if just the capac-
ity to give is the gift, it must not be returned. Levinas's conversion
of desire here becomes very important. Goodness does not return
to the Infinite but is lavished upon the undesirable Other. There-
fore my giving must always remain undecidable. 1 must never
know whether or not 1 truly give, for otherwise 1 could rest re-
warded by self-congratulation.

11 John 4:19.
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Rethinking the Gift I

In accorpancek with both Christian tradition and his vision of
phenomenology, Marion answers the question of how God might
enter into human thought in terms of the gift. For Marion there
1s an essential coherence, if not a correlation, between what takes
place at the outer limits of thought and what theology identifies
as the inbreaking of God in human life. Derrida, on the other
hand, is less convinced of the capacity of phenomenology to work
at these outer limits, and is suspicious of what a theological her-
meneutics promises to deliver. Nevertheless, as we find Marion
more and more insistent that he speaks in the name of phenome-
nology and not of God, we find Derrida absorbed more and more
by God as a question. And while Derrida insists that the gift is
impossible, he also maintains that it is not thereby unthinkable.’
It is, instead, a figure of fhe impossible, a figure that might also
bear the name of God. Swangely enough, then, both writers
might be said to approach God by way of the gift. Marion’s ap-
proach has becn examined in some detail; in this chapter and the
one that follows it will be necessary to consider how Derrida
thinks the impossible.

DERRIDA AND THREE THOUGHTS OF THFE GIFT

The two works of Derrida that deal most thoroughly with the
question of the gift are Given Time: 1. Counterfeit Money and The

' Derrida, 11, 7. 10. Thomas A, Carlson describes this difference very well:
“The gift, Derrida suggests, is not simply impossible, but rather the impossible. 1
lake this distinction to mark, among other things, the difference between that
‘about which one [simply] cannot speak’ and, by contrast, “that about which one
cannot speak, but which one can no longer silence.” In other words, ‘the impossible’
articulates this double bind: 1t engenders thought, speech, and desire that re-
main onented around what, precisely, thought, speech, and desire can never
attain. Indeed, the impossible might well engender thought, speech, and desire
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Gift of Death. Derrida’s thinking of the impossibility of the gift
proceeds with reference to time and to the potential that lies in
the idea that there might be gift where no gift appears as such,
where no gift presents itself, since this seems to be at the heart
of the problem. This thinking will be considered according to a
distinction Derrida himself draws, although it will be imposed
here more strongly to produce two readings of Derrida on the
gift. The second of the two readings will then again be divided to
produce a third possible reading. At one pointin Given Time, Der-
rida differentiates two approaches to the gift, and these ap-
proaches will form the bases of the two readings that will be made.
He distinguishes the gift as that which is given from the gift as the
condition of possibility for the given. “There would be, on the one
hand, the gift that gives somcthing determinate . . . and, on the
other hand, the gift that gives not a given but the condition of a
present given in general, that gives therefore the element of the
given in general.””

When Derrida says of the gift that it is the condition of a *'pres-
ent given,” he seems to understand this gift as the condition of
all thought.® It is the condition of possibility (or transcendental)
for anything at all, including the condition of possibility for sub-
jectivity. However, there are two important qualifications to be
made here. First, since Derrida generally speaks not only of condi-
tions of possibility but also conditions of impossibility, it would
perhaps be more accurate for us to refer to this giving condition
that enables or disables as a “quasi-transcendental.” This qualifi-
cation places a certain distance between Derrida and Kant. Such
a distance 1s reinforced by a second qualification, to be made with
regard to the subject. The Kantian use of ““transcendental” refers

to the very extent that it announces itself and vet remains inaccessible.” Indiscre-
teon: Fintude and the Nowmg of God (Chicago: Umversity of Chicago Press, 1999),
226,

*Derrida, GT1, b4,

*See also Derrida’s discussion at €17, 126-28, regarding nature and dona-
tion.

" A wranscendental condition is a sufficient and enabling condition; a quasi-
transcendental condition is insufficient and equi-disabling, seeing that the effect
that makes it possible is also made unstable.” Caputo, PTD, 12. The difference
1s suggested quite nicely by Derrida in the current context of discussion in GT'/
where he says, “The transcendental question or rather the question on the tran-
scendental gets complicated, it even goes a little mad.”” GT1, 54
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us to the power of a constituting subject, and it is problematic
hecause Derrida will call those very constitutive powers into ques
tion. The Derridean use of “transcendental” does not primarily
relate to a subject, and where so it only relates to a “subject” who
is never self-present and at best constituted, and certainly very
different from that of Kant.?

To return to the two readings that are currently being contem-
plated, there is in Derrida this distinction between what could be
called “the Gift” (as quasi-transcendental, even if not originary)
and “gifts in general” (any actual gift)." “The Gift’" is the condi-
tion of donation and thus determines anv other possibility of gift.
The way of proceeding from this point will therefore be first in
terms of an attemnpt to discern this Gift, to ask: “What Gift makes
giving possible (or impossible)?” Nevertheless, although the two
mitial readings to be suggested will be based on Derrida’s own
distinction, it would be artificial to imply that he himself always
adheres to that distincuon in speaking of the gift. This is borne
out by the fact that it is not until well after his consideration of
the conditions of the gift (largely in the first chapter of Guwen
Time) that he mentions the possibility of such a distinction (at p.
54). In other words, the space between the two readings itsell is
inhabited by différance. Much of what is said with regard to the
Gift may also apply to the gift. For example, they both arise in a
“moment of madness.”” That is why the second path to be fol-
lowed, that of discerning the possibility or impassibility of gifts in
“The discussion by Simon Critchley in his “Prolegomena to Any Post-Decon-
structive Subjectviey,” in Critchley and Dews, DS, 13-45, is helpful in grappling
with this difference.

" See Dernida, D, 1310 Dernda gquotes Mauss, who seems to observe the Gift/
gift distincuon to refer to the ambivalence of the word—the gift 15 at once good
(Gilt) and bad (gift). I have adopted the distinction for a different reason,
namely, o indicate the difference between the Gift as transcendental and the
gift as anything else. It is also to be noted that Derrida does not seek an “origin-
ay” gift (see his comments related 1o Heidez,gcr on p. 162), although he does
enter into discussion elsewhere ahout ariginary donation with reference w na-
ture {Derrida, G771, 128). Yel we sce the problem of seeking “the or mgmdn' as
nature, the father. mother, oy Anytlum, Or anvone else at p. 66. Perhaps “older™
is a more suitable deseniption than “originary” (cf. GT1, 95).

*See Derrwda, G, 47; Derrida, 1, 65; and Seren Kicrkegaard, Frar and

Trembling, wans. Alastanr Hannay (Harinondswor th, Middlesex: Penguin, 1985),
103, for example.
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general, will bear some relation to the first but will also draw from
other material in Given 1ime, and then from The Gift of Death.

Tur TiME oF THE GIFT

Playing on the double meaning of the word “present,” Derrida
explores the rclationship between time and the impossibility of
the Gift.* On the one hand, and according to the common under-
standing, only what is in time can be given.” And yct, on the other
hand, “wherever time predominates or conditions experience in
general, wherever time as circle . . . is predominant, the gift 1s im-
possible. A gift could be possible, there could be a gift only at the
instant an effraction of the circle will have taken place, at the
instant all circulation will have been interrupted and on the condi-
tion of this instant.”!” At this point two readings become possible,
and we turn o follow the first.

For there to he Gitt, there would need 10 be an interruption to
the economy of exchange, an interruption to the cycle of the
present.'’ It would only be in not returning, that is, in not being
present, that the Gift could operate aneconomically.™ But 1015 nnot
only the present as present that would need to be interrupted.
Derrida includes all the temporal ecstases, the past because it can

**“The relation of the gift to the ‘present,” in all the senses of this term, also
to the presence of the present, will form one of the essential knots in the nter-
lace of this discourse.” Dernda, G711, 9-10. “If he recognizes n as gift, if the gifi
appears to him as such, if the present is present to him as present, this sumple
recognition suffices to annul the gift. Why? Because it gives back, i the place,
let us say, of the thing itself, a symbolic equivalent” (11).

*Dernnda, GTT, 3.

" Derrida, GFIL 9,

W There 1s gift, if there s any, only in what interrupits the system as well as
the symbol in i partiton without renrn and without division [ répartition], winh-
oul bemg-with-self of the gift-countergift.” Derrida, G717, 13,

Tune, the ‘present’ of the gift is no longer thinkable as a now, that s as a
preseidt hound up in the temporal synthesis,” Derrida, G 9.7 e cannot be gift
as gift except by not being present as gift” (14). "ln anyv case the gift does not
exest and doces not present iisell. If it presents itself, i no longer presents isell™
(15). The gift would operate ancconomically, or at least outside a restricted
economy.
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be remembered, and the future because it can be anticipated.'
This means that for there to be Gift, it would have to be given
outside the circle of time, and yet still maintain some relationship
to the circle in order to have any signiﬁcation. And this is the
lltfdi i Ul Il]t PlODI(‘.‘ll Il Utﬁ]l lUd S WOT u‘s

Now the gift, if there is any, would no doubt be related to economy.
One cannot treat the gift, this goes without saying, without treating
this relation to economy, even o the money ¢conomy. But s not
the gift, if there is any, also that which interrupts economy? That
which, in suspending economic calculation, no longer gives rise to
cxchange? That which opens the circle so as to defy reciprocity or
symmetry, the common measure, and so as to turn aside the return
in view of the no-return? If there is a gift, the given of the gift (that
which one gives, that whickh is given, the gift as given thing or as act
of donation) must not come back to the giving (let us not already
say to the subject, to the donor). It must not circulate, it must not
be exchanged, it must not in any case be exhausted, as a gift, by
the process ot exchange, by the movement ot circilation ot the
circle in the form of return to the point of departure. If the figure
of the circle is essential to economics, the gift must remain aneco-
nomic. Not that it remains foreign to the circle, but it must keefr a
relation of foreignness to the circle, a relation without relation of
familiar foreignness. Tt is perhaps in this sense that the gift is the
impossible.'

For there to be Gift, it must interrupt time and interrupt econ-
omy Once again the ‘'relationless relation™ 1s mvoked The

** 1 T ot the ¢ RT3
gl'\’ﬁ’ﬂ miust ot comaoe pack o ine "I"lr' R

Gift. Derrlda highlights his avoidance of saying that it must not
come back to the subject: the Gift could never be passed between
subjects.’” But he also wishes to say more than that. Not coming
back to the “giving,” which is prior to the specification of a sub-
ject or donor, is not coming back to the origin. Il n'’y a plus d’ori-
gine, there is no longer an origin.

3 *The temporalization of time (memory, present, anticipation; retention,
protention, imminence of the future; ‘ccstases,” and so forth) always sets in mo-
tion the process of a destruction of the gilt: through keeping, restiiuiion, repro-
duction, the anticipatory expectation or apprehension that grasps or
comprehends in advance.” Dernda, GT7, 14,

“Dernda, GTI, 7.

15 1t there is gift, it cannot take place between two subjects exchanging ob-
jects, things, or symbols.” Derrida, G171, 24,
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In another part of the text, Derrida reemphasizes the exterior-
ity of the Gift to the circle:

The overrunning of the circle by the gift, if there is any, does not
lead to a simple, ineffable exteriority that would be transcendent
and without relation. It is this exteriority that sets the circle going,
it is this exteriority that puts the economy in motion, Itis this exte-
riority that engages in the circle and niakes it turn, If one must render
an accound (Lo science, to reason, to philosophy, to the economy of
meaning) of the circle effects in which a gift gets annulled, this
accountrendering requires that one take into account that which,
while not simply belonging to the circle, engages i it and sets off
its motion. What is the gift as the first mover of the circle? And how
does it contract itself into a circular contract? And from what place?
Since when? From whom?'*

Given Derrida’s general approach to binary oppositions such as
presence and absence, being and non-being, or speech and writ-
ing, for example, it appears unusual for him to use a word such
as “exteriority.” For exteriority implies an opposition to interior-
ity, and such an opposition would always be “contaminated” by
undecidability. What does exteriority mean in this context? It
does not mean, Derrida insists, “a simple, ineftable exteriority
that would be transcendent and without relation.” In other
words, it seems that he does not wish to posit a reality external to
the circle, a cause such as God, for cxample. (At the same time,
why does he then speak of the gift as "first mover” of the circle?
Why use language that has resonated so torcefully in the context
of “onto-theclogy”r}!” It seems that Derrida is speaking of a
breach, an interruption to the cconomy of the circle by some-
thing that is related to it but which is perhaps not anything as
such within the circle. There are two possibilities. One is that the
breach is instigated by an external force. The other is that the

" Derrida. G114, 30,

""In The Tiuth i Panting, Dernda speaks ol havmg ‘set in train a divided
Prime Mover,” which perhaps tells us that any origin will abways be divided dis-
semumatively and thus never or l},lndl With regdrd to the gift as first mover, it
seems (0 me that since the gift “is”™ impossible 1t reaches the same point as the
divided ongim, that is, that it cannot be ovighal, See Jacques Derrida, The Truth
tn Painting, trans. Geotfrey Bennington and Inn McLeod (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1987), 2 [herealier Derrida, T1.
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exteriority that is not anything as such within the circle is not
anything as such at all. The latter option makes a certain amount
of sense given Derrida’s comments on the “trait’” in The Truth in
Painting: “One space remains to be broached in order to give
place to the vuth in painting. Neither inside nor outside, it spaces
itself without letting itself be framed but it does not stand outside
the frame. [t works the frame, makes it work, lets it work, gives it
work to do (let, make, and give will be my most misunderstood
words in this book).” ™ Of further note in the extracl from Given
Time just quoted is that Derrida uses the phrase “render an
account.” Here we find the very point of interface—the very un-
comfortable point of interface—bhetween economy and its inter-
ruption. For the account rendered seeks to take account of the
unaccountable, and so it cannot take account, but falls endlessly
between the cracks.

Derrida’s thinking of the time of the Gift is related to a radical
forgetting. The Gift cannot be present, cannot be anticipated,
and cannot be remembered; but even further, it cannot even be
forgotten in the unconscious.™ Such is the character of the Gift
that it cannot be an event within the realm of consciousncess at
all. This is why the forgetting must be so radical. For the Gift to
be Gift, having a relationship with consciousness (the circle, time)
while not occurring within it, it would have to be radically ante-
rior to it, and, Derrida will say, even constitutive of it. Both subject
and object “‘are arrested eftects of the gift.”* The Gift would have
passed before a distinction could be drawn between subjectivity
and objectivity.”* It would be immemorial, an event of a past that

* Derrida, T 11-12,

" “For there to be gift, not only must the donor or donee not percewve or
recewe Lhe gift as such, have no consciousness of it, no meniory, no recognition,
he or she must also forget it night away and morcover this forgetting must be so
radical that it exceeds even the psychoanalyuc (dlegoualm’ of forgetting. This
forgetting of the gift must even no longer be forgerting in the sense of repres-
ston.” Derrda, (<11, 16,

* Dervida, T, 24.

2 Cf. Derrida’s comments in Pants with regard to the “who™ in “being-
thrown’": “Starting at ‘birth,” and posslblv cven prior 10 it, being-thrown re-ap-
propriates itself or rather ex-propriates itself in [orms that are not yet those of
the subject or the projeet. The question “who' then hecomes: “Who (is) thrown:’
‘Who becomes—"who" from out of the destuncirance of the being-thrown?’
That it is still a matter here of the (race, but also of iterability (cf. my Limited Inc)
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was never present. All we could know of the Gift would be the
trace of its having already passed, the trace of its total erasure, a
trace that would somehow nevertheless mark consciousness:

And yet we say “forgetting” and not nothing. Even though it must
leave nothing behind it, even though it must efface cverything, in-
chuding the traces of repression, this forgetting, this forgetting of the
gift cannot be a simple non-expericnce, a simple non-appearance,
a sclf-effacement that is carried off with what it cffaces. For there
to be a gilt-event (we say event and not act), something must come
abowt or happen, in an instant, in an instant that no doubt does
not helong to the economy of time, in a time without time, in such
a way that the forgetting forgets, that it forgets éself, but also in
such a way that this forgetting, without being something present,
presentable, determinable, sensible or meaningtul, is not nothing.

Far from giving us to think the possibility of the gift, on the con-
trary, it is on the basis of what takes shape in the name giff that one
could hape thus 1o think forgetiing. For there to be forgetiing in
this sense, there must be gilt.*

There would be no point in talking about giving if it were so
completely forgotten that it became, in Derrida’s words, "a sim-
ple non-experience” or “*a simple non-appearance.” Giving may
not he able to be “processed” as experience, but unless it touches
experience in some way it literally does not even rate a mention, ™
Somehow there is signification, even if it does not coincide with
the event, even if it is marked only in the forgetting, even if the
signification is of forgetting and not of the Gift. The trace of the
Gift is the forgetting of the forgotien; the possibility of forgetting
and the hope of thinking the forgetting come from the Gift itself.

The conditions of the Gift are, therefore, as follows. The Gift

means that this ex-appropriation cannot be absolutely stabilized in the form of
the subject. The subject assumes presence, that is to say sub-stance, stasis, stance.
Not to be able to stabilize 1tself absolutely would mean to be able oxdy to be stabi-
lizing itsell: relative stabilization of what remains wunstafle, or rather non-stuble.
Ex-appropriation no longer closes itself; 1t never totalizes isell.” Derrida. Pe,
270.

* Derrida, GT'4, 17.

* What does Derrida mean by lexpérrence? In Points e speaks of experience as
atraversal (373). He seems to favor a sense ol Erfakrung vather than Evfebns, and
after all, for Derrida the latter 1s complicated by Husserl's emphasis on the “liv-
mg present.” Yet at the same nme, there is a sense that experience is nol primar-
ily theorcetical. Experience, too, has an ;lporclic structure, See Hart, P
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cannot be present, cannot be anticipated, and cannot be remem-
bered. It is an event, but it cannot be an event within the realm
of consciousness, even though it will somehow bear a relationship
to consciousness that is constitutive of it. The Gift cannot take
place between subjects. It will always and already have been, that
is, it will be immemorial; and it will be known only by the erased
trace of its having passed. In other words, the Gift can only be
known by way of a trace: it can have no decidable origin, cannot
exist as such, and can have no decidable destination. What Gift
could fulfil these conditions? 1o be consistent with his critique, if
Derrida were ever to identify the Gift outright he would already
in a certain sense have undermined it. But it is possible to guess
at what he might choose.

Trae Girr As CONDITION OF POSSTBILITY AND IMPOSSIBILITY

In Given Time, a number of passages point to what we might name
as Gift. Derrida speaks of absolute {orgetiing. He suggests that
“the thought of this radical forgetting as thought of the gift
should accord with a certain experience of the trace as cinder or
ashes in the sense in which we have tried to approach it else-
where.””?* There are three linked clements here: the thought of

# Derrida, ¢TI, 17. In the foowmote, Derrida refers us o one such “else-
where,” Feu la cendre, and the other texts intersecting with it at the point where,
precisely, a certain ‘il y a 13" [there 1s there] intersects with the giving of the
gitt.” This text explores the cinder as the wace: “—-but that is just what he calls
the tracc, this effacement. I have the impression now that the best paradigm for
the trace, for him, 1s not, as some have believed, and he as well, perhaps, the
trail of the hunt, the fraving, the furrow in the sand, the wake in the sea, the
tove of the step for its imprint, but the cinder (what remaims without remaining
from the holocaust, from the all-burning, from the incineration the incense
[s2c]).” Jacques Derrida, Cinders, trans. Ned Lukacher (Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Press, 1991), 43, But at the same time, it is an exploration of the trace
or the cinder as the gift. ©* "What puts itself in play in this holocaust of play
itsctf2” / This perhaps: the gift, the sacrifice, the putling into play or the setting
on fire of everything” (46). Once again, the gift is related to time and to the
immemorial: “‘Before, if one could count here with ume, before evervthing,
betore every determinable being [étan¢]. there 1s, there was, there will have been
the irruptive event ol the gift [don]. An cvent that no more has any relation with
what 15 currently designated under this word. Thus giving cun no longer be
thought starting from Being [ére] but ‘the contrary,” it could be said, if this
logical inversion here were pertinent when the question 1s not vet logic but the
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radical forgetting, the thought of the Gift, and the experience of
the trace or cinder or ashes. The thought of radical forgetting is
understood as a thinking of the Gift that accords with (is equal to,
the same as?) an experience of the trace. Perhaps one could say
that the thought of radical forgetting is the thinking of the Gift

as a trace. This might mean that the Gift is experienced by way of
the trace, or that the Gift “is” a trace. It might be possible to
say that the Gift is given according to the wace, or that it works
undecidably in the same way that the trace does.

