FAITH AND KNOWLEDGE

The Two Sources of “Religion”
at the Limits of Reason Alone

ITALICS

(1) How ‘to talk religion'? Of religion? Singularly of religion, today? How dare we
speak of it in the singular without fear and trembling, this very day? And so briefly and
so quickly? Who would be so imprudent as to claim that the issug here is both identifi-
able and new? Who would be so presumptuous as to rely on a few aphorisms? To give
oneself the necessary courage, arrogance or serenity, therefore, perhaps one niust pre-
tend for an instant to abstract, to abstract from everything or almost everything, in a
certain way. Perliaps one must take one’s chance in resorting to the most concrete and
most accessible, but alse the most barren and desert-like, of all abstractions.

Should one save oneself by abstraction or save onesell from abstraction? Where
is salvation, safety? (In 1807, Hegel writes: "Who thinks abstractly?™ "Thinking?
Abstract?
translate the ery— Rette sich, wer kann!'—aof thar traitor who wonld flee, in a single

Sunve qui peut!” he begins by saying, and precisely in French, in order to

nroveiient, thought and abstraction and metaphysics: like the “plagne.”)

(2} Save, be saved, save oneselfl, Pretext for a first question: can a disconrse on religion
be dissociated from a discourse on salvation: which is to say, on the holy, the sacred, the
safe and sound, the unscathed <indemme=," the immumne (sacer, sanctus, heilig, holy,
and their alleged equivalents in so many languages)? And salvation, is it necessarily

I. Translators pote: the use of angle brackets < = indicates interpolations of the translator, Such
hrackets comtain either a few words from the original o shor emendations. Farentheses and sguare
Irckers reproduce those in the French text, All footneotes stem o the author except where otherwise
indicated {as herel.
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redemption, before or after evil, faedt or sin? Now, where s evil <le mal =2 Where 15
evil today, ar present? Suppose that there was an exemplary and unprecedented figure
of evil, even of that radical evil which seems to mark our time as no other. Is it by iden-
tifying this evil that one will accede to what might be the figure or promise of salvation
for our time, and thus the singularity of the religions whose veturn is proclained in
every mewspaper?

Eventually, we would therefore like to link the question of religion to that of the evil
of abstraction. To radical abstraction. Not to the abstract figure of death, of evil or of
the sickness of death, but to the forms af evil that are traditionally tied to radical extir-
pation and therefore to the deracination af abstraction, passing by way—but only
much later—af those sites of abstraction that are the machine, technics, technoscience
and above all the transcendence of tele-technology. "Religion and mechane,” “religion

a6

“religion and the numeric” “religion and digitality,

LE

religion and

virtual space-tine”: in order to take the measure of these themes in a short treatise,

and cyberspace,

within the limits assigned ws, to conceive a small discursive machine which, however
finite and perfectible, would not be too powerless,

Int order to think religion today abstractly, we will take these powers of abstraction
as onr point of departure, in order to risk, eventually, the following hypothesis: with
respect to all Harscﬁ;rrc'cs o_,l" abstraction and of dissociation (deracination, delocaliza-
tion, dismmcarnation, formalization, universalizing schematization, objectification,
telecommnnication ete.), “religion” is at the same time involved in reacting antagounis-
tically and reaffirmatively outbidding itselll In this very place, knowledge and faith,
technoscience (“capitalist” and fiduciary) and belief, credit, trustworthiness, the act of
faith will always have made common canse, bound to one another by the band of their
appesition, Whence the aporia—a certain absence of way, path, issue, salvation—and

the two sources.

(3) To play the card of abstraction, and the aporia of the no-wav-out, perhaps one
must first withdraw te a desert, or even isolate oneself on an island. And tell a short
story that wounld not be a myth. Genre: “Once upon a tine,” just once, one day, on an
island or in the desert, imagine, in order to “talk religion,” several men, philosophers,
professors, hermeneuticians, hermits or anchorites, took the time to mimic a small,
esoteric and egalitarian, friendly and fraternal connunity. Perhaps it would be neces-
sary in addition to situate such arguments, limit them in time and space, speak of the
place and the setting, the moment past, one day, date the fugitive and the ephemeral,
singularize, act as though one were keeping a diary out of which one were going to tear
a few pages. Law of the genre: the ephemeris (and already you are speaking inex-
haustibly of the day). Date: 28 February 1994. Place: an island, the isle of Capri.
A hotel, a table around which we speak among friends, almost without any order,
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without agenda, without order of the day, ne watchword <mot d'ordre> save fin o
single word, the clearest and most obscure: religion. We believe we can prefend 1o
believe—fiduciary act—that we share in some pre-understanding. We act as thongl
we had some common sense of what “religion” means through the languages that we
believe (how much belief already. ta this moment, to this very day!) we know how 1o
speak. We believe in the minimal trustworthiness of this word. Like Heidegger, con

cerning what he calls the Faktum of the vocabulary of being (at the beginning of Sein
und Zeit), we believe {or believe it is obligatory that ) we pre-understand the meaning
af this ward, if only to be able to question and i order to interrogate ourselves on this
subject. Well—we will have to return to this much later—nothing is less pre-assured
than such a Faktum (in both of these cases, precisely) and the entire question of reli-

gion comes down, perhaps, to this lack of assurance.

(4) At the beginning of a prelininary exchange, aronnd the table, Gianni Vattimo pro-
proses that 1 improvise a few suggestions, If 1 may be permitted, 1 wonld like to recall
them here, in italics, in a sort of schematic and telegraphic preface. Other propositions,
donbtless, emerged in a text of different character that wrote afterwards, craniped by
the merciless limits of time and space, An utterly different story, perhaps, but, from
near or afar, the memary of words risked in the beginning, that day, will continue to
dictate what I write.

I had at first proposed 1o bring to the light of day of reflection, misconstruing or
denying it as little as possible, an effective and unique situation—chat in which we then
found ourselves: facts, a commmon commitnrent, a date, a place. We had in truth agreed
to respond to a double proposition, at ence philosophical and editorial, whicl in turn
immediately raised a double question: of langnage and of nation. Now if, today, the
“guestion af religion” actually appears in a new and differcnt light, if there is an
unprecedented resurgence, both global and planetary, of this ageless thing, then what is
at stake is language, certainly—and more precisely the wdiom, literality, writing, that
forms the element of all revelation and of all belief, an element that wltimarely is irre-
ducile and wntranslatable—Dbut an idiom that above all is inseparable from the social
nexns, from the political, familial, ethnic, cormmunitarian nexus, fron the nation and
fram the people: from antochthony, Mood and soil, and fron the ever more problematic
redation to citizenship and to the stare. In these times, language and nation form the his-
torical body of all religions passion. Like this wneeting of philosophers, the international
publication that was proposed to us turns out to be first of all *Western,” and then con-
fided, which is also to say confined, to several European languages, those that “we”
speak here in Capri, on this Italian island: German, Spanish, French, Italian,