Another hint emerges in the context of an analysis of Marcel
Mauss. Derrida describes how time, as a term, becomes significant
in Mauss’s evaluation of a gift ecconomy: “For those who partici-
pate in the experience of gift and countergift, the requirement of
restitution ‘at term,” at the delayed ‘due date,” the requirement
of the circulatory differance is inscribed in the thing itself that is
given or exchanged.”** Momentarily, Derrida becomes diverted
by this différance. The gilt object of which he speaks remains
within the economy, within the range of calculation, but the
“force™” of the gift is not only in its demand for restitution but
also in its exercising of delay. Difffrance: the cifect of difference
and deferral.?® Hence “differance, which (is) nothing, is (in) the
thing itsclf. Tt is (given) in the thing itself. It (is) the thing itself.
It, differance, the thing (itself). i1, without anything other. Itself,
nothing.”¥

A further observation might be made from the perspective of
Derrida’s discussion of language and giving. Derrida posits the
possibility of hnguistic dissemination. He notes that “this hypoth-

origin of logic. In Zeit und Sen, the gift of the es @bt gives itself to be thought
before the Sern in the es gibt Sein and (lnpla( s all that is determined under the
name Ereignis, a word translated by event” (46, 48). Derrida is most suggestive
of the self-effacement of the trace at 57: “If you no longer recall it, it is because
the incineraiion follows 1ts course and ihe consummadion proceceds trom iiself,
the cinder itself. Trace destined, like everything, to disappear from itself, as
much in order to lose the way as to rekindle a mmemory. The cinder 1s exact:
because without a trace it preaisely traces more than an other, and as the other
trace(s).” For many other passages on the gift we could also refer to Jacques
Derrida, Glas, trans. John P. Leavey, Jr., and Richard Rand (Lincoln: University
of Nebraska Press, 1986), especially at 242-47.

* Derrida, GT1, 40,

* Derrida, SP, 129-30.

" Dernda, GTI, 40.
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esis of a dissemination without return would prevent the locution
from circling back (o its meaning,. It thus also concerns—whence
this paradoxical fold—the without-return of the gift.”* Dissemi-
nation as without-return concerns the without-return ot the Gift.
Why dissemination? Because ol différance—the ditference and de-
ferral that make absolute identity impossible, that make a com-
plete return impossible. Dissemination is the eftect of scattering
in multiple contexts that marks each context with différance, with
a difference and a deferral of meaning. Derrida draws this con-
nection hetween language and giving elsewhere.®

In writing on the gift, Mauss is involved in a certain giving, and
here we are provided with another clue. “The theoretical and
supposedly constative dimension of an essay of the gift is a priorn
a piece, only a part, a part and a party, a moment of a performative,
prescriptive, and normative operation that gives or takes, indebts
itself, gives and takes, refuses to give or accepts to give—or does
both at the same time according to a necessity that we will come
back to.” What is this necessity to which Derrida will return? Will
it not be a structural necessity, onc that marks the non-return of
all returns, one that inhabits and corrupts all that is “*a piece, only
a part, a part and a party, a moment of a performative, prescriptive,
and normative operation that gives or takes, indebts itself, gives
and takes, refuses to give or accepts to give—or does both at the
same time.”™ In other words, it seems that Derrida is referring
to the structural effect of différance that is operative in Mauss’s
writing.

[t will be sufficient to note a few of the other passages to which
we might refer. There is the discussion on Baudelaire’s “Serpent”
where Derrida observes that “the gify, if there is any, will always
be without border.”*" A little later, as part of the same discussion,
Derrida talks about Baudelaire’s giving up the text to a dissemina-
tion without return. “The structure of trace and legacy of this text

. surpasscs the phantasm of return and marks the death of
the signatory or the non-return of the legacy, the non-benefit,
therefore a certain condition of the gift—in the writing itself.”

= Derrvida, (11, 45,
2 Derrida, T1, 80.
0 Derrida, GTI, 62.
Y Dernda, G791,
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He continues: “That is why there is a problematic of the gift only
on the basis of a consistent problematic of the trace and the
text.”** Derrida speaks of the undecidability of the Gift in terms
of writing: the “scene” of writing is the “scene™ of the Gift; the
death of the donor agency *'is only thinkable on the basis of, set-
ting out from the gift”; and the addressee, (oo, remains uncer-
tain.® The Gift and the narrative find themselves intrinsically
intertwined. “The gift, if there is any, requires and at the same
time excludes the possibility of narrative. The gift is on condition
of the narrative, but simultaneously on the condition of possibility
and impossibility of the narrative,”** What is it that 1s “the condi-
tion of possibility and impossibility of the narrative”? What is the
condition of the gift that is inscribed “in the writing itself””? What
nothing. It (is) différance.

That (o which Derrida consistently refers as providing the con-
ditions of possibility and impossibility for writing, and so ulti-
mately for giving, 1s defférance. We might tentatively say that the
Gift s différance, except that différance is not anything.® But
then, neither is the Gift. 1 return, in order to facilitate compari-
son, to the conditions of the Gift that have previously been out-
lined. The Gift cannot be present, cannot he anticipated, and
cannot be remembered. It is an event, but it cannot be an event
within the realm of consciousness, even though it will somehow
bear a relationship to consciousness that is constitutive of it. The
(it cannot take place between subjects. It will always have already
been, that is, it will be immeimorial; and it will be known only by
the erased trace of its having passed. In other words, the Gift can
onty be known by way of a trace: it can have no decidable origin,
cannot exist as siich, and can have no decidahle destination. Does
différance meet this description? Derrida describes différance as
“strategic,” and one of his commentators, Gasché, describes it as
an “infrastrucwaral” device.™ In other words, while différance is

= Dernida, GT1, 100,

¥ Derrida, T, 102,

Y Derrida, (711, 103, See also 122,

“ Différance s not, does not exast, and 1s not any sort of heing-present (on).”
Dernda, S 134, Sce Demda, GT1, 127-28 n.

“ Dernda, 8P, 131: Gasche, IDfD, 44T,
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opcralive in any text, it is not of the same order as the text. It can
be named, observed as a trace through its effects, but différance is
nevcer present, since différance *'is” not. Since it cannot be present,
it can ncither be anticipated in presence nor remembered in
presence. It is thus not an object that can be grasped by con-
sciousness, Is it nevertheless possible to say that différance is consti-
tutive of consciousness? Perhaps so, in the sense that since
consciousness 1s never coincidental with itself, it 1s always inhab-
ited by a species of différance. But it would not be possible to posit
différance as the cause of consciousness. And différance itself refers
us to no giver: its origin is undecidable, and its passing immemo-
rial. With différance we would have a Given that would not attract
any of the problematic elements of the gift. For there would be
no giver (différance ““is” without origin}; no gift as such (différance
“i1s” not anything); and no recipient (since it would be a given
without destination). But there would have been (i y aurait eu)
Gift. The Gift would have been given without being anything at
all. The Gift that enables or disables donation would have been
given. Such an understanding of the Gift would not be undone
by its impossibility, but in fact enabled by it

What questions remain in the wake of this understanding of
the Giftr I have at this point basically two. In the first place, does
the disengagement of the conditions of possibility of the gift
(someone gives something freely to someone else), even if that
enables a meeting with its conditions of ¢mpossibility (there can
be no giver, no gift as such, and no recipient), annul the Gift we
have just described? If the Gift is perfectly impossible but not at
the same time rveally possible, even if its possibility is less impossi-
ble than simply undecidable, *‘is” there really Gift? In other
words, do we find ourselves lost in that “transcendental illusion™
that is the first of the double risks of the gift to which Caputo
seems (o poin? The Gift for which Derrida allows appears o
rest on the making of no distinction between “‘the given™ and
“the gift.” For surely the latter implies, at the very least, a donor,
whereas the former cnables us to escape the implication of origin
through the subtlety of language. When we speak of a “given,”
the question of the donor slips away into the night. But are givens

% Caputo, PTID, 170
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and gifts the samer They are connected, certainly, in etvmology,
vet they carry different implications. I submit that the only way
through this particular difficulty is by way of undecidability. What-
ever is “‘given’’ may also be “gift,” but whether or notitis so is an
undecidable question. And if we take the risk of naming it gift,
then we can do so only according to this reading of Derrida’s
criteria: that the donor rests undecidable, the gift undecidable,
and the destination undecidable. In that way, the conditions of
both possibility and impossibility are met. My other question is a
related one. Does a reading of the Gift as différance preclude any
possibility of belief that God is Giver? It seems to me that this
need not be so, but it will modify any way of speaking about God’s
dealings with the world. If there were to be revelation, it would
be revelation characterized by différance, not because God has be-
come a kind of Cartesian evil genie out to trick us, but because
no human experience can remain unaffected by différance, and
because the relationless relation cannot be understood otherwise.
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Rethinking the Gift 11

WE TURN NOwW to the second way in which Deirida addresses the
gift—as that which is given, rather than the conditon for the
given, although as it has already been pointed out, such a clear
distinction is not always to be found in Derrida’s writing. Both
readings of gift stem from a “moment’s madness,” from “an ef-
fracuion of the circle,” or from ‘“the instant all circulation will
have been interrupted.”™ Similarly, the conditions of possibility
and impossibility for the gift will here remain the same, although
they will be applied in their abbreviated form and will take into
account an element of futurity. This sccond way, it will be re-
called, can be further subdivided into two types. The first of these
subspecies T have entitled “A Moment of Madness™ because it is
a consideration of the possibility of “any other gift” from the
perspective of human giving. The second of the subspecies 1 have
headed “Giving in Secret” because while it 100 i a consideration
of the possibility of any other gift, it is an attempt to deal with gifts
whose origin is more truly undecidable: life, death, the world, and
the call.?

ONF IMPOSSIBLE GIFT: A MOMENT OF MADNESS

Turning to the first variety—the gift made in madness, or perhaps
even the gift of madness—it is useful to bear in mind Caputo’s
“double risk,” that of *“‘illusion and of hypocrisy: on the one end,
the risk of entertaining a wanscendental illusion; on the other
end, the risk of ‘entering the destructive circle,” of gerting ground
up in the whecels of giving-in-order-to-get-back, the hypocrisy of

'Dernida, GT1, 3441, 9,
*With regard to Derrida on “the seere,” sce chapter 1 of Derrida, GD.
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taking under the guise of giving.”* Derrida himself talks of re-
sponding both to the gift and to reason, “both to the injunction
or the order of the gift (‘give’ [donne])” and to “the injunction
or order of meaning (presence, science, knowledge).” In trying
to speak of the gift or in trying to give we risk losing it in either
of two ways: by holding on to its impossibility and losing its possi-
bility, or by holding on to its possibility and losing its impossibility.
Since we can afford to lose neither of these characteristics of the
gift, and since they appear to be mutually exclusive, there is every
reason Lo conclude that the gift incites a kind of madness, that the
gift only belongs in a kind of madness, that the gift *'is” madness.

Yet who would rather stay sane than enter into this madness:
For despite the fact that each and every human gift bears the
wounds of its loss, undoes itselt in one way or another, human
beings continue to give, and continue to believe that the impossi-
ble gift is possible. For this reason, in this lack of reasoning, it is
possible to trace in the madness of the gitt the figure of desire, of
expectation, of anticipation, of faith. The pure gift (the gift that
meets all its conditions of possibility and impossibility) is always
the gift that is to come, the gift that 1s hoped for® The pure gift is
of an order that is asymplotic; always d-venir, always to come but
never coming to closure:

The possibilization of the impossible possible must remain at one
and the same time as undecidable—and therefore as decisive—as
the future itself. What would a future be if the decision were able
to be programmed, and il the risk [{'aléa], the uncertainty, the un-
stable certainty, the inassurance of the “perhaps™ were not sus-

pended on it at the opening of what comes flush with the cvent,
within it and with an open heart?®

The deal is never done. The pure gift is of a future that is never
here, now. Throwing oneself into the madness of the gift is throw-
ing oneself into the groundlessness of what has not been realized,

* Caputo, 1D, 170. *"The way to negotiate this double risk 1s with the delicacy
of a double gesture. hvt-lylhmg comes down 1o seeing that the gift is a guas-

transcendental, slightly I]lt‘b‘sldlll(_ engagement (gage) which both plays the cco-
nomic game and outplays it.’

Dernda, GT1, 50.

S“Faith 1s the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of things not
seen,” Heb. 1111,

¢ Derrida, £F, 29,
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and what cannot be realized. [t i1s a participation in a particular
kind of messianism where the messiah is always to be anticipated
but never actually arrives.”

That being the case, is it feasible to speak at all of this gift that
is at the point where illusion and hypocrisy collide, where there
can only be desire? Yes and no. Insofar as yes, no. (What we try to
save, we invariably lose.) But insofar as no, perhaps ves. (For what
we loose, we lose, and in the losing in loosing might be giving.)
Such is the movement of desire, which is not in the grasping but
in the being grasped. Such is the moment of madness to which I
might surrender. And in an attempt to render an account of that
for which we cannot wake account, 1 propose to examine some of
Derrida’s writing thematically. What are the sorts of gifts that
“one” might try to give?r What are the gifts that might emerge
from the collision of illusion and hypocrisy? Can I make a gift of
writing? Might it be possible to imagine love as a gift born of
madness? What of hospitality and justice, of responsibility and
forgiveness?

The Text

One of the questions addressed analytically by Derrida in the lat-
ter part of Given Time, and performatively in the essay “At This
Very Moment in This Work Here 1 Am,” is whether or not a text
cant be given.® In Given Time, we note Derrida’s observation: “This
text—apparently finite, this bit of corpus titled "Counterfeit
Money —is for us a given. It is there hefore us who read it and
who therefore begin by receiving it. If it has the structure of the

7 A messtaansm without a messiah. which Derrida himself exploves. In relation
to the structure of messianism, and 1ts use by Walter Benjamin, see Jacques Der-
nida, Spectres of Marx: The State of the Debt, the Work of Mournng, and the New Interna-
hional, (rans. Peggy Kamuf (New York: Routledge, 1994}, b5, and the
corresponding note at 181. Derrida discusses it [urther at 167-69. He also speaks
of this in VR, 20-25, which 1s taken up at length by Caputo in DN at 156-80,
and in “Foi et Savoir,” La Religion, ¢d. Jacques Derrida and Gianni Vatimo
(Paris: Edittons du Seuil, 1996), 9-86 [hercafter Derrida, #8], in English as
“Faith and Knowledge,” Religion, trans. Samuel Weber (Stanford: Stanford Uni-
versity Press, 1998), 1-78 [hereafter Dernida, FK]. Sec also Levinas n “Jacques
Dernida: Wholly Otherwise,” in his PN, 57: YA project impossible of accomplish-
ment, ever deferred, a messianic future as that missing present.”

* Derrida, ATVM.
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given, il is not only because we are first of all in a receptive posi-
tion with regard to it but because it has been given to us.” The
Baudelaire text is a given: is it thercfore a gift? Does it meet the
conditions of possibility and impossibility of the gitt, that it be
known only via a trace: that it can have no decidable origin, can-
not exist as such, and can have no decidable destination? This
seems impossible, since surely we can identify the author of the
text by its signatory, we have the text as an object in our hands,
and we can identify the intended recipient by the dedication.

If the author is known, then it would appear that the giver of
the given or gift is also known, and this would seemingly intertere
with the necessary undecidability of the onigin of the gift. Yet is
this so? Why has it been insisted so strongly that the origin of
the gift is undecidable? Only hecause undecidability offers some
protection against return, and hence against the annihilation of
the gift in its certain recognition. In the case of a text, however,
Derrida suggests that the author dics once the text is “‘delivered.”
Once the text is released, both its content and its destination inev-
itably become uncertain: it is given in a “dissemination without
return.” Derrida explains:

Whatever return it could have made toward Baudclaire or whatever
return he might have counted on, the structure of trace and legacy
of this texi—as of anything that can be in general—surpasses the
phantasm of return and marks the death ol the signatory or the
non-return of the legacy, the non-benefit, therefore a certain con-
dition of the gitt—in the writing itsclf. "

The text cannot return to Baudelaire, not only because he is liter-
ally dead, but because he will never have been present to the
text as it disseminates. Working in all sorts of contexts that were
unimaginable to the author, the text does not mediate the pres-
ence of the author or of his ideas, but only the play of presence
and absence. The text will always exceed what Baudelaire intends.
What I might receive from Baudelaire is simply not the same as
what he has given, and theretore no exchange has taken place.
Derrida uses this line of argument to suggest additionally that
what I might receive in the gift is not the result of any generosity.

Y Derrida, G711, 91.
19 Derrida, G771, 1(4).
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“But whereas only a problematic of the trace or dissemination
can pose the question ol the gift, and forgiveness, this does not
imply that wn'ling is generous or that the writing subject is a giving
subject.”’"! There “is” gift in the excess that is not intended by the
author but wlnch is structurally a part of the text. Similarly, since
the destination of the gift cannot be ultimately specified, it cannot
be a gift given to someone in particular. The gift will go where it
will. There can be no calculated rewurn, hence the identification
of the author does not necessarily destroy the gift of the text.'
Baudelaire cannot even know whether or not ke gives. “The prob-
lem remains intact, the problem of knowing whether one gives
tokens and whether one gives when one gives tokens or signs or
simulacra.” '

In considering the question of the author, I have anticipated
consideration of the two subsequent questions. The second ques-
tion, relating 1o the gift object that is the text I have before me as
I write, can be addressed by a thinking of the specific content of
the gift. What is the content of the gift? It is the text. But what is
the content of the text? Can it be specified? No, because all the
contexts of the text could never be specified, and différance works
in the text in such a way that one could never account for all its
meanings. Derrida addresses these issues in Given Time by asking
about the title of the text. This is a question about the text’s bor-
ders, or frame. If the text could be held within an area, it would
become a specific object with a particular signification. But it
quickly becomes apparent that the borders of the text are more

" Dernda, G741, 101. On the question of generosity, it 1s important to obscrve
a further distincuon that Derrida draws: “Would a gift that proceeds {rom a
natural power, from an origmary aptitude for giving, be a gift? Simultaneously,
we come around to dissociating the gift from generosity in a paradox the fuli
rigor of which must be assumed. If it is not to follow a program, even a program
inscribed in the phuses, a gift must not be generous, Generosity must not be its
maotive or its essential character. One may give wth generosity but not out of
generosily, not so as to obey this originary or natural drive called generosity, the
need or desire to give, regardless of the translations or symptoms one may dect-
pherinil” 6T 162,

" 8ee Jacques Derrida, “Télépathie,” Psychéz Tnventions de Pautre {Paris: Gali-
lée, 1987), 237-70. 238 [hereafter Derrida, 7. See also Jacques Dernda, The
Post-Card: From Socrates to Freud and Beyond, trans. Alan Bass {Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1987).