(5) Weare not far from Rome, but are no longer in Rome. Here we are literally isolated
for two days, insulated on the heights of Capri, in the difference berween the Roman

ainned the Do, the foter poteaitnilly syabolizing everyifing that can incline—ut o cer-
tint rengenve fronn the Ronsan in general. To think “religion” is to think the “Roman.”
Fhis can be done neither in Rome nor too far from Rome. A chance or necessity for
recalling the history of something like “religion”: everything done or said in its name
onight to keep the critical memory of this appellation. European, 1 was first of all Latin,
Here, then, is a given whose figure at least, as limit, remains contingent and significant
at the same time, It demands to be taken into account, reflected, thematized, dated.
Difficult to say “Europe” without connoting: Athens—Jerusalem—Rome—Byzantium,
wars of Religion, open war over the appropriation of Jerusalem and of Mount Moriah,
over the “here [ am"” of Abraham or of Ibralim before the extreme “sacrifice” demanded
af him, the absolute offering of the beloved son, the demanded purting-to-death or
death given to the unigue descendant, vepetition suspended on the eve of all Passion,
Yesterday (yes, vesterday, truly, just a few days ago), there was the massacre of Hebron
at the Tomb of the Patriarchs, a place held in common and symbolic trench of the reli-
gions called “Abrahamic.” We represent and speak four different languages, but our
common “culture,” let’s be frank, is maore manifestly Christian, barely even Judaeo-
Christian, No Muslim 1s among us, alas, even for this preliminary discussion, just at the
manent when it is towards Islan, perhaps, that we ought to begin by tarning our atlen-
tion. No representative of other cults either. Not a single woman! We ought to take thi:
into account: speaking on behalf of these mute witnesses without speaking for them, in
place of them, and drawing from this all sorts of consequences.

(6) Why s this phenomenon, so hastily called the “retirn of religions,” so difficult to
think? Wiy is it so surprising? Why does it particularly astonish those who believed
naively that an alternative opposed Religion, an the one side, and on the other, Reason.
Enlightenment, Science, Criticism (Marxist Criticism, Nigtzschean Genealogy, Freudian
Psychoanalysts and their hervitage), as though the one could not but put an end to the
other? On the contrary, it is an entirely different schema that would have to be taken a:
one’s point of departure in order to try to think the “return of the religious.” Can th
latter be reduced 1o what the doxa confusedly calls "fundamentalism,” “fanaticism™ or.
in French, “integrism”? Here perhaps we have one of our preliminary questions, able ta
measure up to the historical urgency. And among the Abraharnic religions, arong the

“fundamentalistns” or the “integrisms” that are developing universally, for they are a
work today i all religions, what, precisely, of Islam? But let us not make use of thi
name too quickly. Everything that is hastily grouped under the reference to “Islam’
seems today to retain sorte sort of geapolitical or global preragative, as a result of the
nature of its physical violences, of certain of its declared violations of the democrati
model and of international law (the “Rushdie case” and many others—and the “righ

to literature” ), as a result of both the archaic and modern form of its crimes “in the



ninte af religion,” as a result of its demagraplic dintensions, of s phallocenirn and
theologico-political figures, Why? Discermment is required: Islam is wot Islinnisi ol
wi shonld never forget it, but the latter operates in the name of the former, and this

cinerges the grave question of the name.

{71 Never treat as an accident the force of the name in what happens, occurs or is said
i the name of religion, here in the name of Istam. For, directly or not, the theologico-
poditical, like all the concepts plastered over these questions, beginning with that of
ilemecracy or of seenlarization, even of the right to literatire, is not merely European,
It Graeco-Christian, Graeco-Roman. Here we are confronted by the overwhelming
ipriestions of the mame and of everything “done in the name of " questions of the nare
i moant “religion,” af the names of God, af whether the proper name belangs to the sys-
tem of language or not, hence, of its untranslatability but also of its iterability (which
is o sy, of that which makes it a site of repeatability, of fdealization and therefore,
wlready, of techné, of technoscience, of tele-technoscience in calling ait a distance), of its
link to the performativity of calling i prayer (which, as Aristotle says, 15 neither true
nor false), of its bond to that which, in all performativity, as in all address and attesta-
tan, appeals to the faith of the other and deploys itself therefore in a pledge of faith.

(#) Light takes place. And the day. The coincidence of the rays of the sun and topo-
wriphical inseription will never be separated: phenomenalogy of religion, religion as
phcnomenology, enigma of the Orient, of the Levant and of the Mediterranean in the
weography of appearing <paraitre>. Light (phos), wherever this arché conmmands or
fwgins disconrse and takes the initiative in general (phos, phainesthai, phantasma,
henee spectre, etc. ), as much in the discowrse of philosophy as in the discourses of a rev-
vlietion (Offenbarung ) or of a revealability {Offenbarkeit), of a possibility more orig-
mary than manifestation, More originary, which is to say, closer to the source, to the
sile and same source. Everywhere light dictates that which even yesterday was naively
vonstrued to be pure of all religion or even opposed to it and whose futare must today
P rethought ( Aufklirung, Lumicres, Enlightenntent, Hluminismo). Let us not forget:
even when it did not dispose of any conmnmon term to "designate,” as Benveniste notes,
“religion itself, the cult, or the priest, or even any of the personal gods,” the Indo-
Furopean language already concurred in “the very nation of ‘god” (deiwos ), of which
the ‘proper meaning’ is “Tuminous’ and ‘celestial,”

L. Emile Benveniste, Indo-Enropean Langrage and Sociery, trans, Elizabeth Palmer Faber and Faber,
iLowulom, Faber and Faber, 1973), pp, 445-46. We shall often cite Benveniste in order to leave him a
vespansibility—that of speaking for ¢xample with assurance of “proper meaning,” precisely in the case
ool the sun or of light, but also with regard 10 everything else. This assurance seems greatly exagperated
anel e than problematic, Translator’s sote; the published English translation has been modified
hrsghout in the interest of greater literalness,

(0 e tlies sene el and aneder the sanre sky, let us s day nae theee places: the
tshaned, the Promised Land, the desert. Three aporerical places: with na way out or any
assurcd path, without itinerary or point of arrival, without an exterior with a pre-
dictable map and a calculable programme. These three places shape our horizon, here
and now. (But since thinking and speaking are called for here, they will be difficult
within the assigned limits, and a certain absence of horizon. Paradoxically, the absence
of horizon conditions the future itself. The emergence of the event ought to puncture
every horizon of expectation. Whence the apprehension of an abyss in these places, for
example a desert in the desert, there where one neither can nor should see coming what
ought or could—perhaps—be yet to come. What is still left to come. )

(10) Is it a coincidence if we—almost all of us Mediterranean by origin and each of us
Mediterrancan by a sort of magnetism—have, despite many differences, all been ori-
ented by a certain phenomenology (again light)? We who today have come together to
nieet on this istand, and who ourselves must have made or accepted this choice, more
or less secretly, is it a coincidence if all of us, ane day, have been tempted both by a cer-
tain dissidence with respect to Husserlian phenomenology and by a hermeneutics
whose discipline owes so much to the exegesis of religious texts? Hence the even more
pressing obligation: not to forget those <of either gender= whom this implicit contract
or this “being-together” is obliged to exclude. We should have, we ought to have, begun
by allowing them to speak.

(11) Let us also remember what, rightly or wrongly, I hold provisionally to be evident:
that, whatever our relation to religion may be, and to this or that religion, we are not
priests bound by a mimistry, nor theologians, nor qualified, competent representatives
of religion, nor enemies of religion as such, in the sense that certain so-called En-
lightenment philosophers are thought to have been. But we also share, it seems to me,
something else—let us designate it cautiously—an unreserved taste, if not an uncon-
ditional preference, for what, in politics, is called republican democracy as a univer-
salizable model, binding philosophy to the public “cause,” to the res publica, to
“public-ness,” once again to the light of day, once again to the “lights” of the Enlight-
enment <aux Lumiéres>, once again to the enlightened virtue of public space, eman-
cipating it from all external power (non-lay, non-secular), for example from religious
dogmatism, orthodoxy or authority (that is, from a certain rule of the doxa or of
belief, which, however, does not mean from all faith). In a less analogical manner
(et I shall return to this later) and at least as long and in so far as we continue speak-
ing here together, we shall doubtless attemipt to transpose, here and now, the circum-
spect and suspensive attitude, a certain epoché that consists—rightly or wrongly, for
the issue is serious—in thinking religion or making it appear “within the limits of
reason alone.”