B Dernida, GT1, 99,
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fluid than might be first thought. The title itself cannot establish
the parameters of what will take place in the text. “Its place and
its structure as a title leave a great indetermination and a great
possibility for simulacra that open the field precisely to counterfeit
money.” ! Derrida goes on to suggest that *““the title, ‘Counterteit
Money' is already divided, betrayed, displaced,” having two refer-
ents, one of which is “counterfeit money itself,” and the other
“the narrative that has counterfeit money as its referent or nar-
rated content.” But further, “this first division then engenders
many other dehiscences, virtually to infinity.””"* In other words,
even in the title of the text, the possibilities for meaning are multi-
plied beyond measure. With this in mind, what Derrida subse-
quently says about the borders of the gift, and the collapsing of
ihe borders of the text, makes more s¢nse:

The gift, if there is any, will always be without border. What does
“without” mean here? A gift that does not run over its borders, a
gift that would let itsclf be contained in a determination and lim-
ited by the indivisibility of an identifiable traif would not be a gift.
As soon as it delimits itself, a gift is prey to calculation and measure.
The gift, if there is any, should overrun the border, to be sure,
towards the measureless and excessive: but it should also suspend
its relation to the border and cven 1ts transgressive relation to the
separable line or trait of a border.'*

Y Derrida, GT1. 85, “If this title is so bifid and abyssal as to say all that (the
content of the narrative, the narvative itself as fiction, as counterfeit money, the
I of the narrator as lalse signanwe, and so forth), one must still add a supple-
ment ol “counterfer monev.” And what is that? The title says, in effect: “since |
say so many Lthings at once, since I appear 1o title this even as 1 title that at the
same time, since I leign reference and since, insofar as it is fictive, my reference
1s not an authentic, legitmate reference, well then 1, as tilde (but it does not say
it .. ) am counterferr money.” Tt (I) entides itself and ‘autonames’ itself but
without saying so, withow sayany { (otherwise it would not do t, it would have
to say it). Counterlent money is the tile of the utle, the (utleless) atle of the
title. The tide 15 the e of the ext. But does it give its title by saving: [ am
counterteil moneyr No, since counterleit money is only counterfeit on the con-
dition of not giving its utle.”™ GT1, 86-87.

* Derrida, GT1, 85,

" Dernda, (T4, 91. With regard 1o the “withou,” and the giving, see TP,
where Derrida is speakmg of the beauty of the cut tulip: “The system s entire
and yet is visibly lacking its end [bout], a bit [bout] which is not a prece like any
other, a bit which cannot be totalized along with the others, which does not
escape from the systemn any more than it adds itseli on to it, and which alone

can i any case, by its mere absence or rather by the (race of its abscnce (the
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The defining moment of a gift is its undoing. Its givenness de-
pends on an incalculable excess: not the excess generously of-
fered by the donor/author, but the excess inscribed in the gift
itself, which torbids or defies measare. What cannot be measured
has no borders, or rather, it does not “occur” within the space
or time (ironically, the dimension) of borders. What cannot be
measured cannot become an object like other objects. Hence,
and in a very particular way, it does not enter the realm of what
15, of presence, of the economy, The text may well be a thing that
seems 1o be present, but it endlessly eludes presence. “*But insofar
as it tells the story of a gift, this corpus is going to say ‘in’ itself,
‘of " itself the exceeding that frames it and that exceeds its
frame.” V"

The last question concerns the recipient of the text, and clearly
[, along with many hundreds or thousands or even millions of
others, have received it. Derrida does not deny that the text can
be received, and received as given.'" Surely the existence of a re-

trace—itself outside the thimg and absent—of the absence of nothing), give me
what one should hesitate te go on calling the expenence of the beautiful, The
mere absence of the goal would not give it to me, nor would its presence. But
the trace of'its absence (of nothung), inasmuch as it forms its #rail in the wotality
in the guise of the sans, of the without-end, the trace of the sans which does not
give itsell to any perception and yet whose anvisibility marks a full totality to
which it does not belong and which has nounng to do with 1t as totality, the
trace of the sans is the ongin of beauty. v alone can be said to be beautiful on
the basis of this trait, From this point ol view beauty is never seen, neither in the
totality nor outside at: the sans is not visible, sensible, perceptible, it does not
exist. And yel there 15 some of it and 1t is beautiful. It grves [ ga donne] the beauti-
ful.” TP, 9. See also 98ff., where Derrida speaks of framing and also of relation-
less telavon. The latter remarks, in particular, are extremely useful 1o the
unfolding of the carrent work: "It has to be thus interrupted: by having to he,
purely, absolhulely, removing all adherence w0 what it cuts itself off trom, it liber-
ates beauty (free, wandering, and vague). By having to be mnterrupted, the sans
text and the sanstheme relate 1o the end in the mode of nonrclauon. Absolute
nonrelation. And by having 1o be so, this absolute nonrelation must also, if possi-
ble, be inscribed in the structure of the artifact, The sans of the sanstheme and
the sans-text must be marked, without being cither present or absent, in the
thing 1o which it does not belong and which is no longer quite a thing, which
one can no longer name, which is not, once charged with the mark, a material
support or & form of what is to be found neither here nor there, and which one
might indicate, given a certain displaceinent, by the name of text or trace.”” TP,
98-99.
" Dernida, G171, 102,
¥ Refer o the quote from Derrida, G771, 949, which is grven above.
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cipient annuls the gift! But how can I be sure that the text was a
gift to me? If we believe the dedication that prefaces “Counterfeit
Money,” the intended recipient of the text was one Arséne Hous-
saye. Baudelaire almost certainly did not conceive that the text
would reach such a different destination.'” Derrida remarks: By
giving it to be remarked, the dedication situates, then, the dative
or donor movement that displaces the text. There is nothing in a
text that is not dedicated, nothing that 1s not destined, and the
destination of this dative is not reducible to the explicit dedica-
tion.”* When Baudelaire dedicates or gives his text, he gives it
up, because he cannot know its destination. So there may be re-
cipients, but they will not receive the gift as a gift from Baudelaire.
It may be given, but whether it is received as a gift will be a com-
pletely different question, one whose answer will be interminably
undecidable.®! It seems, then, that according to the basic gift cri-
teria {donor without donor; gift without present; recipient with-
out recipient, and all happening in a freedom that is really more
freewheeling than the exercise of someone’s will), the gift of a
text would always be a possibilitv. But it remains to be seen
whether or not this can be deliberately accomplished. For that
reason, I will briefly refer to Derrida’s essay At This Very Moment
i This Text Here [ Am.”

This essay originally formed part of a collection entitled Textes
pour Emmanuel Levinas, which was designed to commemorate Lev-
inas’s work. However, the possibility of paying homage 1o Levinas
became complicated by the fact that Levinas’s project is charac-
terized by an ethical structure. Giving thanks to Levinas threat-

*Sce Derrida, T

2 Dervcta, 6T, 87

¥ "The gift inscribes another signature, one thad joviully gives itself up for
lost, that surrenders its “proper name,’ that drops 1ts detenses and its desire for
reappropriation. After all, an 'edition’ is supposed o be a ‘gift,’ a giving out,
e-dare, edilto, with a "dedication.” a textual event of giving away that cannot be
contained to some particular friend of the author’s. When a text is published
and dedicated, from that very moment, it 1s delivered over 1o the steucture of
the wace.” Caputo, DN, 193, “But a text shouid be a gift, and a signature should
make a gilt of itself, give isell 10 the other without return, sent our without

expectation of pay-back, that solicits and invites countless new and unexpected
countersignatures.” DN, 196.
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imposed, a violation of the gift.?* In At This Very Moment,” Der-
rida is struggling constantly with the difficulty of writing for Levi-
nas without becoming bound in the system of exchange. How can
Derrida give to Levinas without giving beck? Only by giving in such
a way that the gift does not return to Levinas but disseminates to
the Other can Derrida escape the annulment of the gift:

The gilt /s not. One cannot ask “what is the gift?”"; yet it is only on
that condition that there will have been, by this name or another, a
gift.,

Hence, suppose that beyond all restitution, in radical ingratitude
{but notice, not just any ingratitude, not in the ingratitude that still
belongs to the circle of acknowledgment and reciprocity), I desire
(1t clesires in me, but the il [& ¢a] is not a ncutral non-me), I desire
to try to give to F.L. This or that? Such and such a thing? A dis-
course, a thought, a writing? No, that would still give rise to ex-
change, commerce, econontic reappropriation. No, o give him the
very giving of giving, a giving which might no longer even be an
object or a present said, because every present remains within the
cconomic sphere of the same. . .. That “giving” must be neither a
thing nor an act, it must somehow be somcone (male or female)
not me: nor him (“‘he’). Strange, isn’t it, this excess that overflows
language at every instant and yet requires itz

Derrida’s writing of a gift whose fault will convert its delivery from
the Same to the Other is achieved through painstaking, some-
times painful attention to the différantial possibilitics of the text.
[evinas’s name, for cxample, does not appear as such therein.
Instead, there are references 1o # (he); to E.L.; to ¢/ (which in
Hebrew refers to God); and to elle (she). The uncertainty of the
reference not only confuses the identity of the one to whom the
text is directed, but allows for a critique of Levinas's work to be
made. For the voices of sexual difference are those that are most
often silenced 1n Levinas’s writing, despite the fact that his work

ug e

The logical and cthical necessity that haunts Derrida’s essay is that by writ-
ing a text for Emmanuel Levinas, by paying homage to his work and recalling
how his work works, one wold return the work o its author, thereby bhetraying
the cthical soructure that Levinas's work tries to set to work.” Critchley, EDIDL,
110-11. This problem s also recognized by Dernda in VML

2 Derrrda, ATVM, 16,
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is an attempt to value alterity.® So the movement from “he,” who
might be Levinas, to E.L., where he seems to come a little closer,
is undone when E.L. becomes ¢/, and uitimately elle. And the gift
to Levinas becomes in part a critique of Levinas. Further, the
voice of the author himself becomes confused 1n the course of the
essay. The “I"" of the beginning, which we identify with Derrida,
suddenly becomes part of a dialogue between “I’’s, whose ident:-
ties are unknown. And at one point, we hear a woman speak. ““At
This Very Moment” is a text given to Levinas during his lifetime,
and we ascribe its authorship o his friend and admirer, Jacques
Derrida. But it is a gift that, because of its structural tendency to
conversion, does not pass between Derrida and Levinas, and so
does not return Levinas’s own gift. For in the text itself, both
author and addressee become undecidable. And what we might
consider a gift (unreserved praise of Levinas) is undonce by the
questions that are raised about Levinas’s work. In these ways, the
giving, the gift, and the recipient are unsettled, left open, left
hanging. That is how he or she or Derrida gives a gift.

Two elements are striking in this whole process. One is the ele-
ment of desire.* It was earlier noted that the moment of madness
is the moment of the mutual exclusion of hypocrisy and illusion,
and that because this is an impossible moment, the order of the
pure gift is never o be realized, but only ever desired. The pure
gift is of an order that is asymptotic, always d-venir. Derrida’s gift

sprines from a desire (1o
AN . LA

springs from a de:
achieved by playing along its fault lines, because it traverses the
interface between gift and economy. The other element of great
interest is that of conversion. For the gift to be given 1o Levinas,
1t must not be given to Levinas, but to the Other. In other words,
a gift does not return if the response to it is diverted. This idea
holds wremendous theological possibilities, for it gives a space for
giving that is really free. What if my response to God's giving (if

we thy | .rlln ac hr AR L rn
EY. LhAF AR WILLIALD, I.Il l lll.‘l lj.

I-J
b}

2 Kee for ex: nnnh:- the critiaue alfered by Tuce Ivigaray 30 YTV, Dhorseel i
LY \, Tadieyy ME OLIereQ uy ALl y RE Ii‘!‘“ (1} il | ] JI.'L 'S t_\ lllJLllL}
of the Curess,’ I(m' {0 Face with Lemnas, ed. Richard Cohen (New York: SUNY

Press, 1986), 231-56.

#Omn the gift as desire, see ]um -Lue Nancy, Tae Sense of the World, (rans, Jeffrey
S, Lihren iMinneapoliss Vni o At 124 Ty mdy
(.8 LT VAR P S, UNIVeT 'ul.'. (F MVUINESOLa 1 lt‘n LIr2rd}, Nr— J'J_
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that it was God who gave remained undecidable) never returned
to God, because it was converted into a gift to the Other?

Love and Hospitality

We turn now to reflect, in a preliminary way, on the possibility of
the gift of love, as well as other gifts that fall into a similar cate-
gory.?® There is a degree of ambiguity in love mirroring that of
the gift. For the model of love that I suspect many people hold to
be ideal is one where the attitude of love does not depend on
conditions, and hence is given freely. But effectively, such a purity
in love 1s rare. For Derrida, love involves a degree of narcissism,
although for him such narcissism 1s not so much a sign of the
inevitable failure of love to meet its ideal, but the condition that
makes relationships possible:

I believe that without a movement of narcissistic reappropriation,
the relation to the other would be absolutely destroyed, it would be
destroved in advance. The relation to the other—even if it remains
asymmetrical, open, without possible reappropriation—must trace
a movement of reappropriation in the image of oneself tor love to
be possible, for cxample. Love is narcissistic.®”

Why would the relationship be destroyed in advance without “a
movement of narcissistic reappropriation”? It seems that the I
must come hack to itself in recollection (it must be able to say
“I") if it is to be in relationship at all. That is part of the deal
when dealing with an economy.

At the same time, Derrida also observes the quality of separa-
tion that characterizes relationships. The beloved always remains
transcendent, but Derrida sees in this “‘not an obstacle but the
condition of love.”?* So with love there 1s an economic aspect that
is necessary because it makes me I, and so enables me to enter
into relationship with what is not-I. But there is also an aneco-

* There are, of course, the different varietics of love that could be considered.
For the sake of space [ will not atempt such an analysis. Derrida makes some
interesting observations on the gift of friendship in G714, 139, and PF

* Derrida, Po, 199, In other words, 1t is narcissistic not essentially, but insofar
as relavonships between people require some assurance of idenuty on the pan
of cach person,

= Derrida, VR, 14.
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nomic aspect, because the Other is never reducible to the I. Love
is therefore a fine example of the gift that emerges in the moment
of madness occurting in the collision of illusion and hypocrisy.
Perhaps love does involve degrees of narcissism. But there may be
momenis when one seeks to love with less narcissism, when one
desires to love without return; and even if pure love, like a pure
gift, 1s only ever to come, the aporetic moment might or might
not be the beginning of the gift.® We will never know for sure.

How does love relate to the gift criteriar How can we speak of a
giving without a donor when it comes to love, where it seems that
the lover can be identiied? We could say that thie occasion when
love is a gift is always to come, and 15 something for which we
must always hope, although it is also something that we have to
practice as if it were possible. In so loving, we will never know if
wc Lruly give. We will never be able to account for the moment’s
madness. Or we could say that, on a particular reading of imme-
moriality, two people can never be present to one another. The
Other is simply not accessible to me because the Other remains
transcendent and has always and already eluded me.” How then
can we speak of love as a giit that 1s not a presentr The answer has
already been suggested, that pure love is a gift that is always to
come. And how can we speak of the recipient of the gift of love,
when it seems that the receiving of any gitt must remain undecid-
able? In this case, the identity of the donor will not be protected
by undecidability. However, the donor’s giving will be so pro-
tected. For I will never know whether they have loved to the ex-
tent that they have given themselves up to love entirely. Even if

# *All this is a way of saying that, as there is noe clean distincnon between the
gift and cconomy, that there 15 also no clean distinetion hetween narcissism and
non-narcissism, but only certain degrees, gradations, or economies of narcis-
sism, more or less open and widened narcissisms, that sell-love is capable of
different forms, some of which are not so scifish. We are ali more or less narcis-
sistic, for that is what the agent/subject .. . . I the agent stepped loving its
own good, 1t would stop loving the good of the other, since the good of the
other is the good for which the agent acts and by secking the good of the other
the agent is doing what it loves to do. Jesus said to love your neighbowr as you
love yourself, because if vou stopped loving vourself vou would stop loving God,
your neighbour, and mammon too; you would stop loving, period.” Capure, DN,
148.

* Levinas suggests a varation ol this position when he says that the Other
always inhabats a tntare Teannot reach. See Levinas, TA, 68-69.



210 RETHINKING GO AS GIFT

the other were to die in love for me, the loving in dying could
only be read as a trace of love, and I would need 1o accept the gift
purely out of faith.

The theme of the possibility and unpossibility of hospitality was
introduced in chapter 1. It will be recalled that hospitality is apor-
etic in two ways: because it involves an obligation yelt is a gift, and
because it involves the limits and exclusions implied in ownership
and yet implies a generosity that has no bounds. Thus hospitality,
very much like love, finds itselt at the impossible intersection of
the aneconomic and the economic, at the point where illusion
and hypocrisy collide. And again, like love, hospitality will only
begin where we practice it as ¢f it were possible.™ Hospitality is in
fact the impossible performance of love.* In the experience of
the aporia, there is no way of krowing whether or not there is gift
the decision to love and to welcome is the only way “through”
the impasse.

Justice and the Law; Responsibility and Isthics

In the discussion of love and hospitality, it will have become ap-
parent that there is a pattern with regard to the type of giving
with which Derrida concerns himself, The gift 1s aporetic in struc-
ture, but additionally, particular gifts lead to their own aporias.
This is no less true when we consider the gift of justice, which
cannot be reduced to the application of the law, or the gift of
responsibility, which cannot be reduced to the application of
principles of ethics. In an effort to avoid further duplication, I
will restrict my discussion here 1o a brief consideration of respon-
sibility and secrecy, as it is observed by Derrida in The (ift of Death.

M1 See Caputo, DN, 111: “Like evervihing else in deconstruction, the possibility
of haspitality is sustained by s impaossibility; hospitality really starts to get under
way only when we “experience’ {(which means o tavel or go through) dhus paral-
ys1s (the mability to move). Hospitality o mnpossible, what Derrida calls the im-
possible (the im-possibiliny of hostl-pitality}, which s not the same as a simple
logical contradictiion. Hospitality really starts to happen when 1 push against this
limit, this threshold and linit, its own sclflimitation, 1o hecome a gift deyond
hospatality. That requires that the host must, 10 4 moment ol madness, tear up
the understanding hetween him and (he guest, act with "excess,” make an abso-
lute gift of his property, which is ol course impossible. But 1t 1s the only way a
guest can go away feeling as if he was really made at home.” On Derrida and
the comme st (as i), see Dutourmantelle and Devvida, DLH, 111.

* See Derrida’s comments on Levinas m Ad, at 78-74).
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According to Derrida’s usual way of working, The Gift of Death is
an engagement with other writings, and in chapter 3, “Whom to
Give To,” he is reading Kierkegaard's Fear and Trembling. Kierke-
gaard (or Johannes de silentio) is here considering the story of
Abraham’s sacrifice of Isaac. At God’s command, Abraham un-
dertakes to sacrifice his only son, the son granted to him in his
old age, the one whom he loves dearly. Abraham enters into a
secret given by the one who passes in secret, the mysterium tremen-
dum, who cannot be seen or known in the present. Abraham can
only make his sacrifice by keeping it secret, by not speaking, or by
speaking so as not w speak, by assuming his responsibility alone.
Derrida observes that respounsibility is here ted to singularity.™
This is contrary to our normal expectation that being responsible
involves, as Derrida suggests, “acting and signing in one’s name,”
or ““the necessity of accounting for one’s words and actions in
front of others, of justifvring and owning up to them.”* Being
responsible usually means standing behind a decision and mak-
ing what surrounds that decision fully transparent. Being respon-
sible usually takes place in a community and according to the
standards of a community. Language is one of the most obvious
ways in which human beings are social, and the means by which
we account for ourselves. It is the place where reason comes to
the fore, where we explain, justify, argue, prove, condemn, liber-
ate, or conquer. By entering into discourse, we enter into the
realm of generality. But Abraham does not enter into discourse,
and so he remains singular. Abraham bears a secret that cannot
undo itself in the public domain, or at lcast one that would find
itself undone in being made public. Abraham cannot account for
what he is going to do.

This brings us to what I consider the one of the most interesting
ideas to emerge from Kierkegaard’s text: the sacrifice of ethics (o
responsibility. Derrida describes this paradox as follows:

According to Kierkegaard, ethical exigency is regulated by general-

ity; and it therefore defines a responsibility that consists of speaking,
that is, of involving onesell sufficiently in the generality fo justify

As s Lthe serrel. See Jacques Derrida, "Remarks on Deconstiucnon and
Pragmansm,” Mouffe, {1, 77-88, 80.
M Dyerrida, GD, B8; 6V,
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oneself, to give an account of one’s decision and to answer for
one’'s actions. On the other hand, what does Abraham teach us, in
his approach to sacrifice? That far from ensuring responsibility, the
generality of ethics incites to irresponsibility. It impels me to speak,
to reply, to account for something, and thus to dissolve my singular-
ity in the medium of the concept.®

In trying to behave ethically, we have to take into account the
needs of the group. An ethical decision is one that promotes the
good of all. There is no such thing as an individualized ethics,
since that would result in mere relativism. Behaving ethically
means entering into discourse and g"“;e'" lity, or as Derrida sug-
gests, “‘the medium of the concept.” By the standards of ethics,
Abraham would be considered a murderer, or could at least be

e 1 1 2 - l‘\ I‘] l‘\ (R ad 5 01 “) T fl
charged with intention to cause grievous bodily harm.* Under

any reasonable test, Abraham should not be permitted to proceed
with the killing of his son. And given that he belongs to and would
have been shaped by the community that would so judge, Abra-
ham undoubtedly sympathizes with this view. Yet Abraham has a

responsibility to God in faith, such that obeymg the ethical exi-

gency would force him to behave irrespor nsibly. Responsibili

thus aporetic. It appears that we have to seem to be irresponsible
to be lesponslble to be unethical in order to accord absolute

The ig Nar
ionship and one demand or duty. There is, Der-

rida tells us, ““an insoluble and paradoxical contradlcuon between
responsibility in general and absolute responsibility.”

So we are brought again to a moment of madness. Derrida n-
sists that “the paradox cannot be grasped in time and through
mediation, that is to say in language and through reason.”
When he speaks, then, of an “atemporal temporality,” he is refer-
ring to an instant that i1s utterly removed from the present. When

we act out of tespons1blluy it is impossible for us to comprehend
i in [}1’1{ mamant Koy ;x]-\rxl‘\ am thig 1ine
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stantt of madness is at the point of absolute contradiction. “Abra-
ham must assume absolute responsibility for sacrificing his son by
cing ethics, but in order for there to be a sacrifice, the ethi-

 Derrida, GD, 60-61.
W Dernda, GD, 63,
% Derrida, GD, 61.
= Dernda, G, 65,
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cal must retain all its value; the love for his son must remain in-
tact, and the order of human duty must continue to insist on its
rights.”"* Abraham’s gift to God, his responsibility, his response to
God, comes at the price of an ethics that remains valid. Yet the
story of Abraham places us in an interesting situation with regard
to the gift criteria. For in the story, surely we have observed the
gift in action: “But the angel of the LORD called to him from
heaven, and said, ‘Abraham, Abraham!” And he said, ‘Here I am.’
He said, ‘Do not lay @ hand on the boy or do anything to him; for
now { know that you fear God, since you have not withheld your son, your
only son, from me " (Gen. 22:11-12}.* It would seem that the gift
has been delivered, and yet, what was the gift? Who gave, and to
whom did that one giver"

Forgiveness

What of the gift of forgiveness? Derrida often links giving with
forgiving: “Whence comes the law that obligates one to give even
as one renders an account of the gitt? In other words to answer
still for a gift that calls one beyond all responsibility? And that
forbids one to forgive whoever does not know how to give?’; “only a
problem of the trace or dissemination can pose the question of
the gift, and forgiveness™; “the gilt, torgiveness—if there is any”;
“there is here a scene of gift and forgiveness, of a gitt that seems
to give nothing and of a forgiveness that is finally withheld’’; **he
will not be forgiven because he has not given what was expected
of him.”* The link between giving and forgiving is borne out
elsewhere. The Latin verb donn, for example, means hoth “to give
as a present’” and “to pardon, forgive, remit.”

In Given Time, Derrida has occasion to reflect on forgiveness
where Baudelaire’s narrator tries to evaluate the siation in
which he has found himself. The narrator’s friend, it will be re-

* Derrida, GD, 60.

* Emphasis added.

"In the same way that Jacob knows not whether he wrestles with a man or
with God in Genesis 32:24ff. (“Mcr or me that fought him? O which one? is it
each one? That night, that year / Of now done darkness T wretch lay wrestling
with [my God!] my God.” Gerard Manley Hopkins, “Carrion Comfort,” Poems
and Prose [Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin, 1953], 60-61, 61.)

2 Derrida, GT1, 31, 101, 101, 115, 163,
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called, has passed what he claims is a counterfeit coin to a beggar
on the street. The narrator tries to make sense of this action, and
he comes to the conclusion that his friend has tried to “win para-
dise economically.” That being his judgment, he refuses to for-
give his friend the fraud.* Derrida’s reading of the refusal of
forgiveness focuses not on the intention of the friecnd, but on the
moment of the narrator’s judgment. *“Itis at the moment he looks
his friend in the cyes, in the white of the eyes, that the narrator
sees, delicves hie sces the truth of what the other had wanted 1o do,
his ‘aim.” But perhaps this moment marks the very blindness out
of which arises the speculative discourse of the narrator.”" The
lack of forgiveness arises from a judgment that is not, that cannot
be, complete. For the Other cannot be reduced to the Same: the
motives of the Other may never be clear to me. And 1 do not have
the right to pass judgment. That being the case, I can do none
other than forgive.” In this sense, giving means letting go. It is
not just “letting he” (Gelassenheit), but letting go of all demand
for the rendering of accounts. Giving forgiveness 1s the maddest
moment of all. Tt is the giving up of the right to pursue, the right
o condemn, and even the right to remember. Forgiving really
must be forgetting: forgiving is the forgeuting where there is no
longer anything forgotten.'® In the case of forgiveness, the asymp-

% Derrida, G717, 31-33.

" Derrida, GTI, 163.

" Caputo obscrves: “Not only must we not be on the take when we give, we
must also give away whatever we take, whatever we have on the other. We musi
give away what we think the other owes us, even if we get something on the
other seven times a day, or seven tunes seven. We mus(; 1t's a responsibility, a
responsibility without duty, a duty without debt, a debt that does not cut off
pussibilities. If we would give ourselves to the gift, we would wso give ourselves
to furgiving.” PT/D, 181,

*We know that absolution must come from an Other or the Other, and we
know too that it erases a content, a ist of omissions and/or comnussions. A true
absolution, however, also removes the obligation o make a return for what has
becn freely given: forgiveness, grace. Absolution requires us 1o think a gift out-
side or beyond the circint of exchange, a scandalous thought because it is, at
heart, a thought of faith, maybhe the thought of faith, the thought that only faith

can give. At any rate, an absolved language would be one that accepts what 1s
offered to 1t and understands thus strictly as a gift, with no return mvolved. Yet
for this to happen the gift must somehow remaove itself in advance from the
cwcuit of exchange, for how could one who recewes a gilt absolve himself or
herselt Irom such a responsibility? To have a sense ol absolved language 1s to
have a thought of God, even il *God’ here does not refer to a supreme being or
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totic quality of the gift protects it from being seized in certitude
by either donor or recipient. The pattern is confirmed that where
no gift appears as such, each of the other elements of the gift with-
draws in undecidability.

While there are other places that we could glimpse gifts of mad-
ness {e.g., in Levinas’s reflections on work, or in Caputo’s com-
mentary on Derrida that includes a reflection on giving “more”
and “giving what I do not have”’), the examples mentioned above
should indicate sufficiently how Derrida treats the gift.'” The gift
is, always, an experience of the aporia, unable to be resolved satis-
factorily but opening onto a break in the horizon. In aporetic
experience the horizon cannot but be suspended: the gift is in
this way a rupture of the economy that nevertheless relates (with-
out relation) Lo economy,

ANOTHER IMPOSSIBLE GIFT: (GIVING IN SECRET

It has been observed that giving can only be attempted in a mo-
ment’'s madness, and that in giving the gift scems (o retreat into
the fulure. Is the same wrue of other givens that we might be
temipted to describe as gifts, whosc origin remains completely hid-
den? It is common to speak of “the gift of lile,” and to speak of
the world, which in actual (act “is” not any “thing,” as a gift. We
are referred by Derrida to that which we may not previously have
thought to be a giftc death. Further, might it be possible to read
in Derrida’s works that the very sense of being called 1s a gift, a
secret gift? And it it is possible to think the call and the secret,
might it be possible to think, from such a position, God as gift?
In what follows, 1 will attempt to address these questions in an
introductory manner.

to being isell. Even so, as 1 have suggested, what Demda calls *God’ cannot he
a wholly private attair, while at the same time there can be no guarantee that
anvone clse will fully grasp how “God’ functions for him w his idiom.” Kevin
Hart, “Jacques Derrida: The God Fffect,”™ o Blond, £5F, 259-80. 261 [hercafter
Hart, JDGE].

7 See Caputo, PTID. See also Levinas, T7, 168-74, and Robert Bernasconi’s
excellent artcle, “What Goes Around Comes Around: Dernida aned Tevinas on
the Economy ol the Gift and the Gift of Genealogy.” 1 Schnitt, LG, 256-73,
Bernasconi argues that Derrida’s understanding of the gill is highly influenced
by Levinas.
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Life and the World

While, to my knowledge, Derrida does not advert to the question
of life or the world directly in his writing on the gift, the possibility
of reading life and the world as gifts is raised by Marion.* Would
this make sense in a Derridean “framework’? One of the contexts
in which life is referred to as a gift is where the actions or sacrifice
of one person for another promotes the lite of the latter. For
example, in the case of organ donation, the recipient of the new
organ has been given a second chance at life, usuaily at the ex-
pense of the death of the donor. Another example where life is
referred to as a gift is in the case where some type of applied
medical technology allows either for the conception of a child or
for the prolongation of a lite. In a different sense, it is of course
also possible to speak of one’s parents as those who “‘gave me
life.” And in a religious context, it is equally common to hold the
origins of life as sacred: life is a gift from the Creator. The belief
that life is a gift (from God; of a benevolent force; or even of
nature or the universe) underlies the controversy surrounding
public debate on issues such as abortion or cuthanasia.
According to Derrida’s conditions, is it feasible to say that life
1s a gift? In the case of organ donation, at least where the donor
remains alive, Derrida obscrves that the unconditionality of the
gilt of an organ “is not what it is or claims to be: unconditional,”
although he does not explore organ donation any further.* It
would seem, however, that the life itself that is promoted by organ
donation, or advanced medical technology, might fulfil the crite-
ria. The recipient of the organ would find Iife given, but it would
not be the donor’s life that was in any sensc “passcd on.” The
donor has given the possibility for or conditions of life, but not
hfe itself. Expressed in another way, the donor has “given life”
without there being anything at all that was given. This might be
one of the ways in which we could say that parents give life to
their children. For the parents (or even the IVF team) create the
conditions under which life could begin, but the life that they
thus give is no "thing” that they can pass on. In spite of the ad-

# Marion raises these questions in I, Derrida does, nevertheless, speak of
the gitt of nature. See Derrida, 71, 1264,
* Derricda, G171, 17-18 n.
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vances in sctentific research, the possibilities of gene manipula-
tion, cloning, fertility enhancement, conception outside the
uterus, or the regeneration of prehistoric bacteria, life as such can
be promoted but never really created ex nihilo. It may be that the
parents or the scientists make life possible, but it is not as clear
that they thus make life. The origins of life remain undecidable.
Life is observable by its effects, whether they be the muluplication
of cells or the maintenance of a heartbeat, but life itself is nothing
that can be objectified. When someone dies, life is gone, but
whether or not the loss of that life is reducible to the sum total of
physical deficiencies is still in question.

The giving of life to me is always immemorial: there is no possi-
bility that I can have witnessed its origin, and it has already been
given when I can advert to it. And if my life is a gift, then I cannot
know with any certainty who has given it. It seems that at the very
least, life is a “given.” But whether or not it is a gift will always
involve some kind of faith. That is not necessarily religious faith,
but a faith in the gift. In a similar way, the world is always a given,
but whether or not it is a gift remains questionable. In contrast
with the earth, the world 1s not anything as such. Heidegger's
powerful analysis of “being-in-the-world™ illustrates this point. A
human being is always and already “‘enworlded,” but to be en-
worlded does not mean to be on a planet or surrounded by things
so much as enmeshed in a network of relations.” It is simply not
possible to imagine not being enworlded, or to find a standpoint
from which it would be achievable to observe “the world.” We are
deprived of its origins; we are deprived of its existence (since it is
not anything as such, but a type of context); and we are deprived
of certain knowledge of what it means for us.

Death and Sacrifice

It seems strange to think of death as a gift, for death in Western
culture has mainly negative connotations, and despite the ambiva-
lence within the word “gift” that was earlier pointed out, it is
difficult to use this word to describe something that is usually

* Herdegger, BT, a1 138, for example.,
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considered a loss rather than a gain. However, the many discus-
stons on death that precede Derrida’s reflections lead us to a per-
spective on death as what cannot be experienced, since it is never
present.”! Derrida speaks of “the gitt of death” in a mumber of
senses,

In The Gift of Death, Derricla rellects on Abraham’s sacrifice of
[saac as a gift of death. "This 1s the moment when Abrahain gives
the sign of absolute sacrihice, namely, by putting to death or giv-
ing death to his own, putting to death his absolute love for what
is dearest, his only son.”™* Whether or not sacrifice can be such a
gift 1s « great question. Sacrifice altracts the same economic criti-
cism that plagues the gift: if T make a sacrifice it might be in order
to avoid some punushment or (o gain some reward. Derrida refers
to this “economy of sacrifice,” but he also speaks of Abraham’s
sacrifice of economy. “Abraham has consented to suffer death or
worse, and that without calculating, without investing, beyond any
perspective of recouping the loss; hence, it seems, beyond recom-
pense or retribution, beyond economy, without any hope of re-
muneration (salaire].”# In the moment when Abraham is utterly
prepared to make the sacrifice, he has already made the sacrifice,
apparently without the hope that God will intervene to ameliorate
the situation. At the same time, however, God does intervene, and
this intervention, according to Derrida, reinscribes “sacrifice
within an economy by mecans of what thenceforth comes to resem-
ble a reward.”” Does God’s action annul the sacrifice as sacrifice,
or as absolute gift? It seems to me that this is another of Derrida’s
moments of madness. We will never know whether or not Abra-
ham was secretly hoping that God would not allow him to go
through with the murder, All we are given in the story is the assur-
ance that Abraham is prepared to do i, and this preparedness is
vouched for by the words of the angel of the Lord. So we may
assume that Abraham’s sacrifice is in one sense complete. That
he is then rewarded does not thereby take away from the gift that
is made in absolute self-expenditure, but it brings it back into the

1 See, for example, Heidegger, BT, 273f, and Levinas’s response o T1
235-36.

“ Dernda, GD, 95,

I Dernda, GD, 95,

Y Derrida, GD, 96.
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circle of reckoning, from which Abraham could only momentarily
escape. If there is gift, then it is only in the moment of madness,
and never in the circle as such.

Another way of reading this sacrifice would be in the light of
Jesus’ teaching, and Derrida offers us scope for such a reading in
the following chapter. He refers to the saying that when giving
alms, the right hand should not know what the left hand is
doing.” According to Derrida, the economics inscribed in the
Gospels “integrates absolute loss.” The vengeance that is right-
fully exacted under Mosaic law (an eyc for an eye) is suspended
with the commandment to turn the other cheek. “*Does this com-
mandment reconstitute the parity of the pair rather than break-
ing it up, as we just suggested? No, it doesn’t, it interrupts the
parity and symmetry, for instead of paying back the slap on the
cheek . . . one is o offer the other cheek.”™

Once again, in Abraham’s sacrifice we are referred to love,
Derrida defines sacrifice as “the putting to death of the unique,
irr¢placeable, and most precious.” It refers, he says, 1o “the im-
possibility of substitution.”® This theme is developed in the dis-
cussion of love and hate. Apparent opposites are destabilized.
Sacrifice is not the hate of enemies, but the hate of loved ones.
[.ove must become hate to be love. “Hate cannot be hate, it can
omnly be the sacrifice ol love to love.”™ Derrida (and Kierkegaard)
cite Luke 14:26 in support of this reading. We cannot be disciples
of Jesus without hating what is closest to us. Perhaps we could
also refer to the other inversion that characterizes Jesus” ministry,
which is the command to love our enemies (Matt. 5H:43-48). We
must love what we hate and hate what we love. Yet it may be more
appropriate to speak in both cases of a subversion rather than an
inversion. Jesus does not simply invert values or beliels, but actu-

=11 this spuitualization of the ‘interior” light institutes a new cconomy (an

ceonomy of sacrifice: vou will receive good wages if you rise above earthly gain,
you will get a beiter s.llaq if you give up your carthly salary, one salary 1s imgcd
agamst another), then 1t is by breaking with, dissociating from, or undumg,r
dissymmetrical whatever 1s paired with the sensible body, in the same way that 1t
means breaking with exchange as a simple form of reciprocity.” Derrida, GI2,
101.

* Dernda, GD, 102,

 Derrida, GD, 58.

M Derrda, GD, 64.
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ally reorients both them and their opposites. For example, when
Jesus washes the feet of the disciples he does not simply substitute
the role of master for the role of servant, but redefines leadership
in terms of an outpouring of love.

So the first way in which Derrida uses “the gift of death™ is in
the sense of sacrifice, a sacrifice of what is most important, and
even a sacrifice of oppositions. The second way also involves a
type of sacrifice, but it is a sacrifice not of love but of knowledge.
Death is something that cannot be experienced, at least in the
terms that make it viable to speak of experience at all. Death ar-
rives, but not i the sense that it “happens™ to me.™ For this
reason, death remains always in the future, and it is a useful tool
for Dernida 1o use when he tries to speak about that which cannot
be present.