12} Related question: what of this ‘Kantian' gesture today? What would a book be like
tewhiy wihich, like Kant's, is entitled, Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone? s
vpawhd alse gives its chance to a political event, as 1 have tried to suggest elsewhere' 1t
iven Ielongs to the history of democracy, notably when theological discourse was obligad
tevasstnie the forms of the via negativa and even there, where it seems to have prescribed

revlisive conmmanitics, iitiatic teachings, hierarchy, esoteric insularity or the desert?

LL8) Before the island—and Capri will never be Patmos—there will have been the
Provised Land, How to improvise and allow oneself to be surprised in speaking of it?
How not to fear and how not to tremble before the unfathomable immensity of this
thente? The figure of the Promised Land—is it not also the essential bond between the
provse of place and historicity? By historicity, we could understand today more than
ame thing. First of all, a sharpened specificity of the concept of religion, the history of its
Iustory, and of the genealogies intermingled in its languages and in tts name. Distine-
tions are required: faith has not always been and will not always be identifiable with
religron, nor, another point, with theology. All sacredness and all holiness are not nec-
vssarily, in the strict sense of the term, if there is one, religions. We will have to return
i the emergence and the semantics of this noun ‘religion’, passing by way both of its
Rowan Occidentality and of the bond it has contracted with the Abrahamic revela-
tions. The latter are not solely events. Such events only happen by taking on the mean-
i of engaging the historicity of history—and the eventfulness <événementialité > of
the event as such. As distinct from other experiences of “faith,” of the “holy,” of the
“inscathed” and of the “safe and sound,” of the “sacred,” of the “divine”; as distinc
from other structures that one would be tempted to call by a dubions analogy “reli-
sions,” the Testamentary and Koranic revelations are inseparable from a historicity of
revelution itself. The messianic or eschatological horizon delimits this historicity, to be
stare, bt only by virtue of having previously inangnrated it,

(14) With this emerges another historical dimension, a historicity different from what
we evoked a moment ago, unless the two overlap in an infinite mirroring <en
abwme=. How can this history of historicity be taken into account so as to permit the
treatment today of religion within the limits of reason alone? How can a history of
political and technoscientific reason be inscribed there and thus brought up to date,
Init also a history of radical evil, of its figures that are never simply figures and that—

5 CE "Sauf le nom,” in Jacques Derrida, On tie Narre, ed. Tom Dutoit, trans, David Wood, John B
leavey Jr, and lan Mcleod (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 19951, notably p. 80 1T,

4. In "How 1o avoid speaking: denials” in Languages of the Unsayable: the Play of Negativity in
Liversetare aned Literary Theery, ed. by Sanford Budick and Wolfgang Iser {New York: Columbia
Uhniversity Press, 1989), pp. 3-70, | treat in a more precise manner, in an analogous context, the themes
ol hierarchy and of “topalitology.”

this ts the whole evil—are always inventing a new evil? The radical “perversion of the
Ismmeant heart”™ of which Kant speaks,” we now know is not one, nor given once and for
all, ais though it were capable only of inaugurating figures or tropes of itself. Perhaps we
could ask ourselves whether this agrees or not with Kant's intention when he recalls
that Scripture does indeed “represent” the historical and temporal character of radical
evil even if it is only a “mode of represemtation” (Vorstellungsart } used by Scripture in
function of human “frailty";® and this, notwithstanding that Kant struggles to acconnt
for the rational origin of an evil that remains inconceivable to reason, by affirming
simultaneously that the interpretation of Scripture exceeds the competence of reason
and that of all the “public religions” that ever were, only the Christian refigion will
have been a “moral” religion {end of the first General Remark ). Strange proposition,
but which must be taken as seriously as possible in each of its premises.

(15) There are in effect for Kant, and he says so explicitly, only two families of religion,
and in all two sources or two strata of religion—and hence two genealogies af which
it still must be asked why they share the same name whether proper or conumon
<nown>: the religion of cult alone (des blossen Cultus) seeks “favours of God,” but at
bottom, and in essence, it does not act, teaching only prayer and desire. Man 15 not
obliged to become better, be it through the remission af sins, Moral (moralische) reli-
gion, by contrast, is interested in the good conduct of life (die Religion des guten
Lebenswandels); it enjoins him to action, it subordinates knowledge to it and disso-
ciates it from itself, prescribing that man become better by acting to this end, in accor-
dance with the following principle: “‘It is not essential and hence not necessary for
everyone to know what God does or has done for his salvation,” but it is essential to
know what man himself must do in order to become worthy of this assistance.” Kant
thus defines a “reflecting (reflektierende) faith,” which is to say, a concept whose pos-
sibility might well open the space of our discussion. Because it does not depend essen-
tially upon any historical revelation and thus agrees with the rationality of purely
practical reason, reflecting faith favours good will beyond all knowledge. [t is thus
opposed to “dogmatic (dogmatische) faith.” If it breaks with this “dogmatic faith,” it is
insofar as the latter claims to know and thereby ignores the difference between faith
and knowledge.

Now the principle of such an oppesition—and this is why I emphasize it—vcould
not be simply definitional, taxonomic or theoretical; it serves not sim ply to classify het-
erogencous religions under the same name; it could also define, even for us today, a
place of conflict, if not of war, in the Kantian sense. Lven today, albeit provisionally, it

could help us structure a problematic.

5. 1. Kant, Religion Withir the Limits of Reason Alone, Book 1, section 3.
6, Ihid,, Beok [, section 4.



Are we ready to measure without flinching the implications and consequenoes of the
Kantian thesis? The latter seems strong, simple and dizzying: the Christian relignon
wotdd be the only traly “moral” religion; a mission would thus be reserved exclusively
for it and for it alone: that of liberating a “reflecting faith.” It necessarily follows there-
fore that pure morality and Christianity are indissociable in their essence and in their
concept. If there is no Christianity without pure morality, it is because Christian reve-
lation teaches us something essential about the very idea of morality, From this it fol-
lows that the idea of a morality that is pure but non-Christian would be absurd; it
wonld exceed both understanding and reason, 1t would be a contradiction in terms.
The unconditional universality of the categorical imperative is evangelical. The moral
faw inscribes itself at the bottom of our hearts like a memary of the Passion. When it
addresses ws, it either speaks the idiom of the Christian—aor is silent.