Reading Kierkegaard (and so not necessarily making a state-
ment of personal faith), Derrida dwells for some time on the “ex-
perience” of God as one of fear and trembling. It is the
“experience” of the mysterium {remendum, known only in the
trembling that is the trace of its passing. Trembling is a response
to a shock, the origin of which we cannot see. But trembling is
also the anticipation of the unpredictable repetition of that
shock. As Derrida suggests, “We tremble in that strange repeti-
tion that ties an irrefutable past (a shock has been felt, a trauma-
tism has aiready affected us) to a future that cannot be
anticipated.”® Trembling forms the trace of a double secret, a
secret that is Kept intact via the two dimensions that deprive us of
experience. The past dimension is immemorial—that is, the se-
cret has always already passed by the time we respond to it in
trembling. The future dimension remains always just bevond the
horizon—that is, the secret can only be anticipated to the extent
that it remains utterly unforeseeable. Neverthcless, we are told
that the secret is the mysterium tremendum. That which makes us
tremble is “the gift of infinite love, the dissymmetry that exists
between the divine regard that sees me, and myself, who doesn’t
see what is looking at me; it is the gift and endurance of death

*In French the word armiver can be used to mean both “'to armve™ and “to
happen.”
“ Derrida, GD, 54.
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that exists in the irreplaceable, the disproportion between the
infinite gift and my finitude, responsibility as culpability, sin, sal-
vation, repentance, and sacrifice.”" This material evidently opens
onto the questions of lhc secret, of the call, and of God, but a
discussion of these questions will be momentarily deferred. What
does Derrida mean by a “gift and endurance of death™r Perhaps
it is that if there were to be an “experience” of God, it could only
be an experience that defied knowledge, a gitt or endurance of a
death. In the same way that death excludes our consciousness of

it, God’s passing would be so foreign as to be irreducible.
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der to witness rather than to E\now]cdge as such. Fur thex we can
consider the gift of death from the point of view of responsibility.
It was mentioned earlier that Abraham’s response and responsi-
bility to God comes at the price of an ethics that nevertheless
remains intact. Abraham demonstrates his complete obedience
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in responding to the Absolute Other, he has necessarily sus-
pended his duty to all the other others. He has suspended his

duty of protection toward his son, he has suspended his duty of

trust toward his wife, and he has suspended his duty to behave

ethically in society. Entering into relationship with and fulfilling
my duties with refmrd to one other, or in this case the Abhsolute
Othex, means that my duties to every other other are somehow
compromised. The one starving person whom I am able to feed
stands beside all those others whom I am not able to feed. And in
a certain sense, bhecause I have chosen to feed this one, 1 have
chosen not to feed the others. I have given them death. “'As soon
as I enter into relationship with the other, I know that T can re-
spond only by sacrificing ethics, that is, by sacriﬁcinq whatever
obliges me to also respond, in the same way, in the same instant,
to all the others. [ offer a gift of death, I betray, I don’t nced to

raise my knife over my son on Mount Moriah for that.””** Death

5t Derrida, GD, hh=5H6.
™ Derrida, IS, 46; FK, 33.
" Derrida, GD, 68.
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can be thought of as that which is dealt to us (perhaps causally,
but without origin) or as something (no-thing) I deal to others.
In either case, since death is another variant of the moment of
madness, it meets the criteria of the gift.

The Call, the Secret, and Perhaps God

It will be remembered that “the call” is an insistent theme in the
writing of Heidegger (the call of Being), Levinas (the call of the
Other), and Marion (the call beyond Being). But how does Der-
rida think the call? Is the call a call that is made in secret? And is
it possible, with certain provisos in place, to think nevertheless a
secret call of God, or to think God as a secret, a gifi in secret? |
must immediately make the observation, however, that Derrida
only infrequently makes of the call a thieme o be explored as
such. In fact, there is in Derrida, as in Levinas, far more attention
devoted to response rather than call. But there are a number of
places where it will at least be evident that the question of call,
especially insofar as it demands a response, 1s one of Derrida’s
preoccupations,

“Whence comes the law that obligates one to give even as one
renders an account of the gift? In other words, to answer [répondre]
still for a gift that calls one beyond all responsibility?”’** This short
passage from Given Time registers in several keys at once. [t refers
us 1o Kant, to the categorical imperative that orders us to our one
duty, and which elsewhere Derrida will expose in its impossibil-
ity.” It then refers us to the call as a call to an impossible responsi-
bility (the responsibility “beyond all responsibility”). And it refers
us to the call of the gift, to the gift as call, without specitying the
gift any further, and with such an association reintorcing the idea
that what is demanded in the call 1s impossible.

If we turn to “‘Passions,” we find that the call is related to the
invitation, and both call and invitation are related to the re-
sponse. “What we are glimpsing of the invitation (but of the call
in general, as well) governs by the same “token’ the logic of the

o Dervida, G, 31,

P 8ec Jacques Derrida, “Passions,” tans. David Wood, in On the Name, ed.
Thomas Dwtoit {Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1995), 3-31, at 7-8 [here-
after Dernieda, Pass|; and Dernda, GI, 77.
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response, both of the response to the invitation and the response
by itself.”*" Yet responsibility and invitation are aporetic in struc-
ture, provoking an interruption to any logic. And in that aporia,
where it is impossible to move, “it is not only religious sociality
whose identity is thus menaced, it 1s philosophical sociality, inso-
far as it presupposes the order (preferably circular) of the appeal
[or the call: appel—Tr.], of the question and the response.”*
What does Derrida mean by the presupposition of a “preterably
circular” order? It seems to me that those discourses which are
governed by the form of question and response, of knowledge (a
circular order, an economy), are interrupted insofar as question
and response will always lead to the aporia. The presupposition
of the order of the appeal is overrun by the appeal.

Further on in the same essay, we learn that there is a call associ-
ated with the secret: “When it is the call [appel] of this secret,
however, which points back to the other or to something else,
when 1t 1s this itself which keeps our passion aroused, and holds
us to the other, then the secret impassions us.”™ Yet the secret
calls without speaking. “And the secret will remain secret, mute,
impassive as the kidre. . .. It remains silent, not o keep a word in
reserve or withdrawn, but because it remains foreign to speech.”
At the same time, “po discussion would cither begin or continue
without it.*® The secret, that there “is” no secret (the secret
“being” that we cannot ever know for sure), is what drives us, what
drives titerature, what drives thought, what impassions us and
calls us forward.™ Recalling from Given Time that the gift “must
keep a relation of foreignness to the circle,” and that it is also “the
first mover of the cirele,” it seems that gift, secret, and call bear
in common this quality of impassioning, of energizing, of en-
abling.” Each is immemorial and quasi-transcendental. Equally,
gitt, secret, and call thus also disable any possibility of an ade-
quate response. Responding as such is iinpossible, for to respond
to (by identifying) gift, secret, or call is to annul any one of them.

W Derrida, Pass, 15.

“ Derrida, Pass, 23.

“ Permida, Pass, 99,

% Dierrida, Pass, 27.

" Dernda, Pass, 29-30. Sce also Caputo’s discussion in P10, 101-12.
M Darnda, GT1, 7, 30.
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Derrida needs no caller, since the call of which he speaks needs
no embodiment. And yet there is another turn within his work
that unsetiles this conclusion and opens ever so quietly onto a
theological possibility.

In Politics of Friendship, Derrida explores the call of and to
friendship, which once again is linked with impossible responsi-
bility.” But here we are dealing with a slightly different question.
For friendship implies a mutuality, a shared space. Under the
guise of the call we have rerurned to the issue that plagues the
relationship between Levinas and Derrida, which is the question
of otherness, of the otherness of the Other and of the encounter
with the Other.™ Derrida asks: “How are we to distinguish be-
tween owrselves, between cach of us who compose[s] this as yet
so undetermined ‘we’?” In other words, he is asking about the
proximity {using Levinas’s terms) of relationship prior to its artic-
ulation in knowledge, prior to its political manifestation. “Even
before the question of responsibility was posed, the question of
‘speaking in one’s own name,” . . . we are caught up, one and
another, in a sort of hetcronomic and dissymmetrical curving of
social space—more precisely, a curving of the relation to the
other: prior to all organized socius.”™ It is possible to observe in
this idca a link with Maurice Blanchot’s “*double dissymmetry” of
the relation to the Other.” Unlike in Levinas (and Marion),
where the absolute asymmetry that orders the relationless relation
is problematic, here we have a proximity that can sustain an im-
memorial call o responsibility.

Within the curved space of the relation to the Other, there is
already responsibility.™ ‘That is why the call to friendship, which

“ Dernda, Pfespecially in the essay “In Himan Language. Fraterniey.”

1 will conunue 1o use “(hher,” rather than the “other” of the wranslations
of both Derrida and Blanchot, in order 10 keep the clarity of the Levinasian
distinction.

“ Derrida, P, 231,

 Blanchot, fC, 73,

™ “What is unfolding itsell at this mstant—and we are finding it a somewhat
disturbing experience—is perhaps only the sileat deployment of that strange
violence that has alwavs wsinuated itsclf into the origin of the most nocent
experiences of friendship and justice. We have begun ro respond. We are already
caught up, we are caught out, 1 a certam responsibility, and the most mehicta-
ble responsibility—as if it were possible to think a responsibility without free-
dom.” Dernida, £F; 231,
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is always tutural rather than present, is nevertheless a call that can
only be made on the basis of a past.”” Speaking of the call in
Heidegger, Derrida observes the strange “voice of the friend.”™
The call of the friend is prior to friendship, marking the very
possibility (and impossibility) of friendship:
It is perhaps in a region thus withdrawn from metaphysical subjec-
tivity that for Heidegger “‘the voice of the friend” rings out. The
issuc is perhaps what we were calling above a minimal “commu-
nitv’'—hut also incommensurable to all others, speaking the same
language or praying, or weeping, for translation against the hori-
zon of a sole language, if only to manifest a disagreement: friend-
ship prior to friendships. One would have to add: “prior to”
cnmity.

This promisc before friendships would be linked to the “yes,
yes,” this promise of memory that we have attempted to analyze
elsewhere. The double affirmation must remain essentially risky,
threatened, open. Above all, it cannot allow itself to be defined or
posited, it cannot be reduced to a determined position.™

The call of friendship is a call to responsibility, but a responsi-
bility that cannot be specified in advance.® It is a call to responsi-
bility that comes from the Other® Moreover, this call is
irreducible to knowledge, even and perhaps especially to the
knowledge that is made present in phenomenology. In what is a
very important passage with regard to Derrida and phenomenol-
ogy, he remarks:

In the course of this expericnce, the other appears as such—that is

to say, the other appears as a being whose appearance appears with-

“(Let us note in passing that the logic of this call—'You-my-friends-be-my-
friends-and- a]t]muqh vou-are-not-yet-my-friends-you- d‘l‘t‘-dh‘t‘.idv ~since-that-is-
what-l-am-calling-vou’).” Dernda, PF, 235.

* Dernda. PR 241

“Derrida, PF, 244.

= Butif fuesmuh there is no [riend, lev us uct so that henceforth there will be
friends of this ‘sovereign master friendstup.” This 1s what 1 call YOU t0] answer
my call, this 1s our responsibility. Friendship 1s never a present given, it helmlg
to the experence of expectation, promise, or engagement. Its discourse is thad
of praycr, it maugurates, but reports nothing, it 1s not satisfied with what 15, it
moves out to this place where a responsibility opens up a future.” Derrida, PF,
236.

“Ios assigned to us by the other, from the place of the other, well before

any hope of reappropriation allows us the assumption of this responsibility.”
Derrida, PF, 939,
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oul appearing, without being submitted to the phenomenological
law of the originary and intitive given that governs all other ap-
pearances, all other phenomenality as such. The altogether other,
and every other (one) 1s every (bit) other, comes here o upsct the order
of phenomenology. And good sense. That which comes before au-

tonomy must also exceed it—that is, succeed it, survive and indefi-
nitely overwhelm it

This sequence is rich with possibilities, not lcast because, as an
experience of relationless relation, it offers another opening on the
question ot God. That is not to say that the relation with the
human other (where “the other appears as a being whose appear-
ance appears without appearing”™) is the same as the relation with
God, but it might be suggested that it points in the direction of
the relation with God, who, certainly, also exceeds the capacity of
phenomenology. The passage bears a family resemblance to cer-
tain passages in The Gift of Death, and surely that is not in the least
coincidental.

Two types of secrecy are pursued in The Gift of Death. There is
the secret that Abraham bears, that is, the secret that he knows
and cannot divulge if he is to he responsible. And then there is
the secret that is his very “experience” of God. Derrida speaks of
the experience of God as the experience of mysterium tremendum,
the secret known only in the wrembling that is the wrace of its
passing. This 1s the secret that can never be known, that is™ not
anything. And not “being’ anything, it bears a relationship to
that secret that I have already canvassed as that which drives all
passion and all thought. The two secrets of non-knowlcdge can
of course be distinguished by the fact that the onc is a quasi-
wanscendental, while the other is not only transcendentai, but
possibly also transcendent and possibly the Transcendent. Never-
theless, each 13 named only as secret, and therefore there is an
undecidability that protects any possible reference,

This leads mic o ask whether, within that undecidability and
because of the protection there afforded, there is elsewhere in
Derrida room for a thinking ot God as secret, for a thinking ot a
secret call of God, a secret giving of God. If there is such room, it
is likely to be found in the context of Derrida’s writing specitically

2 Derrida, PF, 232,
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on negative theology and religion. Three texts spring immedi-
ately to mind: “How to Avoid Spcaking: Denials™; “Post-Scriptum:
Aporias, Ways, and Voices,” which was later adapted and pub-
lished as “Saufle nom™; and “Foi et Savoir.”™ For reasons already
noted, it is generally recognized that Derrida is critical of negative
theology ® Nevertheless, he is not dismissive of it, suggesting that
“I trust no text that is not in some way contaminated with nega-
tive theology, and even among those texts that apparently do not
have, want, or believe they have any relation with theology in gen-
eral.”™ The texts above reflect different approaches. In “How to
Avoid Speaking” Derrida is responding to the assertion that de-
construction is simply another form of negative theology, and so
we find there that he reads negative theology largely in terms of
its failure, Yet in “*Sauf'le nom” it seems that there is room for its
rchabilitation.

In “How to Avoid Speaking” there is an imtal attempt to sug-
gest the parameters of negative theology, using for a Christian
perspective the Mystical Theology of Denys (Dionysius) the Areo-
pagite. Derrida tells us that

“negative theology” has come o designate a certain typical atti-
tude toward language, and within it, in the act of definition or atiri-

= Derrida’s ' How to Avoid Speaking’™ 15 an mmportant text, not least because
itis one of the places where he adverts to Marion's work, most frequently in the
notes. Post-Scriptuny: Aporias, Wavs, and Voices™ appcears i the same collec-
tion at 283-323, although references will be made to Derrida, SIN.

# See Toby Foshay's “Introduction: Denegation and Resentment”™ in Dernda
and Negatrve Theology, 1-24, especially at 3 and 5. See also Hart, T, for example
at 193.

* Derrida, SLYN, 69. Regarding the relationship between deconstruction and
theology, Hart observes: ““Let us shift focus for a moment and see how decon-
struction stands with respect to theology. At first the piclure seems clear cnough,
Since God is ‘the name and the element of that which makes possible an abso-
lutely pure and absolutely self-present self-knowledge™ any God talk, any theol-
ogy, would be tlmmu;,hl") shaken by différance. Not only is the sign complicit
with mctaphvsics but also it is ‘essentially theological.” All talk of a center 1s
‘theological,” and différance *blocks every relationship to theology.” for all that,
deconstruction is neither proposing a ‘return 1o finitude’ nor calling for *God’s
death,” And a closer inspecuon of Derrida’s texts reveals that he is concerned
solely with the metaphysics in theology, and would be sympathetic o those the-
ologies, i any, that do not ‘appropriate the resources of Greek conceptuality.”
There is at least one, it scems, a contemporary deconstrucuve theology.” Kevin
Hart, mtroduction to an excerpt from “How to Avoid Speaking,” The Postmodern
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bution, an attitnde toward semantic or conceptual determination.
Suppose, by a provisional hypothesis, that negative theology con-
sists of considering that every predicative language is inadequate to
the essence, in truth to the hypercessentiality (the being beyond
Bemmg) of God: consequently, only a negative (“apophatic™) aturi-
bution can claiim to approach God, and to prepare us for a silent
intuition of God.*

Derrida notes that the rhetoric of negative theology can readily
be nmitated, but he points out that its context is quite specific,
framed as it is by prayer and by the address to the other.*”

pothesis”—the chief element of Derrida’s concern. According to
Derrida, while negative theology emphasizes the inadequacy of
all predication, it nevertheless aims at a conceptual object that is
still ¢ type of being. In referring to God as “hyperessential,” Der-
rida argues, Christian theology simply posits God as a preeminent
bemg, even if this being is beyvond the realm of being.®™ This
seems to undermine the very negation that is characteristic of the

genre.™ In trying not to say anvthing, negative theology already

God: A Theologreal Reader, ed. Graham Ward (Oxtord: Blackwell, 1997), 161-62
[herealter Hart, 1HAS].

“ Derrida, HAS, 74.

# Derrida distinguishes between praver and the encomium, and n a lengthy
footnote he explains a connection here (and a fundamental disagreement) with
the work of Marion m /D, Derrida’s pointis that the encomium, while performa-
tive, maintains some elements of attribution. HAS, 111. See also Hary, THAS, [164;
“Yet, as Derrida points out, there is no pure praver, no ‘address to the other as
other,’ for it 1s supplemented by an encomium. The God bevond being is deter-
mined in advance 1 be the Christan God. . . . Were it uttered in complete
silence, the prayer still could not erase the possibility of its inscription and all
that follows from this. And so, Derrida concludes, one cannot approach Ged, as
negative theology promises, by passing [rom language 10 silence. Even silence is
marked by the eltects ol differance.”

5 Negative theology’ seems to reserve, heyond all positive predication, be-
Being.” Dernida, #AS. 77. Sce also the notes at 131-33, especially insofar as they
concern a reading of Marion.

* And which is suggested by Derrida as follows: "By a more or less tenable
analogy, one would thus recognize some traits, the family resemblance of nega-
tive theology, in every discourse that seems to return in a regular and insistent
manner to this rhetoric of negative determination, endlessly multuplying the
defenses and the apophatic warnings: this, which 1s called X (for example, text,
writing, the trace, differance, the hymen, the supplement, the pharmakon, the
parcrgon etc.) “is’ neither this nor thag, neither sensible nor intelligible, neither
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says far too much, effectively operating as a type of positive theol-
ogy.™ Since “hyperessentiality” is part of the language of the Mys-
tical Theology, it seems that Derrida’s eriticism will be difficult to
overcome. Those who respund on the issue tend to do s0 by ques-

2 O -.¢-‘-.__ als A“A.-.-..—m O ‘- Fmy s Ry 4inVeter I aurs 11 (ill‘}' exmota thhar
L) l 1{_, LILC 1EICALLLL] I_, L) l)[)klk‘;\L l.ﬂuu RCVill id SUEECILS iat

[

“hyper” has a m:gau\c rather than positive meamng that it sug-
gests transgression or violation, In other words, hyperessentiality
is used to indicate a rupture of essentiality rather than a surplus.
According to Hart, who berrows the phrase from Levinas, the
God of Pseudo-Dionysius (is) “otherwise thdn being.”™

ts assoctation with myst-
cal prayer, wh:ch on his 1(-admg carries with it the promise of
f

(lad’s nreven
il

" the soul with God. 92
WAL A', lJl AN ) CAAN o

SALLE YvaLil AFRURe.

Then there is hls insistence thd[ what sharply divides différance
from negative theology is that the latter springs from a cause and
is oriented to a lelos.” With regard 1o union, it must be underlined
that in Christian mysticism the integrity and uniqueness of both
human and divine persons 1s uphelcl to the end. In contrast to

some other traditions, the Christian wradition 1 nitains that the

human soul never fuses with tlle divinity in Lhe mystlcal experi-
ence. Whatever union means, it does not mean dissolution. Re-

positive nor negative, neither inside nor outside, neither superior nor inferior,
neither active nor passive, neither present nor absent, not even neutral, not
even subject to dialectic with a third moment, without any possible subluion
(*Authcebung’). Despite appearances, then, this X is nerther a concept nor even
a name; it does lend itself to a sevies of names, but calls for another svntax, and
exceeds cven the order and the structure of predicative discowrse, It ‘is” not and
does not sav what ‘'is.” It is wintten completely otherwise.” Dornda, HAS, 74,

" See Derrida, HAS, 81. Hart disputes 1his, saving that “negative theology per-
forms the deconstruction of positive theology.” Har, TS, 202,

" " To say that God is Ayperousious 13 to deny that God s a bemg of any kind,
even the highest or origmal heing, As Jones remarks, Pseudo-Dionysius dendes
that God is a being and denies that God is bedng (on). The diviity, he savs, is
‘beyond be-ing beyond beingly before all' or—to borrow Levinas™ concse for-
mulacion—otherinse than bemg. Given this, Dernida is wrong o say that negative
theology reserves a supreme being beyond the categories of bemng. Just as “sign’
must be erossed out in the deconstrucuon of metaphysics, so o must “*God' in
the deconstruction of posiive theology. The God of negative theology is tran-
scendent in that He transcends heing, all conceptions of bewng as presence, as
well as the categories of g nder.” Hart, TS, 202,

* Derrida, HAS, 79-81.

" Derrida, HAS, 99, 81.
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garding the cause and end of negative theology, it would seem to
me that this only becomes limiting where 1t becomes a question
of proof rather than one of faith, since faith itself only emerges
out of différance. God may not be différance, but perhaps the expe-
rience of God is given according to différance.

“Sauf le nom” begins with a recognition that the apophatic
voicce is plural, and in fact Derrida constructs the essay as if it were
a dialogue (or the minutes of a discussion group), so that there is
an ambiguity in the way it unfolds.”' Negative theology is being
considered by negative theology. While not wishing to overlook
the effects of this complex device, T shall continue 1o refer to the
authorial voice as if it were singular.

Derrida once again explores the parameters of negative theol-
ogy. He acknowledges that negative theology is like the experience
of deconstruction.® It is a language, yet it exceeds language. He
tells us that “the proposition (‘What is called “‘negative
theology” . . . 1s a language’) has no rigorously detcrminable ref-
erence: neither in its subject nor in its attribute, we just said, but
not even In its copula.” " It is as though we have a preunderstand-
ing of negative theology, but once we begin to articulate it, we are
already too late, and its possibilities have alrcady been ex-
hausted.*” Negative theology is the kenosis of discourse, a formal-
ization without content.”® What is most striking about these
descriptions is a sense that they arc driven by immemoriality. Neg-
ative theology always comes after the cvent, although it has a fu-
ture dimension as well in that it always will have been.™ We
discern that negative theology makes no reference to a presence,

“ Regarding plurality, see Derrida, SLN, 35, 66,

* Derricla, SLN, 43: " This thought seems vaguely familiar to the experience of
deconstruction. Far from being a methodical technique, a possible or necessary
procedure, unrolling the law of a program and applying rules, that is unfolding
possibilittes, deconstruction has often been defined as the very experience of
the (impossible) possibility of the impaossible, of the most impaossible, a condi-
tion that deconstruction shares with the gift, the ‘yes,’ the ‘come,” decision,
testimony, the secret etc. And perhaps deatie.”

“ Dernica, SIA, 48,

" Derrrda, SIA, 49,

»“The statement of negative theology ewnptics itself by defininon, hy voca-
ton, of all muidtive plenitude.” Derrida, SNV, bo, 51.

" Derrida, SLA, 60, H8.
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not even—in that sense—an absent presence.'” So we find a se-
ries of passages that emphasize the way in which negative theology
refers only through its bearing of a trace.!™ It refers us to the
impossible possible, or as we read in “Foi et Savoir,” “l'incalcula-
hle au coeur du calculable,” the incalculable in the heart of the
calculable. 102

Negative theology is like a memory, testitying to a yet immemo-
rial event that leaves a mark on language.' Derrida describes it
as a “‘passion that leaves the mark of a scar in that place where
the impossible takes place.”’'"" It carries a wound, just legible.!™
It bears witness 10 an unknowable God who has nothing save a
name:

Save the name that names nothing that might bhold, not even a
divinity (Gotthert), nothing whose withdrawal does not carry away
every phrase that tries to measure itself against him. “God™ “1s”
the name of this bottoml]ess collapse, of this endless descrtification
of language. But the trace of this negative operatiom is inscribed i
and on and as the event (what comes, whar there is and which is
always singular, what finds in this kenosis the most decisive condi-
ton of its coming or its upsurging). There 1s this event, which re-
mains, even if this remmnance is not more substantial, more essential
than this God, more ontologically determinable than this name of
God of whom it is said that he names nothing that 1s, neither this
nor that. It is even said of him that he is not what is gwen there in
the sense of es gibt: He is not what gives, his is beyond all gitts.!

'O this questhon of presence, T would refer back to Hart's introduction:
“The theologian should remember that Derrida nowhere rejects the notion of
presence. He argues that presence cannot present itself; the possibility of in-
scTIption is a necessary one, and one that ensures the possibility of division.
There may be a God, and this God may be puve self-presence, but He cannot be
intunted or revealed m the present.” Hare, THAS, 164-65.

i Commenting on Angelus Silesius, Derrida remarks: *“This ‘more,” this be-
voued, this hyper (dber) obviously mtroduces an absolute heterogeneity in the
order and 1in the modality of the possible. The possibility of the impossible,
of the "'more possible’ that as such s also possible (‘more impossible than the
mpossible’), marks an absolute interruption in the regime of the possible that
nonectheless remans, it this can be satd, in place.” Derrida, SLN, 43.

02 Nerrida, £S5, 85; FK, 65,

1% Derrida, SLN, b4

4 Derrida, SN, 59-60.

" Derrida, SLN, 60.

s Derrida, SLN, hH-hH6.
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The name is that of the unnameable nameable, the nameable
beyond the name.” Here Derrida goes out of his way to tell us
that it is not God who is given, or God who gives in the name. But
I do not think that he thereby completely dismisses the possibility
of the gift or the self-giving of God. What he dismisses is the de-
mand for any more than the event, any more than the “collapse”
or the “remnance.” He dismisses the association of God with Hei-
degger’s given or with a place of givenness. God is not "what
gives”; God is “"beyond all gitts,” in the sense that God cannot be
identified as giver save by a trace that is read in faith. All we are
left with is the namc that constantly escapes us, a “desertification”
reminiscent of khdra.

Whereas in “How to Avoid Spcaking’ we gain a sense of the
failure of negative theology owing to its inability to dcsist from
speaking of the unspecakable, in “Sauf le nom”™ we get a sense
that negative theology nevertheless functions as a supplementary
discourse of rupture. In general terms, how doces negative theol-
ogy work? Most significantly, negative theology works aporetically.
The event to which it bears witness (i1s) impossible, unknowable,
an aporia. Negative theology opens onto the aporia of the se-
cret.!”™ We are reminded that the only way through an aporia is
via decision, a decision that passes through madness.'” This does
not force us to the decision of religious faith, but it opens up its
possthility, as much negatively as positively. The mystic can never
prove that God has passed in his or her "experience.” Neverthe-
less, that aporetic experience is possible means that we cannot
exclude the possibility that God may so pass.!!®

Negative theology works as hyperbole. “This hyperbole an-
nounces. It announces in a double sense: 1t signals an open posst-
bility, but it also provokes thereby the opening of the possibility. Its
event is at once revealing and producing, post-scriffum and prole-

7 Derrida, SLAN, 38.

% Derrida, SLN, 60,

19 = But asn’t the uncleared way also the condition of decsion or event, which
vonsists in opening the way, in (sur)passing, thus in going beyond? In (sur)passing
the aporia?” Derrida, SLN, 54. “The sole decision possible passes through the
madness of the undecidable and the impossible: 1o go where (wo, Ort, Wort) it is
impossible to go.” SLN, 59.

o With regard to aporetic experience, see Derrida, Afy, for example at 15, 19,
32.
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gomenon, inaugural writing.”’ ! Then it works in conversion, aris-
ing out of the conversion of the one who writes, but also involving
a conversion from God o others. At the very start of this section,
it was observed that the context of negative theology was prayer
and the address to the other, There is a movement that occurs
where prayer, the address to God, becomes confession, a testi-
mony.'" In the end, negative theology involves surrender.'™ It is
desire that lets go of its object.' Emerging from the address to
God, it becomes an address to no matter whom."?

Finally, negative theology works through plurality: the plurality
of voices (the voice of radical critique and the voice of dogmatic
assurance) that contradict one another; the plurality of places
(the place of revelation and the place of khéra) that exclude one
another; the plurality of paths (Greek philosophy and Christian
mysticisin) that cross one another.''* Negative theology produces
fissures: it fractures the cogito, divides being from knowing, un-
dermines every thesis, and drives a wedge into the analogy be-
tween crcator and creature.''” The fissure is the madness through
which we can only pass by decision.

Having considered brietly the first two of the three texts that
have a bearing on Derrida’s speaking of God, | turn now to the
third, “Foi et Savoir,” which has a completely different style and
focus. “Foi et Savoir” is a meditation on the very possibility of
religion. Derrida notes that religion often concerns itself with
“the name,” with speaking “in the name of”” something or some-
one, with naming, speaking in its own name. Additonally, reli-

W Derrida, SI.N, 62. Are we able 1o link the “hyper” of hyperbole with the
“hyper” of hyperessentiality? Since Derrida here wranslates “hyper” as “wltra,
au-deld, beyond, tiber,” are we finally able o redeem hyperessentality from the
clutches of ontologys i 1t 15 hyperbole that “names the movement of wanscen-
dence that carrics or transports beyond being or heingness,” surely hyperessen-
Lialiey cannot name what does not utterly transcend, or transgress:

" Dernda, SEN, 39, 40: “This moment of wriung is done for ‘afterwards.” But
it also follows the conversion. It remains the trace of a present moment of the
confession 1that would have no sense without such a conversion, without this
address o the brother readers.”

1 Dyerricda, SL.Y, 74,

B Derrida, SLN. 37,

5 Derrida, SN, 74.

nG Derrida, SN, 66-67, 75-76, 62,

17 Derrida, SLN, 66, 65, 67, 66.
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gion is often about light. It sheds light, brings to light, and
approaches the luminous. Phenomenology is also about bringing
to light, or learning to see.'’ Yet religion has to do with empty
places, what Derrida will call places of the aporia. He names
three: the island, the promised land, and the desert, although it
will be on the desert that he focuses by and large. While these
places form the horizon of thought, they also indicate the need
for a certain suspension or interruption of any horizon. “Para-
doxically, the absence of horizon conditions the future itself. The
springing up of the event should breach any horizon of expecta-
tion. From where the apprehension of an abyss in these places,
for example a desert in the desert, there where the one neither
can nor should sce coming that which would have to or would be
able to—perhaps—come, "

There is a distinction to be made between faith and religion,
and also between faith and theology.’ Derrida then discusses the
historical nature of revelation, which leads him to develop the
notion of “revealability,” which would be the possibility of any
revelation at all. Perhaps, he wonders, revealability is that which
is revealed in revelation; revealability is the origin of light. And
yet Derrida has in mind a more “nocturnal’ light, a more “anar-
chic” and “anarchival” origin, *more than the arch-original™: *a
certain desert in the desert, the one that would make possible,
open, hollow out or infinitize the other.”'® This origin would
be heterogeneous (and so non-original), bearing two names, the
“messianic” and “khdra.” 2 It is this double experience of the
desert, prior to revelation, that Derrida wants o think,

Derrida speaks elsewhere of a messianism without a messiah,
where the messiah would always be coming but would never be

18 Derrida, FS, 14-15; FK, 6. Hence the contrast with Marton, who can seem
also o be making religion a question of the light.

" Derrida, FS, 153 “Paradoxalement, 'absence d’horizon conditionne 'a-
venir mémec. Le surgissement de I'événement doit trouer tout horizon d’attente.
Dot Vappréhension d'un abime en ces licux, par example un désert dans le
désert, 1a ot 'on ne peut m doit voir venir ce qui devrait ou pourrait—peul-
éhre—venir,” FK, 7.

120 DNeprida, £5, 17, FK, 10.

28 Derrida, IS, 26: * plus que 'archi-originare™, “un certain désert datis le dé-
sert, celui qui vend possible, ouvre, creuse on infimtse Uautre.” FA, 16,

122 Neyrida, FS, 27; FK, 17.
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present, never arrive. Here he speaks of “the opening to the fu-
ture or to the coming of the other as the advent of justice, but
without horizon of expectation and without prophetic foreshad-
owing.”'#* The messianic would expose us to surprise. Experience
(Lexpérience) would be structured by a waiting without expecta-
tion, by the sheer desire for or hope in justice. There would here
be faith without dogma.'!

The other aspect of the desert experience, or of the experience
of desertification, would take the name of khdra. The word is
taken from Plato’s Timaeus, and Derrida uses it frequently be-
cause it suggests for him a place of absolute exteriority that is no
place at all, but more of a “spacing.”

Khéra . . . would be the place-name, 4 place-name, and very simgu-
lar, for (his spacing which, not lctting itself be dominated by any
theological, ontological or anthropological instance, without age,
without history and “older” than all oppositions, . . . would not
cven show itscll as “beyond Being,” according to a negative way.
As a result, khéra remains absolutely impassible and heterogencous
to all processes of historical revelation or anthropo-theological ex-
perience, which nonetheless presuppose its abstraction. Tt will
never have entered into religion and it will never letiself be sacra-
lized, sanctified, humanized, theologized, cultivated, historicized.
Radically heterogencous to the healthy and to the sate, 1o the holy
and to the sacred, it never lets itself be tmdemnafied. Even this cannot
be said in the present, because khéra never presents itself as such.
It is neither Being, nor the Good, nor God, nor Man, nor History.
It will always resist them, it will always have been (and no future
anterior, even, will have been able to reappropriate . . ) the very
place of an infinite resistance, of an infinitely impassible remaining;:
a completely other withour face. '

= Dernda, £S5, 27: “Touverture A 'avenir ou A la venue de auwre comime avéne-
ment de la justice, mais sans horizon d'atente et sans préliguration prophét-
ique.” FK, 17

¥ Derrida, IS, 28; FK, 18. Of course, faith without dogma would mean that
the object of faith could never be identified. But this is not so unusual in one
sensc. Rahner’s God, oo, is unthematized, at lcast insofar as being the goal of
self-ranscending desire.

5 Dernda, FS, 31: V' Khéra . . . serait . . . le nom de heu. an nom de lieu, et tort
singulier, pour ref espacement qui, ne se laissant dominer par aucune instance
théologique, ontologique ou anthropologique, sans age, sans histoire ct plus
‘ancien’ que toutes les oppositions . .. ne sTannonce méme pas comme “au-dela
de I'¢tre,” selon une voie négative. Du coup, khére reste absolument impassible
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Derrida 1s quick to add that while kAdre 15 not anything (“not a
being or of the present’), it is also not the Heideggerian Nothing.
He maintains that this desert would be “prior to” (if the language
of priority can maintain any sense here) the desert of “revelations
and withdrawals, lives and dcaths of God, all figures of kenosis or
of transcendence,” and so forth.™® But it would also be subse-
quent to it, Derrida noting the oscillation between revelation and
revealability that cannot be ultimately decided.'® The experience

“the desert in the desert” would lead, Derrida says, to a new
tolerance for alterity, to a respect for the “distance of infinite
alterity as singularity, "'

In a “post-scriptum’™ that is longer than that which precedes it,
Derrida talks ahout religion as response and responsibility.’® The
passage 1s reminiscent of Levinas, for whom religion is relation-
ship with the Other.”® Religion is response and it is testimony,
with or without God as a witness.'” Religion involves faith, but
faith suffers the constant temptation to ury to convert itself into
knowledge.'®* Faith is not about seeing, not about knowing, not
about conceiving anything."™ Here Derrida seems to align himself

et hétérogéne i tous les processus de révélation historique ou d’expérience an-
thmpo théologique, qui en supposent néanmeoins abstraction. Elle ne sera ja-
mais entrée en religion et ne se laissera jamais sacraliser, sanctifier, humaniser,
théologiscr, cultiver, historialiser. Radicalement hétérogéne au sain et au sauf,
au saint et au sacré, elle ne se laisse ]dman tndemaniser, Cela méme ne peut se
dire au présent, car kkdira ne se présente jamais comme telle. Elle n'est m T’ Eure,
ni le Bien, ni Dieu, ni 'Homme, ni I'Histoire. Elle leur résistera toujours, elle
aura [()L;]OIIra été (et aucun Putur antérieur, méme, it'aura pu leapplopx ier...)
le liew méme d’unc résistance infinie, d'unc restance infiniment impassihle: un
tout autre sans visage.” FK, 20-21,

1% Derrida, £5, 31-32; FK. 21. What kind of priority is Derrida talking about?
It would be unlike him to refer 1o a priorty in time. It scems he speaks once
again of a quasi-transcendental priority, since it enables (and presumably dis-
ables) revelation.

127 Derrida, £S5, 32; FK, 21.

28 Derrida, F8, 33; FK, 22.

9 Derrida, IS, 39; FK, 26.

W T evinas, 17, 40.

%1 Derrida, £§, 39-41; FK, 26-29. Note Caputo’s gloss: ““For this desert. khoral
religion does not necessarily involve God, and while it cerainly involves faith,
taith is not necessarily faith i the God of the great monotheisms,” Caputo,
PT]D, 157.

2 Perrida, FS, 43-45; FK, 50-32.

132 Dernda, I8, 56; FK, 41. Sec also the discussion of photology in Derrida, GO,
98it.
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with Levinas. And once again, we are reminded of Marion’s diffi-
culty, where in setting himself within the theological orientation
of “‘seeing” (Balthasar) and within the phenomenological tradi-
ton of “presenting” (Husserl), he leaves himself little room to
move where agnosticism is required. Yet religion is more than
faith. Derrida in fact observes two experiences of religion: the
experience ol belief (in which category he includes faith, rather
than the inverse}, and the experience of “!indemne” (which could
be translaied as the “not lost”), which includes the experiences
of sacredness or holiness.’™ While the two approaches cannot be
reduced to one, they do come together in the experience of testi-
mony, or as Derrida seems to suggest at another point, in the
oscillation between possibility and determined necessity.'™ Attes-
talion 1s what incarnates possibility, as it were. And attestation is
always before another, if not also before God. The faith that
makes attestation possible is what enables a relationship with the
other, 4 relationship that is, nevertheless, without relation. Faith,
response, responsibility, testimony, the possible, the embodied—
these are the words Derrida uses to think religion, and to think it
from a khoral place (with a twist of the messianic). But while khéra
“gives a place (perhaps),” it does so without any semblance of
generosity.'* Any khéral gift would be forever undecidable.

I have sought in three places something of Derrida’s response
to the question of God, and have found instead only what it
means to fail in speaking and 1o speak with a kind of failure. In
looking for God as a question I have encountered only secrecy:
Derrida never gives a direct answer.'? Yet the secret has its own

% Derrida, £9, 46; FK, 33. " Lindemne” 1s a juridical term meanmg “without
loss.” In its usage here 1t almost suggests “the indemnified.” Caputo translates
“not bemg damned or damaged.” Caputo, PTD, 157, The division between
belief and sacrality is an interesting move for Derrida to make, and it may repre-
sent two styles of religiosity, the one deswrous of the invisibie, and the other
comforted by the wisible, the ritual, the tangible signs that apparently point to
the holy. It 1s not a distinction I would have drawn naturally, but it does have a
certain logic to it.

' With regard to the experience ol testimony, sce Derrida, FS, 83; FK, 63.
With regard to the “irreducible gap’ between possibility and determined neces-
sity (or history), sce I8, 76; 'K, 58.

U6 Derrida, FS, 84-86: FK, 64-66.