This thesis of Kant (which we would like later to relate to what we will call “glo-
balatinization” <mondialatinisation=)"—is it not also, at the core of its content,
Nietzsche's thesis at the same time that he is conducting an inexpiable war against
Kant? Perhaps Nietzsche wonld have said “Judaeo-Christian.” but the place occupred
by Saint Paul among his privileged targets clearly demonstrates that it was Chris-
tianity, a certain internalizing movement within Christianity, that was his primary
enemy and that bore for him the gravest responsibility. The Jews and Furopean
Judaism even constituted in his eyes a desperate attempt to resist, in so far as there was
any resistance, a last-ditch protest fron within, directed against a certain Christianity,

This thesis doubtless tells us something about the history of the world—nothing
less, Let us indicate, rather schematically, at least two of tts possible consequences, and
two paradoxes amag many others:

1. In the definition of “reflecting fauth” and of what binds the idea of pure morality
indissolubly to Christian revelation, Kant recurs to the logic of a simple principle,
that which we cited a moment ago verbatim: in order to conduct oneself in a moral
manner, one must act as though God did not exist or no longer concerned himself
with our salvation. This shows who is moral and who is therefore Christian, assum-
ing that a Christian owes it to himself to be moral: no longer turn towards God at

7. Transbator’s mate 1 should be noted that the French neologism created by Derrida—"mondialatin-
ratfon"—emphasizes the notion of “world.” whereas the English word used in this translation: “global-
atimization ™ —stresses that of “globality” Since “globe” suggests “earth” rather than “world,” the use of
“plobalatinization” here tends 1w efface an important distinction made throughout this chapter. This
interest of this problem, however, is that it may not “simply” be one of translation. For if, as Derrida
argues in this chapter, the major idiom and vehicle of the process of sendialarinisaren woday is precisely
Anglo- American, then the very fact that the notion of “globality™ comes to supplant that of “world™ in
the miest comman wsage of this language must itsell be highly significant. This difficuley of rranslation,
in short, adds a new question to these raised in this chapter: what happens to the notion of “world,” and
fovits dastinetion from “earth” and “globe,” if the predominant language of “mondialatinization” tends 1o
speak not of “world” but of “globality™

the sramrent of actone mgood foatl act as tengh Cooed Jured athrsadomnd nis. I
eitabding us ta think (It alsa to suspemd in theory) the existence of Ceond, the froe-
dom or the immortality of the soul, the union of virtue and of happiness, the con-
cept of “postulate” of practical reason guarantees this radical dissociation and
assumes ultimately rational and philosophical responsiblity, the consequence here
in this world, in experience, of this abandonment. Is this not another way of say-
ing that Christianity can only answer to its moral calling and morality, to s
Christian calling if it endures in this world, in phenomenal history, the death af
God, well beyond the figures of the Passion? That Christianity is the death of God
thus announced and recalled by Kant to the modernity of the Enlightenment?
Judaism and Islam would thus be perhaps the last two monotheisms to revolt
against everything that, in the Christianizing of our world, signifies the death of
God, death in God, two non-pagan monotheisms that do not accept death any
more than multiplicity in God (the Passion, the Trinity etc.), two monotheisnis still
alien enough at the heart of Graeco-Christian, Pagano-Christian Europe, alienat-
ing themselves from a Europe that signifies the death of God, by recalling at all costs
that “monotheism” signifies no less faith in the One, and in the living One, than
belief in a sigle God,

2. With regard to this logic, to its formal rigour and to its possibilities, does not

Heidegger mave in a different direction? He insists, indeed, in Sein und Zeit upon
the character of originary conscience (Gewissen), being-responsible-guilty-
indebted (Schuldigsein) or attestation (Bezeugung) as both pre-moral (or pre-
ethical, if “ethical” still refers to that meaning of ethos considered by Heidegger to
be derivative, inadequate and of recent origin) and pre-religious. He would thus
appear to go back before and beyond that which joins morality to religion, meaning
here, to Christianity. This would in principle allow for the repetition of the
Nietzschean genealogy of morals, but dechristianizing it where necessary and extir-
pating whatever Christian vestiges it still might contain. A strategy all the more .
involuted and necessary for a Heidegger who seens unable to stop either settling
accounts with Christianity or distancing himself from it—with all the more vio-
lence in so far as it is already too late, perhaps, for him to deny certain proto-
Christian motifs in the ontological repetition and existential analytics,

What are we calling here a “logic,” its “formal rigowr” and its “possibilities"? The
law itself, a necessity that, it is clear, undoubtedly programmes an infinite spiral of out-
bidding, a maddening instability among these “positions.” The latter can be occupied
successively or simultaneously by the same “subjects.” From one religion to the other,
the “fundamentalisnts” and the “integrisms” hyperbolize today this outbidding. They
PX£I{'1;.’I£PIIIE it at a moment when—we shall return to this later— globalatinization



(this strange alliance of Christianity, as the experience of the deatl of Ged, and ol
technoscientific capitalism) is at the same time hegemonic and finite, ultra-powerfnl
and in the process of exhausting itself. Simply, those who are involved in this vwthid
ding can pursue it from all angles, adopting all “positions,” either simultaneously or
successively, to the utrermost limit,

Is this not the madness, the absolute anachrony of our time, the disirnceion of all
self-contemporaneity, the veiled and cloudy day of every today?

(16) This definition of reflecting faith appears in the first of the four Parerga added ar
the end of each section of Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone. These Parerga
are not integral parts of the book; they “do 1ot belong within" “religion in the limits
of pure reason,” they “border upon™ it. I stress this for reasons that are in part theo-
topological, even theo-architectonic: these Parerga situate perhaps the fringe where we
might be able, today, to inscribe our reflections. All the more since the first Parergon,
added in the second edition, thereby defines the secondary task {parergon) which, con-
cerning what is morally indisputable, wonld consist in surmounting all the difficulties
connected to transcendent questions. When translated into the element of religion,
roral ideas pervert the purity of their transcendence. They can do this in two times
two ways, and the resulting square could today frame, providing that the appropriate
transpositions are respected, a programme of analysis of the forms of evil perpetrated
at the four corners of the world “in the name of religion.” We will have to linit our-
selves to an indication of the titles of this programme and, first, of the criteria
{mature/supernatural, internalfexternal, theoretical elucidation/practical action, con-
stative/performative): (a) the allegedly internal experience (of the effects of grace): the
fanaticism or enthusiasm of the ilhominated (Schwirmereil; (b) the allegedly exter-
nal experience (of the miraculous): superstition (Aberglaube); (¢) the alleged elucida-
tions of the understanding in the consideration of the supernatural (secrets,
Gieheimnisse): illuminatism, the frenzy of the initiates; (d) the risky attempt of acting
wpon the supernatural (means of obtaining grace): thaumaturgy.

When Marx holds the critique of religion to be the premise of all ideology-critigue,
when he holds religion to be the ideology par excellence, even for the matrix of all ide-
ology and of the very movement of fetishization, does his position not fall, whether he
would have wanted it or not, within the parergonal framework of this kind of rational
criticism? Or rather, more plausible but also more difficult to demonstrate, does he not
already deconstruct the fundamentally Christian axiomatics of Kant? This could be
one aof our questions, the most obscure one no doubt, because it is not at all certain
that the very principles of the Marxist critique do not still appeal to a heterogeneity
between faith and knowledge, between practical justice and cognition. This hetero-
weneity, by the way, may ultimately not be irveducible to the inspiration or to the spirit

af Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone. All the more since these figures of evil
discredit, as much as they accredit, the “credit” which is the act of faith. They exclude
as imntch as they explain, they dentand perhaps more thawn ever this recourse to religion,
to the principle of faith, even if 1t is only that of a radically fiduciary form of the
“reflecting faith” already mentioned. And it is this mechanics, this machine-like return
of religion, that [ would here like to question,

(17) How then to think—within the limits of reason alone—a religion which, without
again becoming “natural religion,” would today be effectively universal? And which,
for that matter, would no longer be restricted to a paradigm that was Christian or even
Abrahamic? What would be the project of such a “book’? For with Religion within the
Limits of Reason Alone, there is a World involved that is also an Old-New Book or
Testament. Does this profect retain a meaning or a chance? A geopolitical chance or
meaning? Or does the idea itself remain, in its origin and in its end, Christian? And
would this necessarily be a limit, a linit like any other? A Christian—but also a Jew or
a Muslim—would be sonteone who would harbour doults abour this lintit, about the
existence of this limit or about its reducibility to any other linnt, to the current figure

of limitation,

(18) Keeping these questions in mind, we might be able to gauge two temptations. In
their schematic principle, one would be “Hegelian™: ontotheology which determines
absolute knowledge as the truth of religion, in the course of the final movement
described in the conclusions of The Phenomenology of Spirit or of Faith and Knowl-
edge, which announces in effect a “religion of modern times” (Religion der neuen
Zeit) fornded on the sentiment that “God himself is dead.” "Infinite pain™ is still only
a “moment” (rein als Moment), and the moral sacrifice of empirical existence only
dates the absolute Passion or the speculative Good Friday (spekulativer Karfreitag).
Dogmatic philosaphies and natural religions should disappear and, out of the greatest
“asperity,” the harshest impiety, out of kenosis and the void of the maost sertous priva-
tion of God (Gottlosigkeit), ought to resuscitate the most serene liberty in its highest
mrn]’ir.y. Distinct from faith, from prayer or from sacrifice, ontothealogy destroys
religion, but, yet another paradex, it is also perhaps what informs, on the contrary.,
the theological and ecclesiastical, even religious, development of faith. The other
temptation (perhaps there are still good reasons for keeping this word) would be
“Heideggerian”: beyond such ontotheology, where the latter ignores both prayer and
sacrifice. It would accordingly be necessary that a “revealability” (Offenbarkeit) be
allowed to reveal itself, with a light that would manifest (itself) more originarity than
all revelation (Offenbarung). Morcover, the distinction would have fo be made
berween theo-logy (the discourse on God, faith or revelation) and theio-logy (discourse
on being-divine, on the essence and the divinity of the divine). The experience of the
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worald fuove ter odevote all oner atteartian fee thies ol Jr;kmln.: s v ot af rh'lrirn Tire
s feest word {heiligg ) this Cevangn word wlose seorantic history soems fo resist e
Faroms alissociotion thet Levisas wishes to maintain between a natural sacredness
thar wonld be “pagan,” even Graeco-Christian, and the holiness <sainteté>" aof
Hewesh ) liw, before or under the Roman religion. As for the “Roman,” does not
Hewdegger proceed, from Sein und Zeit on, with an ontologico-existential repetition
sl veltearsal of Cliristian matifs that at the same time are hollowed out and reduced
te their originary possibility? A pre-Roman possibility, precisely? Did he not confide to
Liwtth, several years earlier, in 1921, that in order to assume the spiritual heritage
it constitutes the facticity of his “I am,” he ought to have said: “I am a ‘Christian
thealogian'™? Which does not mean “Roman,” To this we shall retrrn,

(1) I 1ts miost abstract form, then, the aporia within which we are struggling would
prerhaps be the following: is revealability (Offenbarkeit) more originary than revela-
fron (Utenbarung), and hence independent of all religion? Independent in the stric-

8. The Latin (even Roman) word used by Levinas, for example in Dy sacré au saing | From the Sacred
s the flely| (Paris: Editions de Minuit, 1977) s, to be sure, only the translation of a Hebrew word
| haelineradh b,

G, for example, M. Heidegger, Andenken (1943): "Poets, when they are in their being, are
prrophetic. But they are not'prophets’ in the Judseo-Christian sense of the word, The ‘prophets’ of these
teligions do not restrict themselves to the anticipatory-founding word of the Sacred (das varaufriin-
sdvnde Wt des Heiligen ). They immediately announce the god upon whom one can subsequently count
s g the certain guaraniee of salvation in superterrestrial beatitude. The poetry of Holderlin should
vt b disfigured with the “religious element of ‘religion, which remains the business of the Roman way
o wterpreting (erme Sache der ramischen Deetung) the relations between humans and gods” The poct is
pel o et { Seher) nor a Diviner { Waliesagerh. “The Sacred (das Heilige) that is uttered in poetic pre-
it only opens the time of an apparition of the Sn::ds. and indicates the n_-gi.;m where it resides {dre
tdeis aaft ddes Wohnens} on this earth of man required by the desting of history ., .. His dream [the
pewt’s] is divine, but it does not dream a god* | Gesamtanusgabe, vol 1V, p. 114,

More than twenty vears later, in 1962, this protest is renewed against Rome, against the essentially
Hesman figure of religion. it brings together into a single configuration modern humanism, technics,
poelitics and law, In the course of his trip to Greece, after visiting the orthodox monastery of Kaisariani,
abowe Athens, Heidegger notes: *What the little church possesses that is Christian remaing in harmony
with ancient Greece, a pervasive spirit that does not bow before the theocratic thought seeped in canon
Lawe el Kiwchenstaatiich-juristischen Denken t of the Roman Church and its theclogy, On the site where
tnlay there is the convent, there was formerly a 'pagan’ sanctuary (ein “heidnisches” Heiligtumt ) dedi-
sateel b Artemis” | Aufenthalte, Sdowrs, |Paris, Editions du Rocher, 1989], French translation by E Vezin
shighitly modified, p. 71).

Prive 1o this, when his journey brings him close ta the island of Corfu—yet another island—
Henhepger recalls that another island, Sicily, appeared 1o Goethe 10 be closer 1o Greece: and the same rec-
ollection associates in two phrases the “tmits of a romanized, Halian (romisch-italienischen ) Greece.”
wens i the “light of modern humanism,” and the coming of the “machine age” (ibid., p. 19}, And since
e inland also figures owr gathering-place <lies d'insistance=, let us not forget thar for Heidegger, this

tavek voyage remains above all a “sojourn” (Aufenthalt], & modest {Sehen) stopover <halte> in the
vicimity of Delos, the visible or manifest, o meditation of unveiling via its name. Delos is also the
“sannily” or “sacred” island (die heiige Insel); ibid, p. 50},

tures of s experience and in the analytics velating to them? I s oot e plaee i
wirich “reflecting faith” at least originates, if not this faith itself? Or rather, inversely,
wonld the event of revelation have consisted in revealing revealability itself, and the
origin of light, the originary light, the very invisibility of visibility? T.Ff:'slr's perfrn.p_t
what the believer or the theologian might say here, in particular the Christian of orig-
inary Christendom, of that Urchristentum in the Lutheran tradition to which
Heidegger acknowledges owing so much.