"7 And 1 do not believe we are any closer with the following protession: . . .
but she must have known that the constancy of God in my life 1s called by other
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call, and as we have seen, a call is a call for a response. It could
perhaps safely be said that if there is a question of God for Der-
rida, then it would be found in that place where faith responds to
the other. And there it would be impossible to say, impossible to
khow (Sln(‘l“ \gr‘rpﬂ whether or not God had rq”er] much less
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whether or not God gave or was given or was gift. All horiz()ns of
e‘cpectalion would need to have been suspended. Yet the admis-
ston of such nescience is not so strange. It is not foreign to faith
but necessarily at its heart, making choice possible, and obedient
to the exigency of the gift."™ If God were (to be) the one who
gives, if God were given, if God made a gift of Godself, then I
could not know it, but only believe it, and believe it onlyv in re-
sponding to every other who is (every bit) other. The Gift of Death

names, so that [ quite rightly pass for an atheist, the omnipresence 1o me of
what I call God in my absolved, absolutely private language being neither thai
of an eycwitness nor that of a voice domg anything other than talking to me
without saving anything, nor a transcendent law or an immanent scheciuna, that
feminine hgure of Yahweh who remains so strange and so familiar to me, but
the secret 1 am excluded from, when the secret consists in the fact that you are
held to a secrecy by those who know your sccret, how many are there, and do
not dare admit 1o you that this 1s no longer a secret for them, that they share
with you the open secret, letting you reckon that they know without saying, and,
from that pomt on, what you have neither the right nor the sirength to confess,
it is just as useless to make 1t known, to hand it over to this public notoriety you
are the first and the only one to be excluded from, properly theological hypoth-
ests of a blank sacrifice sending the bidding up to infinity, God coming to circu-
late among the unavowables, unavowable as he remains himself, like a son not
bearing my name, like a son not bearing his name, like a son not bearing a
name, and if, to give rise to this beyond of the name, in view and by reason of
this unacceptable appellation of self for my mother has become silenced without
dying, 1 write that there 15 (oo much love in my life, cmphasizing feo much, the
better and the worse, that would be true, love will have got the better of me, my
tarthfulness stands any test, I am faithful even to the test that does harm, to my
euthanasias.” Jacques Derrida, “Circumfession,” in Bennington and Derrida,
Jucques Dernida, 155=57.

" Hart concludes FITAS with a “quick skeich™ of the believer who would be
prepared 1o take Demnda’s conclusions on board: “"He or she would trust in
God's presence while not expecting to experience it in the present. The life of
faith would depend on the interpretation of traces. It would be a negative way,
not necessarily by virtue of accepting a ‘negative theology’ but by dint of experi-
encing an aporia, an inexorable demand 10 choose between ngnimme alterna-
tives, Onc would look to the God rendered possible by exegesis and l)hll()\()ph),
while at the same time answering to the God who upsets the realm of the possl-
ble, whe arrives in a singular manner outside the Lnown and the expected”
(163). In discussion of this passage, Hart adds that “the traces are not thema-
tised at first but become thematised in the exercise of faith.”
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ofters, I believe, Derrida’s most sustained thinking on this secret
gift:

On what condition is responsibility possible? On the condition that
the Good no longer be a transcendental objective, a relation be-
tween objective things, but the relation to the other, a response to
the other; an experience of personal goodness and a movement of
intention. . . . On what condition does goodness exist beyond all
calculation? On the condition that goodness forget itself, that the
movement be a movement of the gift that renounces itself, hence
a movement of infinite love. Only infinite love can renounce itsclf
nd
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the other, to love the other as a finite other. This gift of infinite
love comes from somewhere and is addressed to someone; respon-
sibility demands irreplaceable singularity. Yet only death or the ap-
prehension of a death can give this irreplaceability.'®

P
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EPILOGUE: NAMING THE GIFT,
GIVING A NAME, RETHINKING
GOD AS GIFT

THE QuEsTION with which I have been occupied throughout this
study is a theological one: how is it possible to speak of God as
gift? And the path that has been traveled in response to that ques-
ton perhaps seems to have had little to do with theology as such.
Yet if Anselm’s famous definition of theology as "“faith seeking
understanding™ is in any way valid, then this book has not been
tar from theology at all, at least in the sense that it is an attempt
to understand what it might mean for God to give Godself. That
the resources on which 1 have drawn are not from theological
tradition, but from contemporary thought, does not exclude my
reflection on this question at its most preliminary level of possibil-
itv. At the same time, those resources do not lead Lo specifically
Christian answers, or at least they serve to illustrate that any speci-
fication of religious “experience” will have to rely on a risk of
faith. To say as much seems like a commonplace, but it also seems
that the radical nature of this position is rarely taken on board in
its entirety. No serious theologian suggests that God can be
known as such (where knowing has the sense of comprehending,
or bringing to presence). But if it is the case that any “experi-
ence” of God must therefore overwhelm (or, equally, under-
whelm) consciousness, it must also be confessed that affirming
such an expericnce as one of God involves a hermeneutic from
the start. There is no revelation that is not always and already
interpreted (as Revelation), that leaves open the possibility of its
reinterpretation over and over again.' At this point the real diffi-
culty becomes evident. It is one thing to admit that the object of
theology cannot be made an object, and that God overwhelms the

"I am indebted to Kevin Hart for his discussions with me on this point.



242 RETHINKING GOD AS GUTT

understanding. But it is another to allow—really to allow—that
there are no theological givens that are purely given. It is a hum-
bling thing to admit that truth depends on a judgment and not
on a “‘fact.” The stakes are high. Suddenly the nature of risking
one’s life on the Gospel takes on its proper degree of danger.

To say that revelation/Revelation is always and already interpre-
ted is not to underplay the role of religious communities in pass-
ing on a tradition or traditions of interpretation, but only to point
out that it is interpretations that are passed on. The desire, on the
one hand, to harden those interpretations into static doctrines is
perhaps understandable. But to do that is like trying to scize the
gift, and having it turn to dust before our eyes. To speak, on the
other hand, of God as gift is to assent both to God and to gift as
the impossible. It is not, as Milbank perhaps fears, to consign each
to simple impossibility, but to recognize the nature of the risk we
are taking in desiring their “reality.” It is to speak at the point of
words’ failure, which is why the passage through phenomenology
has been instructive. And it is to be overwhelmed by transcen-
dence, yet not a transcendence that exists somewhere “out
there,” but onc that has alrcady interrupted me belore T can
begin speaking, before I am “here, now.”

‘Throughout this work I have had cause 1o refer (o the debate
that ook place between Marion and Derrida at Villanova in 1997.
We find in the text of this debate not only confrontation over the
nature of phenomenology and the question of the gift, but also
over the question of negative theology. I noted earlier a point
that Capute brings out very well in his discussion of that debate,
which is that for Marion, thought is overwhelmed by excess (the
saturated phenomenon), whereas for Derrida, thought is inter-
rupted by the desert (the aporia).* Neither of these positions, 1
observed, is too far from the theological tradition(s) known as
mysticism. It is possible that in mystical theology we find the clear-
est recognition of the gap between thought and referent that
must always unsettle theological discourse in the way I have sug-
gested. But to pursue a detailed discussion of mystical theology
and its relation to deconstruction is beyond the scope of this
book, although of course it is of genuine relevance to Marion’s

* See Caputo, Al 185-86 and passim.
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theological work. It has, in any case, already been explored else-
where.* In closing 1 simply draw attention to the extraordinary
discussion on the name/Name that to some extent seems to align
Marion and Derrida, in spite of the many differences between
them, especially where this namc/Name might be thought in
terms of gift.

Marion’s opening address at the 1997 conference is titled “In
the Name.”? Here he rearticulates and responds to Derrida’s
reading of negative theology, and also puts forward his own ac-
count of mystical theology and its relationship to the saturated
phenomenon, Marion argues that mystical theology is misunder-
stood if it is mercly seen as negation, and instead puts forward
the Dionysian “‘third way,” which goes beyond affirmation and
negation in favor of “the experience of incomprehension.”® He
maintains that Derrida reads mystical theology only in its negative
mode (a rcading Derrida vigorously contests), which allows Der-
rida to suspect “the supposedly ultimate and freestanding nega-
tion of implicitly and surreptitiously smuggling in and re-
establishing an affirmation.”® Dionysius, on the contrary,

denies first that negation itsclf suffices to define a theology, next
that niegation opposes affirmation in a simple ducl, and finally that
negation re-establishes affirmation while pretending to invert it. In
short, Dionysius always thinks negation exactly as he thinks affir-
mation—as one ol the two values truths can have, one of the two
forms of predication which it is precisely a matter of ransgressing
completely, as the discourse of metaphysics. With the third way, not
only is 1t no longer a matter of saving (or denving) something
about something, it is also no longer a matter of saving or unsaying,
but of referring to Him who is no longer touched by nomination.
It is solely a matter of de-nominating.?

*On negative theology, myvsucising Dernda, and deconstruction, see, for ex-
ample, Han, TS Hart, fHIAS; and Hari, [DGE. There are many other places
where this sort of discussion takes place, but few where the knowledge ol Der-
vida 15 as detailed and the expression as measured. On Marion and negative an
mystical theology, see in particular Carlson’s fndisoetion, as well as Caputo and
Scanlon, GGP.

! Jean-Luc Marion, “In the Name™ hereafier Manon, V), in Caputo and
Scanlon, GGE 20-578, including Derrida’s response.

" These words are quoted by Maron from Nicholas of Cusa, bt they illustrate
the point to perfection.

" Marion, IN, 25.

“Manon, IN, 28.
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The reference to de-nomination is an important one because it
leads Marion to speak about another of Derrida’s objections to
“negative theology,” that prayer and praise have a destination,
and therefore an object in mind. Marion’s response on this point
is sound (and we later find Derrida in agreement with it):

[Derrida’s objection] presupposes that it is unguestionable that
praising, that is attributing a name to an interlocutor, indeed dedi-
cating to him one name in particular, necessarily implies identify-
ing him in and with his essence and thereby submits him to the
“metaphysics of presence.” Now what is proper to the proper name
consists precisely in the fact that it never belongs properly—by and
as his essence—to the one who receives it.

Thus, supposing that praise attributes a name to a possible God,
one should conclude that it does not name him properly or essen-
tially, nor that it names him in presence, but that it marks his
absence, anonymity and withdrawal—exactly as every name dissim-
ulates every individual, whom it merely indicates without ever man-
ifesting. In this sensc, praise in mystical theology would in the case
of divine proper names only reproduce an aporia.*

It is next necessary for Marion to repeat his arguments from clse-
where about the transgression of being, for he needs to inscribe
the naming of mystical theology otherwise than according to any
ontological horizon. Here, once again, we observe the characteris-
tic of reverse intentionality:

It's a matter of being exposed in one’s intending a non-object, ex-
posed to the point of receiving from this non-object determina-
tions that are so radical and so new that they speak to me and shape
me far more than they teach and inform me. Ienceforth, the
words spoken no longer say or explain anything about some thing
kept for and by my gaze. They expose me to what lets itself be
said only for the sake of no longer permitting me to say it, but to
acknowledge it as goodness, and thus to love it.?

Theology is not, Marion claims, “obsessed with presence,” but
only really theology insofar as it relinquishes the need to have a
concept of God fulfilled. “‘God cannot be seen, not only because
nothing finite can bear his glory without perishing, but above all

* Marion, IN, 2829,
O Manon, IN, 32,
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because a God that could be conceptually comprehended would
no longer bear the title ‘God.” 7' Naming God does not result
in a theology of presence, but one of ahsence, a phrase Marion
immediately qualifies: “By theology of absence . . . we mean not
the non-presence of God, but the fact that the name that God is
given, the name which gives God, which is given as God . . . serves
to shield God from presence . . . and offers him precisely as an excep-
tion to presence.’ "

I have quoted Marion at length here becausc he addresses sev-
eral important objections to his theological work and because
these observations correspond to a number of the points that
have alrcady been made with reference to Derrida and “negative
theology.” But I also include this material because it serves as a
prelude to his further explication of the saturated phenomenon.
For Marion, proceeding with Dionysius’s *“third way”’ means pass-
ing from a simple naming to a de-nomination, or better, it means
entering into the Name and letting it name us. Preeminently, this
entry into the Name takes place in baptism (a point with which
Derrida quite understandably has some difficulty). In order to
support this very Balthasarian reversal, Marion tries to think the
third way as a saturated phenomenon, which he describes follow-
ing the pattern of Etant donné. He then concludes: “The
Name—it has to be dwelt in without saying it, but by letting it say,
name and call us. The Name is not said, it calls.””"*

Now, it has already been observed that Paul Ricoeur speaks of
“the retreat of the Name,” and that Derrida refers to the name
as that of the unnameable nameable, the namecable beyond the
name.™ And it has been further noted that Derrida is in agree-
ment with Marion on the question of the proper of the name.
“The proper name . . . is never proper’” are Derrida’s words in
response 1o Marion on the same point: “what is proper to the
proper name consists precisely in the fact that it never belongs
properly . .. to the one who receives it.”’!* A name—even a proper
Name—is never proper because it never makes present; always

"Marion, A, 34,

1 Marion, IN, 837,

* Marion, IN, 42.

Y Dernda, SN, 8.

" Derrida, in his responsc to Marion m IN, 45,
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iterable, its condition of possibility is also its condition of impossi-
bility. The meaning of a name/Name can never be exhausted.
Like the gift, a name/Name is no-thing, gives no-thing. 1If God
gives Godself as a name/Name, then we will never know if the
name/Name is a gift, and we will never be able (o return it

Do Marion and Derrida speak the same language after all, even
if they resist the language of the samer In one sense it seems in
the Villanova debate that the protagonists could not be further
apart, at least insofar as Marion still argues for the success of phe-
nomenology, and for excessive phenomena, whereas Derrida puts
forward the failurc of phenomenology and opts for aporetic expe-
rience. But in another sense, in this dialogue on the name, they
could be quite close. If Janicaud were to interject, nonetheless, he
would point out that Marion’s "name” is a “Name,” which sceimns
to implicate Marion in going heyond a mere “possibility” and
making a commitment to the outcome. Yet it could also be argued
that here Marion is just another punter. He lays his bets ou the
Name, but “his” Name gives—{rom the outside at least—no more
than Derrida’s. That, it seems to e, is the substance of his argu-
ment with regard to mystical theology, and provided he remains
within the betting ring, it is quite a convincing one.

It is my argument that the question of God and the question of
the gilt come from the same aporetic space, that it is not only
possible to think God as gift, but highly appropriate to do so. I
maintain this on the basis of an approach to the gift by way of and
beyond phenomenology. There may well be other and better ways
to approach God, but they do not serve to show, as [ have hoped
to do, the distinctive and problematic character of the gift itself.
Instead, many of the theological debates about the nature of
grace simply atfirm its gift quality, while at the same time strug-
gling with the extent to which it can be received or must be coop-
erated with, and are less cognizant of the question of how it can
be gift at all. A gift is both that which is passed freely from one
person to another with generous intent and that which is never
present as gift, never identifiable as such. It scems to me that
the Christian belief that God gives Godself in relationship with
persons, {reely and generously, must be characterized by the same
condition of impossibility. If God gives Godself without condition,
then we will not be able to identify that gitt as such: it will never
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be present. The relationship must rest on a freedom that risks the
possibility of misunderstanding or rejection, or else it will not be
a relationship of love but one opening onto coercion. Further,
the gift will never be returned, not only because there could never
be sufficient return, but because there will be no return address.
Any God-gift will disseminate in desire, as Levinas (in conversa-
tion with Derrida) might say, not for God but for the undesirable
par excellence, my neighbor. Not every gift (is) God, but it seems
that God is only to be thought starting from the gift, which places
us in agreement with Marion in orientation if not entirely in
terms of method. With a kind of Heideggerian flourish, we could
write this “"belonging together™ as “God: gift.”” Of course, to ob-
serve the common aporetic structure of God and the gift does not
solve the aporia. An aporia, by definition, cannot be solved, but
only resolved by a decision to act in a particular way, to act as if
there were a way forward. I can never know whether or not I give
or whether or not I receive, but [ can believe it or desire it or act
as if it were possible. So it is with God. That is not to say that faith
is a matter of wishful thinking, but to affirm that faith can only be
faith, as much faith in the gift as faith in God.

Much religious mentality is devoted to a calculation of debts. It
is a very human thing to keep score, and it is even more human
to despair under the weight of the goodness of another, fearing
that the debt will be too great ever to be paid in full. The thought
of a God to whom we owe our very lives, and in whose sight we
are always having to be made right, is often too much to bear.'s
But if there is any good news, then the good news is that we owe
God nothing, that God's (is) a gift that is really free, and that in
this gift, giving, which is strictly impossible, stirs in us as desire,
We will never know whether God gives, or what God gives; we can
only believe, struggling with traces and with words halt said and
needing to be unsaid, that there (is) gift.

" This theme is beautifully explored in the works of Sebastian Moore, QSB.
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Moore, Sebastian, 247

INDEX

Nancy, Jean-lag, 61, 207
Nicholas of Cusa, 243
Nietzsche, Friednich, 82, 161

O'Leaty,jusc.ph S., 28-29, 40, 97, 108,
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Plawo, 83, 44, 74, 235
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Raheja, Gloria Goodwin, 9-10
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Ricocur, Paul, 22-23, 63, 108, 124,
142, 146, 151-52, 155, 157, 245
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Sevhan, Azade, 48

Thomas Aquinas, 138

Wahl, Jean, 60
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abandoned, the, 149

absolution, 214

LILLFP‘Lalllt of the Elﬁ 1-4, a7
134, 1749, 210

alms, 3, 219

alterity, 24, 40, 65-69, 91, 101, 107,
207, 236

aloruism, 5

anamorphosis, 139, 140

ap()phalic/upophatism 148, 230

aporia/aporetic, 7, 79, 124, 127, 133,
181, 191, 209, 210, 212, 215, 223,
9992 934 238, 2492, 244, 246-47;
definition, 7; resolution by decision,
7

appropriation, 35-36, 38, 39, 42, 44,
89, 111-12

arch-revelagon, 102

as much reduction, as much given-
ness, 115

asvinmetry/asymmetrical, 68-69, 208,
224

atuibutary, 149-50

author, 201

anto-allection, 94, 145

1244
y 137,

being/Being, 24, 28-43, b1, 532, 51,
56-66, 68-71, 73, 74, 76-T4, 83-81.
83-87, 89-43, 44-97. 101-2, 105~
11, 1135, V1A-18, 127 155, 161, 179,
180, 192, 2922 298 290 935 244

bodiliness, 62, 63, 145

body, 44, 53, 219

horedom, 86-42

ca donne, 31, 32,59, 109, 111, 117, 204

call/Call, 64, 89, 91, 95, 96, 98-102,
103-5, 107-8, 150-h1, 179, 215,
222926, 238, 245

caller/Caller, 92, 101, 106, 151, 173

categorical imperative, 76, 222

causality/cause, 124, 129, 133-39,
180-82, 184

Christ, Jesus, ix, 106, 130, 147, 14
167, 168, 170, t75-76, 179, 209,
218-20

cognition, immanent, 20

concept/s, 760 as icons or idols, 161; as
icon, 164

consciousness, 19-28, 4553, h8-65,
63-71, 81-83, 85, 96, 103, 126, 145,
190-92, 195-96; phenomenologi-
cally reduced, 24; primacy of, 45

conversion, 72-74, 182-83, 207, 233

counter-intention/counter-
intentionality, 172, 174

Cross, 112, 165, 170, 172; as icon, 169

curved space, 68-69, 76, 107, 224

death, 24-25, 41, 60, 112, 120-22, 195,
128, 144, 1149, 161, 194-057, 198,
201, 215-22, 227, 230, 239; as gifl,
217

debr, 1, 8, 16-17, 31, 39, 125, 130,
132-35, 176, 214, 247; anterior, 183

decision, 7, 132-33, 135-36, 181, 210,
23(), 29233, 247

deconstructon, 40, 75, 77, 78, 100,
121, 210, 227, 229, 230, 242, 243

delay, 16, 17, 24, 26, 123, 193

de-nominating/ de-nomination,
H3-45K

de-propnation, 42

desert, 254-36

desire, 42,68, 72, 73, 74, 199, 200, 207,
v33, 247

devoted onc, 149-50

diachrony, 63-65, 67

differance, 24, 26, 27, 44, 77, 79, 105,
117,125, 134, 172, 186, 193-97,
202, 227-30; condition of possibility
and impossibility for thinking, 43
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dissemtination, 26, 105, 193, 194, 201,
202, 213