(20) Nocturnal light, therefore, more and more obscure. Let us step up the pace in Inrd::r
ta finish: in view of a third place that could well have been more than .:rrrhi—ar:gm-.?r}'.
the most anarchic and anarchivable place possible, not the island nor the Promised
Land, but a certain desert, that which makes possible, opens, hollows or infinitizes the
other. Ecstasy or existence of the most extreme abstraction. That which would orient
here “in" this desert, without pathway and without interior, would still be the possibil-
ity of a religio and of a relegere, to be sure, but before the “link"” of religare, problem-
atic etymology and doubtless reconstructed, before the link between men as sm‘f: u:
between man and the divinity of the god it would also be like the condition of the “link
reduced to its minimal semantic determination: the holding-back <halte> of scruple
(religio), the restraint of shane, a certain Verhaltenheit as well, n}‘ which [ il‘li-fi:l.’:{gl.’r
speaks in the Beitrage zur Philosophie, the respect, the responsibility of rrpct_:m-_ar i
the wager <gage> of decision or of affirmation (re-legere) which links up with itstif_i
in order to link up with the other. Even if it is called the social nexus, fink to the urhel'rlm
general, this fiduciary “link” would precede all determinate COMmMunity, .:iH POSI.i'I-'f'(‘
religion, every onto-anthropo-theological horizon. It waeld link ;Jrlurc SHIU;HIH‘I‘IHE‘S
prior to any social or political determination, priov to all i rnerﬂrhjvd:w;}: prior even fo
the opposition between the sacred (or the holy) and the profane, This can therefore
resemble a desertification, the risk of which remains undeniable, but it can—on fh{-‘*
contrary—also render possible precisely what it appears to threaten. The abstraction
of the desert can thereby open the way to everything from which it w;'.'hr.‘rmlu H"hﬂlj:'f
the ambiguity or the duplicity of the religious trait or retreat, of its abstraction or of :_rs
subtraction. This deserted re-treat thus makes way for the repetition of that which will
have given way precisely for that in whose name one waould protest against i, against
that which only resembles the void and the indeterminacy of mere abstraction. N
Since everything has to be said in two words, let us give two names to the duplicity
of these origins. For here origin is duplicity itself, the one and the other. Iu s !mrm:
these two sources, these two fountains or these two tracks that are still invisible in the
desert. Let us lend them two names that are still “historical,” there where a cerfain con-
cept of history itself becomes inappropriate. To do this, let us rcﬁ-r—pmvilsiu_ne:fl}r, [
emphasize this, and for pedagogical or rhetorical reasons—first to the “messianic,” and
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second to the chora, as I have tried to do more minutely, more patiently and, I hope,

wiore rigorously elsewhere '

(21) First name: the messianic, or messianicity without messianism, This would be
the opening to the future or to the coming of the other as the advent of justice, but

without horizon of expectation and without prophetic prefiguration, The coning of

the other can only emerge as a singular event when no anficipation sees it coming,
when the other and death—and radical evil—can come as a SHrprise qi any moment,
Possibilities that both open and can always interrupt history, or at least the ordinary
course of history. But this ordinary course is that of which philosophers, historians and
aften also the classical theoreticians of the revolution speak. Interrupting or tearing
history itself apart, doing it by deciding, in a decision that can consist in lerting the
other come and that can take the apparently passive form of the other's decision: even
there where it appears in itself, in me, the decision is moreover always that of the other,
which does not exonerate me of responsibility, The messianic exposes itself to absolute
surprise and, even if it always takes the phenomenal form of peace or of justice, it
ought, exposing itself so abstractly, be prepared (waiting without awaiting itself ) for
the best as for the worst, the one never coming without opening the possibility of the
other. At issue there is a “general structure of experience.” This messianic dimension
does not depend upon any messianism, it follows no determinate revelation, it belongs
properly to ne Abrahamic religion (even if I am obliged here, “among ourselves,” for
essential reasons of language and of place, of culture, of a provisional rhetoric and a
historical strategy of which I will speak later, to continue giving it names marked by
the Abraharmic religions),

(22) An invincible desive for justice is linked to this expectation. By definition, the latter
is not and ought not to be certain of anything, either through knowledge, consciousness,
conscience, foreseeability or any kind of programme as such. This abstract messianicity
belongs from the very beginning to the experience of faith, of believing, of a credit that is
irreducible to knowledge and of a trust that “founds” all relation 1o the ather in testi-
mony. This justice, which 1 distinguish from right, alone allows the hope, beyond all
“messianisms,” of a universalizable culture of singularities, a culture in which the
abstract possibility of the impossible translation could nevertheless be announced. This
Justice inscribes itself in advance in the promise, in the act of faith or in the appeal to
faith that inhabits every act of language and every address 1o the other. The universal-
izable cultire of this faith, avd not of another o before all others, alone freramits o

rational” and wniversal discourse on the subiject of “velienm ™ T mesioamivity
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stripped of everything, as it shonld, this faith withont dogma which makes its way
through the risks of absolute night, cannot be contained in any traditional opposition,
for example that between reason and mysticism, It is announced wherever, reflecting
without flinching, a purely rational analysis brings the following paradox to light: that
the foundation of law—Ilaw of the law, institution of the institution, origin of the con-
stitution—is a “performative” event that cannot belong to the set that it founds, inea-
gurates or justifies, Such an event is unjustifiable within the logic of what it will have
opened. It is the decision of the other in the undecidable. Henceforth reason ought 1o
recognize there what Montaigne and Pascal call an undeniable “mystical foundation of
authority.” The mystical thus undersiood allies belief or credit, the fiduciary or the
trustworthy, the secret (which here signiffes “mystical” ) to foundation, to knowledge, we
will later say also, to science as “doing,” as theory, practice and theoretical practice—
which is to say, to a faith, to performativity and to technoscientific or tele-technological
performance, Wherever this foundation founds in foundering, wherever it steals anway
under the ground of what it founds, at the very instant when, losing itself thus in the
desert, it loses the very trace of itself and the memory of a secret, “religion” can only
begin and begin again: quasi-automatically, mechanically, machine-like, sponta-
neously. Spontaneously, which is to say, as the word indicates, both as the origin of
what flows from the source, sponte sua, and with the automaticity of the machine. For
the best and for the worst, without the slightest assurance or anthropo-theelogical hori-
zon. Without this desert in the desert, there wonld be neither act of faith, nor promise,
nor future, nor expectancy without expectation of death and of the other, nor relation o
the singularity of the other. The chance of this desert in the desert {as of thar whicl)
resembles to a fault, but withont reducing itself to, that via negativa which makes its
way from a Graeco-Judaeo-Christian tradition) is that in uprooting the tradition thai
bears it, in athealogizing it, this abstraction, without denying faith, liberates a universal

rationality and the political democracy that cannot be dissociated from it.

(23} The second name (or first name prior to all naming ), would be chora, such as
Plato designates it in the Timaeus,"" without being able to reappropriate it in a con

sistentt self-interpretation. From the open interior of a corpus, of a system, of a lan

guage or a culture, chora would situate the abstract spacing, place itself, the place of
absolute exteriority, but also the place of a bifurcation between two approaches to the
desert. Bifurcation between a tradition of the “via negativa™ which, in sprte of o
within its Christian act of birth, accords its possibility to a Greek—Platoic o
Plotiman—tradition that persists until Heidegger and beyond: the thowght of that

which is beyond Deing (epekeima tes aosias . Tis Graeco-Abrahannice hybridization
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Pristory, it "adtenn” s o aneiversedizable, 0 speabs solele at the Borders o ieveens of the
Middle-Eastern desert, at the source of monotheisie revelations and of Grecee, T s
there that we can try to deterniine the place where, on this island today, “we” persist and
insist. If we insist, and we niust for some time still, upon the names that are given us as
our heritage, it is because, in respect of this borderline place, a new war of religions is
redeploying as never before to this day, in an event that is at the same time both inte-
rior and exterior, It inscribes its seismic turbulence directly upon the fiduciary globality
af the technoscientific, of the economic, of the political and of the jurtdical. It brings into
play the latter’s concepts of the political and of international right, of nationality, of the
subjectivity of citizenry, of the sovercignty of states. These hegemonical concepts tend to
reign over a world, but auly from their finitude: the growing tension of their power is
not incompatible, far from it, with their precariousness any more than with their per-
fectibility. The one can never do anything without recalling itself to the other,

(24) The surge <délerlements of “Islam” will be neither understood nor answered as
long as the exterior and interior of this borderline place have not been called mto ques-
tion; as long as one settles for an internal explanation (interior to the history of faith,
of religion, of languages or cultures as such), as long as one does not define the pas-
sageway between this interior and all the apparently exterior dimensions ( technoscien-
tific, tele-biotechnological, wlich is to say also political and socioeconomic, ete.).