distance, 30, 65, 68, 69, 72, 101, 106,
107, 108, 109, 110, 112, 115, 144,
160, 161, 165, 166, 170, 171, 172,
178, 179, 185. 236

donor, 4, 8, 10, 15, 116, 124, 126, 129,
130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136,
137, 181, 182, 183, 188, 190, 195,
196, 197, 204, 205, 209, 215, 216

double dissymmetry, 69, 174, 224

doubt, 20

economy, 6, 17, 68, 78, 124, 125, 129,
136, 137, 187, 188, 189, 190, 193,
204, 209, 215. 218; general, 6, 7; of
the unconscious, 14; restricted, 5,
7.9

embodied, 55, 257

encomium, 228

enigma, b8, 78

enjoyment, 50

ennue, 87, 88, 90, 92, 93, 178

epiphany, 54, 66, 67, 175, 176

Eregns, 249, 35, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42,
43, 89,90, 109, 110, 118, 148, 173,
193; as event of Appropriation. 33

es gibe, 29, 30-36, 40-44, 59, 98, 108,
11015, 117, 122, 154, 193, 231;
there is/it gives/ il y a, 30; versus
khora, 31

ethics, 40, 57, 72, 74, '75, 76, 210-13,
221

event, 140, 143 145, 147, 171, 192,
231, 232, 2534; gifi, 191

evidence/ Fuvidenz, 21, 25, 51

ex-approprianon, 191

excess, B, 11, 77, U6, 126, 142, 1453,
149, 150, 172, 174, 174, 175, 180,
204, 242; crivgue of, 173

excessiveness, 164

exchange, 5, 8, 13-17, 112, 125, 127,
129, 132, 137, 138, 179, 187, 188,
201, 206, 214, 219

experience, 22-23, 30, 46-47, 49-50,
54, 58-59, B0, 65, 73, 94, 139, 141-
44, 169, 187, 191-93, 220, 221, 224 -
26, 230, 235-39, 241, 243; aesthetic,
142; aporetic, 7, 211, 215, 232, 246;
counter-experience, 144; Exfuhrung,
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22, 46, 191, Eriebrnis, 22, 46, 47, 191;
intentional, 23; non-intentional, 23,
24, 47. See also inlentionality
exposure, 67
expropnation, 38, 109, 112
exteriority, 189, 190

face, the, 16, H4, 66-68, 72, 73, 75, 76,
749, 80, 91, 113, 139, 145, 148, 150,
160, 162-65, 167-69, 173, 174, 183,
235

faith, ix, 69, 74, 78, 181, 199, 217, 232,
234, 236, 241, 247; condition of pos-
sthilitv for, 78

flesh, 145, 148, 171

forgetting, 15, 42, 190-43

furgiveness, 2, 202, 213, 214

form: unformed and informed, 139

freedom, 2, b, 6, 58, 65, 67, 68, 182,
2056, 224, 247

friendship, 2, 65, 136, 224, 225

future, 7, B6, 60, 63, 65, 143, 188, 199,
200, 209, 215, 220, 225, 250, 234,
235

gap, 83, 104, 105, 112, 113, 156, 172,
175, 178, 237, 249

gathering, 40

gaze, 145, 147, 162-65. 171, 244

Gegebenhert, 82, 97, 116, 123, 137, 154,
155

generosity, 1, 2,9, 12, 15, 16, 31, 43,
14, 54,130, 201, 202, 210, 237

gift /Gift, , ix—xi, 1-19, 24, 35-38, 40-
42, 44, 54, 81, 93, 105, 107, 109-14,
118, 122-38, 145, 150, 152-58, 166,
174, 176-210, 213-30, 232, 237-39,
241-43, 246, 247; abandoned, 130;
and time, 185; anonymous, 134,
150; anterior, 133, 135; as a present,
2, 156, as capacity to give, 183; as
condition of present given, 185; as
condition of the given, 128; as deci-
sion, 132; as lost, 182; as madness,
199; as poison, 9; as present, 3: as
pure loss, 129; as quasi-transcenden-
tal, 186; as response 10 giltedness,
133; as simulacrum, 9; as something
determinate, 185; conditions of pos-
sibility and impossibility, 8, 9; defi-
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nition, 1, 4; delay and non-identcal
repetition, 16; etymological consid-
erations, 9-11; exchange, 13; from
elwwhﬂe 138, 181; givable, 131; in
purificd gift-exchange, 16; inten-
tion, 2; nusunderstood, 126; neces-
sary return, 10; non-
phenomenological, 18; obligatory,
11: of being, 35; phenomenological,
137 nn'lpc of, 181;
125, 1‘30 return, 3; wvelatum as, 81;
secret, 3; suspension of, 136; truth,
9; unapprecuted, 126; undecidable,
133; versus gift-object, 131

gift-object, 8, 133; 1deal, 2

given, 3, 19, 24, 38, 45, 74, 95, 118,
121, 122, 138, 149, 154, 1606, 188.

HH). 205 217. 238
A){.lu. SUJ, 40,

T‘II]T e, x; rr-fu'-.PH

N )

givenness, 2,4, 9,15, 21, 22, 37, 45, 51,
74, 81, 82, 8o, 86, 92-99, 101, 102,
109, 11518, 120-29, 153538, 141,
142, 144-45, 148, 149, 154-56. 158,
174, 177, 204, 232; as phenomenal-
1y, 138; degrees nf 141, 146

giver/Giver, 1. 2, 5, 8, 10, 13, 82, 108,
110-15, 124, 125, 128, 134, 152, 134,
139, 152, [543, ]73, 174, 178, 180,
181, 196, 197, 201, 232; God as, 1x

giving, ix—-x1, 3-6, &, 10, 15-17, 22,24,
25, 31~-33. 30, 87, 38, 4U-42, 82, 85,
109-18, 121, 127-30, 13338, 143,
144, 148, 150, 166, 176, 178, 179,
182, 183, 185, 186, 188, 191-95, 198,
200, 202, 203, 200-7, 209, 210, 215-
15, 217-19, 226, 232, 247; abyssal,
41; God as, 1%; n secret, 198, 215:
universal, 130

God, ix—-x1, 16, 17, 21, 30, 34, 44, 54,
60, 61, 69-72, 74, 77-79, 95, 97, 98,
101, 102, 104-8, 110-13. 137, 145,
148, 151-53, 155, 158, 160, 161,
163-65, 168, 169, 172-80, 183-85,
189, 147, 206-9, 211-16, 218§, 220-
22, 226-33, 23534, 24147

good beyond being, 74

goodness, 8, 72, 73, 74, 75, 176, 239,
244, 247

grace, ix, 108, 175, 214, 246

gratitude, 5, 8, 17, 38, 89, 129

ground, 29, 34, 41, 57, 72, 76, 139,
148, 173, 182, 198
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hate, 125, 136, 214

height, 68

hermeneutic/ hermeneutcs, 89, 0%,
99, 103, 130, 158, 159, 174, 184, 241

holiness, 67, 143

Holy. 168-70

horizon/s, 5, 19, 24, 32, 38, 39, 41, 54,
57,74, 76, 78, 84,94 45,96, 97, 104,
W7, 108, 110, 113, 117, 118, 124,
129, 133, 134, 136, 137, 142-45,
147, 155, 158, 154, 164, 169, 171,
215, 220, 226, 234, 235, Y44 inter-
rupuon of, 254

hospitality, 11, 125 as gife, 210 conds-
uons of possibility and impassibility,
12

hyperessential /hypervessentiality. 77,
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hypostasis, 61, 62, 160

I, 84,93, 142, 171
145 146, 148, 160-65, 167-

79, ]74, 178, and w(luuhkd satura-
tion, 148; as saturated
phenomenon, 160()

idea of the infinite/Infinne, 70, 71,
144, 164

wdentity, 65: and difference, 12; versus
selt-identity, 61

idol, 111, 145, 117, 166-00,
174, I78

iy a 30,31, 44, 57,68, 549, 62, 109,
111, 117, 173, 142

illerty, 66, 72-74

image, 48, 5, 69, 160}, 162, 166-64,
208

inmanence/immanent, 20, 21, 36, 47,
66, 70, 72, 94, Y49, 102, 116, 137, 138,
155, 161, 238

mmmemorial/immemaoriality, 61, 63-
64, H8, 72, 74, 75, 79, 83, 107, 135,
174, 1835, 190, 192, 195, 196, 217,
220, 223, 224, 231; as diachrony/as
anachronism/as immemorial past,
63

impossible, the, 7
188, 23], 9- i‘?’

mndebtedness, 192, 198, 134, 182, 183

mfinite,/ Infine, ot 56, 00, 69, 70, 71.
72,73, 54, 75, T8, 95, 145, 164, 165,
171, 1IR3

won, 111,
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, 79, 114, 181, 184,
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infinity/ Infinitv, 54, 63, 65, 66, 70-74,

77,79, 164, 203, 238

insomnia, H8-59

mtenton, 162, 171, 174; infimite, 171;
without intuition, 27

intentionality, 22, 23, 44-52, 60, 68,
70,71, 91, 126, 142, 150, 164, 165,
174, 244; aftective/pracuical / aes-

thetic/voluniary, 47; as adequaton,

60; definition, 23; inversion of, 68;
reversed, 150, 244: theoretical, 49,
B}

mterlocuted, the, 91, 93, 101, 104,
144, 173

interruption, 71, 75, 95, 113, 159, 180,

187, 189, 190, 223, 231, 234
mtersubjecuvity, 24, 25, b3, 57

intition, 25, 27, 46 50 531 62, 82 85,

95,96, 97, 114, 121, 124, 142, 143,
145, 147, 148, 149, 150, 154, 156,

159, 169, 172, 173, 228; as valuing
and willing, 51 )

mvisihility/invisible, 54, 56. 80, 94,

102,104, 120, 130, 142, 148, 160-71,

181, 237

snny 1770 th panenar 1
M, 1 F.5, BN BEIFAUC LT, LU

judgment, 91, 159

Justice, ix, 17, 57, 69, 77, 200, 210, 224,

235

khdra, 31, 44, 223, 232-37

knowledge, 15, 17, 19-22, 29, 49, 51,
32, 34-56, 60, 61, 63, 653, 74, 96, 108,
113, 162, 166, 172, 174, 176, 199,
916, 217, 220-27, 236, 243; cidelic,
27; foundanon for, 19; ranscen-
dent, 20

language. 26, 67, 194, 230, 231
law, 120, 148, 210, 213, 219, 292, 996,

oA 0D

230, 238

life, 94, 120, 125, 136; as gift, 216

love, ix, 2. 17, 47, 49, 63, 72, 73, 87,
125, 131, 136, 148, 167, 170, 171,
173, 179, 183, 192, 200, 208, 209,
210, 213, 218, 219, 220, 238, 239,
244, 247; as gift, 208

me, 144, 150
meaning, 15, 26, 46, 75, 83, 96, 172;

conditions of possibility and impos-
sibility for, 26

messiah/messianic/messianism, 198,
200, 234, 235, 237

metaphysics, 27, 28, 34, 39, 40, 56, 60,
76, 82, 84,97, 98, 101. 103, 104, 109,
116, 119, 158, 159, 161, 163, 227,
229, 243, 244; Levinasian, 56, 60; of
presence, 244

moment of madness, 186, 198, 200,
207, 210, 212, 219, 2292

mysternunm tremendum, 211, 220, 226

mysticisni, 180, 229, 233, 242, 243

name,/Name, 79, 151, 2581, 232 233,
243, 244, 245, 246

narcissism, 208-9

natural attinude, the, 292, 25, 97 28 5%,
86

negauve theology, 68, 78, 79, 226-32,
233, 242, 243 245; as deconsirne-
tion of positive theology, 224

neuter, 31, 44

noeina, 22

noesis, 22
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12, B6, § ]

obligaton, 1, 5, 11,17, 117, 132, 133,
210, 214

nhhgltop_. 11-13

ontological difference, 37, 39, 43, 86,
43, 110, 118; indifference to, 107

ontology, 28, 29, 33, 34, 36, 55, Hy, 57,

60, 68, 70, B3, 84. 92, 99, 104, 179,
233

onto-thcology, 30, 98, 161, 189

organ donaton, 216

origin, 4, 39, 42, 61, 64,
152, 189, 234

original, the. 166

other: autre, 40

Other, the, 46, D4, 57, 60, 62-66, 68,
69, 72-74, 76,91, 101, 102, 174, 209,
214, 994, 298 qutrur, 46

otherness, 40, 60, 66, 150, 173, 174,
274

otherwise than being, 61, 77, 95, 111,
229

72, 105, 139,

paradox, i144; paradox of paradoxes,
146



INDEX

perception, 14, 22,46, 48, 51, 52, 54,
120, 121, 166, 175, 204; theological,
175

performative, 38, 194, 228

phenomena: religious, 146; revelatory,
147,153, 157, 158, 159; saturated,
142

phenomenality, 86; as gift, 137

phenomenological reduction, 20, 21,
24, 98, 52, 13, 83, 84, 116, 120, 181:
failure of, 24; Heideggerian, 86

phenomenology: and religion, 141;
and theology, 146, 148, 157, 158,
177, 184 as bringing to light, 234;
critique of, 25, 52; defimition, 19;
failure of, 81, 95, 100, 158; Heirdeg-
gerian, 284 Husserlian, 1911 Levi-
nas and, 45141 imits of, 15341
Marion and, 81-152; method,
stages, 20

phenomenon/phenomena: given, 23;
veligious, 141-42, 146; revelatory,
108, 113, 116, 131, 14648, 153,
157, 158, 171, 174, 177; saturated,
14252 157, 154-60, 171-72, 174,
177, 249-43, 245

pluralism, 40

possibility of the impossible, 144

prayer, 228, 233, 243

presence, 3, 6, 25, 29, 33, 35, 39, 41,
46, 51, 54, 58, 69, §1, 82, 85, 91, 94,
95, 96, 105, 109, 127, 128, 156, 158,
170, 180, 2011, 204, 229, 230}, 238,
244, 245; and absence, 26; as per-
sonal, 163; as substannal, 163

presencg, 36, 39, 81

present x, 63

principle of principles, 95, 141

principle of sufficient reason, 124,
125, 141

promise, 136, 225

prototype, 168, 170

proximity, 67, 74, 80, 224

quasi-transcendental, 71, 79, 185, 186,
198, 223, 226, 236

reappropriation, 205, 206, 225, 298
receive, 1, 3,5, 8 15, 134, 133, 136,
140, 164, 166, 176, 178, 181, 183,
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190, 201, 205, 219, 247; versus ac-
cept, 3

recipient, 1-5, 8, 10, 13, 113, 121,
124-26, 129, 130, 132, 134, 135,
136, 137, 139, 180, 181, 182, 196,
201, 204, 205, 207, 209, 215, 216

reciprocity, 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, 37, 69,
125, 129, 137, 179, 188, 206, 219

reconciliation, 136

reduction, 92-94; 1o givenness, 116f{;
to meaning, versus of meaning, 27

regard, 148, 168. See also gaze

relationless relation, 54, 66, 188, 197,
224, 226

relanonship, ix, x, x1, 1, 13, 31, 35, 38,
40, 43, 45, 46, 50, 57, 59, 64, 65, 67,
68,69, 72,76, 78, 110, 111, 114, 136.
154, 160, 165, 179, 187, 188, 190,
192, 195, 208, 212, 221, 224, 226,
297,236, 237, 243, 246, 247

religion, 72, 78, 141, 157, 227, 233,
234, 235, 236, 237; as response and
responsibility, 236

repay/repayment, 13, 37, 125

representation, 23, 34, 46, 48, 49, 50,
D2, 53 62,07, 94, 95, 107, 121, 142,
164, 170, 173; versus having a sense,
49

responsibility, 11, 54, 35, 57, 62, 64,
65, 67, 68, 69, 73, 74, 76. 77, 101,
192, 182, 183, 200, 210, 211, 212,
213, 214, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225,
236, 237, 2349

retarn, ix, x. 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 4, 10, 13, 15,
16, 17, 34, 38, 52, G4, 77, 85, 105,
126, 126, 129, 130, 137, 151, 1564,
178, 179, 182, 183, 186, 187. 1858,
194, 195, 201, 202, 205, 206, 207,
200, 214, 227, 298, 229 244, 247

revealability, 234, 236

revelation/Revelanon, xi, b4, 78 81,
94, 100, 102, 108, 113141, 116, 124,
124, 128, 145, 146, 148, 131, 153,
156058, 162, 171. 172, 174-77. 179,
1977, 233, 254, 235, 236, 241, 249

sacrifice, 2,4, 78, 130, 192 9211, 2192,
216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 234

salvation, ix, x, 221

Same, the, 46
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saying /Saying, 75, 76, 80; and unsay-
ing, 61 versus Said, 67

secret, 3,91, 111, 198, 211, 215, 220-
23, 926, 230, 252, 257-5%9

sclf-giving, 256, 116; God’s, x—xi, 232;
Selbsigegebenheit, 98

signification, 9, 27, 34, 52, 61, 64, 66,
07, 72-76, 82,96, 114, 142 188, 191,
202 unthematized, 52

singulanty, 77, 211, 212, 236, 239

spacing, 27, 44, 235

subjectivity, 47, 58-65, 68, 72, 73, 83,
91, 101, 134, 149, 150, 151, 185, 190,
225

sublime, the, 145

substitution, 65, 73, 150, 219

testimony, 73, 230, 233, 236, 237

text, the, 194-06, 200-207

thankimg, 31, 38

thanmks-giving, 37

theology, 1x, x1, 23, 39, 46, 69, 71, 73,
78,79, 98, 103, 104, 105, 115, 114,
120, 137, 145, 146, 148, 151, 1566,
157, 158, 161, 163, 174, 176, 177,
180, 184, 189, 297, 298, 229 23(),
231, 232, 253, 234, 938, 241, 242,
243, 244, 245, 246; ancd deconsiruc-
tion, 227; as onto-theology, 161; of
gift, 177; revealed, 137, 146, 156

theophany, negative, 160

there s, B8, 1Y, 111

time, 32, 35, 120, 125, 187, gift of, 16

totality, H6

wotality of heing, 87, 88

trace /s, 10, 24, 44, 62, 66, 67, 71, 72,

74, 75,78, 79, 80, 113, 133, 144, 163,

168, 170, 174, 175, 190, 191, 192,
193, 194, 195, 196, 194, 201, 202,
203, 204, 205, 208, 210, 213, 220,
226, 228, 231, 232, 233, 238, 247

INDEX

traditions: ol mrerpretation, 242

vansascendence, 60

wanscendence, 20, 32, 60, 64, 66, 67,
08, 70, 72,77, 80, 84, 99, 102, 116,
118, 132,137, 138, 148, 160, 181,
233, 236, 242

transcendent, 20, 21, 36, 47, 60, 65, 71,
84, 101, 116, 137, 151, 189, 208, 2009,
29, 2UG, 238

Transcendent, 70-72, 77-79, 226

transcendental, 25, 28, 34, 39, 48, 49,
53,64, 70, 71, 78, 79, 83, 84, 91, 92,
93, 97, 101, 116, 122,126, 140, 144,
145, 171, 185, 186, 196, 198, 223,
2986, 236, 239

transcendentality, 76-78

wanscendentals, 71

ranscendental sionified, 70, 78

truth, 49, 27, 35, 94, 36, 89, 40, 41, 61,
B4, 68, 10D, 119, 127, 128, 1533, 190,
214, 228, 242; as adequation, 51, 60,
128

unconsciousness, 15; of gift, 14
undecidability, 7, 78, 80, 100, 112, 113,
126, 136, 174, 181, 182, 189, 195,

197, 201, 209, 215, 226
undecidable, 26, 72, 80, 92, 45, 108,

133,149, 150, 174, 175, 18], 183,

196, 197, 198, 199, 201, 205, 207,

208, 209, 217, 232, 237
ungrateful one, the, 130
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