For, in addition to investigating the ontotheologico-political tradition that links
Greek philosophy to the Abraharic revelations, perltaps we must also submit to the
ordeal of that which resists stch fmterrogation, which will have always resisted, from
within or as though from an exteriority that works and resists inside, Chora, the “ordeal
of chora™"" would be, at least according to the interpretation I believed justified in
attetnpting, the nanie for place, a place nane, and a rather singular one at that, for that
spacing which, not allowing itself to be dominated by any theological, ontological or
anthropological instance, without age, without history and more “ancient” than all
oppositions (for example, that of sensiblefintelligifle), dees not even annonunce itself as
“beyond being” in accordance with a path of negation, avia negativa, Asa result, chora
remains absolutely impassible and heterageneous to all the processes of historical revela-
tion or of anthropo-theological experience, which at the very least suppose its abstrac-
tion. It will never have entered religion and will never permit itself to be sacralized,
sanctified, humanized, theologized, cultivated, historicized. Radically heterogeneous to
the safe and sound, 1o the holy and the sacred, it never admits of any indemnification.
This cannot even be formulated in the present, for chora never presents itself as such. It

12, See "Sauf le nom,” p. 76. Translator's note: In the published English version, “Féprevve de Kidra”is
translated more idiomatically as “rhe test of Chora”
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propeite, mffecn or eeflect a chora withont feath or law) the very place of an infinite

resistence, of an infinitely impassible persistence <vestance=: an utterly faceless other.

(25) Chara 1s nothing (no being, nothing present), but not the Nothing which in the
anxiety of Dasein wonld still apen the question of being, This Greek noun says tn our
menory that which is not reappropriable, even by aur menory, even by aur “Greek”
mettary; it says the immemoriality of a desert in the desert of which it is neither a
threshold nor a mowrning. The question remains open, and with it that of knowing
whether this desert can be thought and left to announce itself “before™ the desert that
we know (that of the revelations and the retreats, of the lives and deaths of God, of all
the figwres of kenosis or of transcendence, of religio or of histerical “religions”}; or
whether, “on the comtrary,” it is “from” this last desert that we can glimpse that which
precedes the first <0'avant-premier>, what [ eall the desert in the desert. The mdecisive
ascillation, that reticence (epoché or Verhaltenheit) afready alluded o above
{between revelation and revealability, Offenbarung and Offenbarkeit, between event
and possibility or virteality of the event), must it not be respected for itself? Respect for
this singedar indecision or for this hyperbolic outhidding between two originarities, the
order of the “revealed” and the order of the “revealable,” is this not at once the chance

of every responsible decision and of another “reflecting faith,” of a new “telerance”™?

(26) Let us suppose it agreed upon, among ourselves, that all of us here are for “toler-
ance,” event if we have not been assigned the mission of promating it, practising it or
founding it. We would be here to try to think what “tolerance” could henceforth be. |
immediately place quotation marks around this word in order to abstract and extract
it from its origins. And thereby to announce, through it, through the density of its his-
tory, a possibility that would not be solely Christian. For the concept of tolerance,
stricto sensu, felongs first of all 1o a sort of Christian domesticity. It is literally, 1 mean
behind this name, a secret of the Christian contmunity. It was printed, emitted, trans-
mitted and circulated in the name of the Christian faith and would hardly be without
relation to the rise, it too Christian, of what Kant calls “reflecting faith™—and of pure
morality as that which is distinctively Christian, The lesson of tolerance was first of all
an exemplary lesson that the Christian deemed himself alone capable of giving to the
world, even if he often ad to learne it himself In this respect, the French Enlighten-
ment, les Lumiéres, was no less essentially Chrisitan than the Anfklirung, When it
treats of tolerance, Voltaire's Philosophical Dictionary reserves a dual privilege for the
Christian religion. On the one hand it is exemplarily talerant; to be sure, it teaches
rolerance better than any other religion, before every other religion. In short, a little in

the manner of Kant, believe it or not, Voltaire seems to think that Christianity is the
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sl el refagrenr, soonce 1 s e et so feel aeelf olliged aned capalile of wortne an
eavdmpde, Whesree the rgenanng, aid o tones the sty of those wilue slogoam e
Vielterre enred vty Defiindd Tuis fleg o the conduer for critical modernity—and, fur sore
sevionisly, for its futnre, For, on the other hand, the Voltairian lesson was addressed
above all to Christtans, “the most intolerant of all men."* When Voltaire accuses the
Christian religron and the Church, he invokes the lesson of originary Christianity, “the
times of the first Christians,” Jesus and the Apostles, betrayed by “the Catholic,
Apastolic and Roman religion.” The latter 1s “in all its ceremonies and i all its dog-
s, the opposite of the religion of Jesus.™

Another “tolerance” would be in accord with the experience of the “desert in the
desert™; it would respect the distance of infinite alterity as singularity. And this respect
would still be veligio, religio as scruple or reticence, distance, dissociation, disjunction,
coing from the threshold of all religion in the link of repetition to itself, the thresh-
old of every social or communitarian link,'”

Before and after the logos which was in the beginning, before and after the Holy
Sacrament, before and after the Holy Scriptures.,

POST-SCRIPTUM
Crypts...

{2711 ... ] Religion? Here and now, this very day, if one were still supposed to speak of
it, of religion, perhaps one could attempt to think it in iselfor to devote onesell 1w this
task. No doubt, but to try above all to say it and to wter a verdict concerning it, with
the necessary rigour, which is to say, with the reticence, modesty, respect or fervour,
in a word the scruple (religio} demanded at the very least by that which is or claims

13, Even if Voltaire responds to the question “What is telerance?” by stating that "I is the prerogative
of humanity,” the example of excellence here, the most elevated inspiration of this “humanity” remains
Christian: “Of all the religions, Chrastianity 15 without doubt that which ought to inspire the greatest
telerance, even if until now Christians have been the most intolerant of men” { Philosophecal Dictronary,
article “Tolerance™).

The word “tolerance” thus conceals a story: it tells above all an intra-Christian history and experi-
ence. It delivers the message that Christians address to other Christians, Christians {“the mast intoler-
am”} are reminded, by a co-religionist and in a mode that s essentially co-religionist, of the word of
lesus and of the authentic Christianity at its origins. 1f one were not fearful of shocking too many pea-
ple all at once, one could say that by their vehement anti-Christiznity, by their opposition above all 1o
the Roman Church, as much as by their declared preference, sometimes nostalgic, for primitive
Clhristianity, Valtaire and Heidegger belong to the same tradition: proto-Catholic,

14, Voltaire, " Tolerance,” Philosophical Dhctiomary.

15 As [ have tried to do clsewhere | Specters of Marx, p. 23 (£, | propose to think the condition of jus-
tice in relation toa certain sundering < dilfaizon=, in relation e e always-safe, always-to-be-saved pos-
sibility of this secrer of disassociation, rather than theouph the bringing-together { Versanmlung )
twards which Heidegger retraces it, in his concern, doubiless legitimate in part, to extract Dike from
the authority of fus, which is to say, from its more recent ethion- jutidical representations.
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Bow Dres iy s essenee, arebigonn As s e micdicates, 0 would be oecessary therelore,
ome would e tempred o comchude, o speak ol this essence with e sort o religio=sity,
In order not w introduce anything alien, leaving it thus intact, safe, wnscathed,
Unscathed in the experience of the unscathed that it will have wanted to be. Is not
the unscathed <!"indemmne="" the verv matter—the thing itself—of religion?

But no, on the contrary, someone will say. One would not be speaking of it if one
were to speak i its name, if one were to settle for reflecting religion as in a mirror
specularly, religiously, Moreover, someone else might say, or is it the same one, to
break with it, even to suspend for an instant one’s religious affiliation, has this not
been the very resource, since time immemaorial, of the most authentic faith or of the
maost originary sacredness? One must in any case take into account, if possible in an
areligious, or even irreligious manner, what religion at present might be, as well as
what is said and done, what is happening at this very moment, in the world, in his-
tory, in its nare. Wherever religion can no longer reflect or at times assume or bear
its name. And one should not say lightly, as though in passing, ‘this very day’, “at this
very moment” and “in the world,” “in history,” while forgetting what happens there,
returning to or surprising ws, still under the name of religion, even in the name of
religion. What happens fo ws there concerns precisely the experience and radical
interpretation of everything that these words are felt to mean: the unity of a “world”
and of a “being-in-the-world,” the concept of world or of history in its Western
tradition (Christian or Graeco-Christian, extending to Kant, Hegel, Husserl,
Heidegger), and no less that of day as well as that of the present, (Much later we
will have to get around to scrutinizing these two motifs, cach as enigmatic as the
other: presence unscathed by the present, on the one hand, and believing unscathed
by belief, on the other; or vet again: the sacrosanct, the safe and sound on the one
side, and faith, trustworthiness or credit on the other.) Like others before, the
new “wars of religion” are unleashed over the human earth (which is not the world)
and struggle even today to control the sky with finger and eye: digital systems
and virtually immediate panoptical visualization, “air space,” telecommunications

L6, Indemnis that which has not sulfered damage or prejudice, dasteren; this latter word will have
given in French “dant”™ (e grand daasr’; 1o the detriment or displeasure of ) and comes from dap-mar-ny,
tied to daps, dapes, that is, to the sacrifice offered the Gods as ritual compensation. In this latter case, one
could speak of indem-ficarion and we will use this word here or there o designate both the process of
compensation and the restitution, sometimes sacrificial, that reconstitutes purity intact, renders
integrity safe and sound, restores cleanliness < propreré= and property unimpaired. This is indeed what
the word “unscathed” <fdemne= says; the pure, non-contaminated, untouched, the sacred and holy
before all profanation, all wound, all offence, all lesion. It has often been chosen w ranslate heilig
(“sagred, safe and sound, intact™) in Heidegger. Since the word heilig will be at the centre of these reflec-
tions, we therefore had 1o clucidate here and now the use that we shall be making of the words
“unscathed,” “indemnity.” “indemnification,” In what follows, we shall associate them regularly with the
words " immune,” “immunity,” "immunization,” and above all, "auto-immsniny”
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satellates, ot aphwaavs, conbeentaatse ol capataledn sediin poswer
Hiree words - en frons imieots -, rhl'dimﬁ st petaned BV wtlva) whie b there could be
no religious manilestaton today, for exanple moovovagae o discouese of Hhe 14 RO
organized enmanation <rapounnement= of Jewash, Christian or Mol cults, whether
‘fundamentalist’” or not. Given this, the cyberspatialized or cyberspaced wars of
religion have no stakes other than this determination of the “world,” of *history,” of
the “day” and of the “present.” The stakes certainly can remain implicit, insuffi-
ciently thematized, poorly articulated, By repressing them, on the other hand, many
others can also be dissimulated or displaced. Which is to say, as is always the case
with the topics of repression, inscribed in other places or other systems; this never
occurs without symptoms and fantasies, without spectres ( phantasmaia) to be
investigated. In both cases and according to both logics, we ought to take into
account every declared stake in its greatest radicality as well as asking ourselves what
the depths of such radicality might virtually encrypt, down to its very roots. The
declared stakes already appear to be without limit: what is the “world,” the “day;” the
“present” thence, all of history, the earth, the humanity of man, the rights of man,
the rights of man and of woman, the political and cultural organization of society,
the difference between man, god and animal, the phenomenality of the day, the
value or ‘indemnity of life, the right to life, the treatment of death, ete.}? What is the
present, which is to say: what is history? time? being? being in its purity <dans sa

17, There is insulficient space to multiply in this regard the images or the indications, one could say
the icons, of our time: the orgenczalion, corception (genceative forces, struciures and capital) as well ay
the audiovessial represemation of cullic or socio-religious phenomena, In a digitalized ‘cyherspace; pros-
thesis upon prosthesis, o heavenly glince, monstrous, bestial or divine, something like an eye of CNN,
watches permvancntly: over lerusalem and its three monotheisms, over the multiplicity, the unprece-
dented specd and scope of the moves of a Pope versed in televisual rhetoric (of which the last encyclical,
Evaregelinn vitae, against abortion and euthanasia, for the sacredness or holiness of a life that is safe and
sound—unscathed, heiti, holy—for its reproduction in conjugal love—sole immunity admitted, with
priestly celibacy, against human immuno-deficiency virus (HIVI—is immediately transmitted, mas
sively “marketed” and available on C1-ROM: everything down to the signs of presence in the myvstery of
the Eucharist is “cederomized™; over airhorne pilgrim ages to Mecca: over so many miracles transmitted
live fmaost froquently, healings, which is to say, returns to the unscathed, Iealig, holy, indemnifications)
followed by commercials, before thousands in an American television studio; over the international and
televisual diplomacy of the Dalai Lama, etc.

So remarkably adapted to the scale and the evalutions of global demopraphy, so well adjusted 1o the
technoscientific, economic and mediztic prowers of our time, the power of all these phenomena to bear
witiess. finds itsclf formidably intensified, ar the same time as it is coliected in a digitalized space by
stipersonic airplanes or by audiovisual antennae. The ether of religion will abways have been hospitable
to a certain spectral virtuality, Today, like the sublimity of the starry heavens at the bottam of our hearts,
the “cederamized” “cyberspaced” religion alsu entails the accelerated and hypercapitalized relaunching
uf founding spectres. On CD-ROM, heavenly trajectories of satellites, jet, TV, e-mail or Internet net-
works, Actually or virtually universalizable, ultra-internationalizable, incarnated by new “corporations’
that are increasingly independent of the powers of states {democratic or not, it makes lintle difference at
hattom, all of that bas to be reconsidered, like the “globalatinity” of international law in its current state,
which is 1o say, on the threshold of a process of accelerated and unpredictable transformation).
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preopreacie - (hat e oo athed s sale, sacred, holy, fedig 12 What ol holiness or ol
sacredness? Are they the same thing? What of the divinity of God? How many mean-

ings can one give to thewn? 1s this a good way to pose the question?

{28) Religion? In the singular? Perhaps, may-be (this should always remain possible)
there is something else, of course, and other interests (economic, politico-military,
etc.) behind the new “wars of religion,” behind what presents itself under the name
of religion, beyond what defends or attacks in its name, kills, kills itself or kills one
another and for that invokes declared stakes, or in other words, names indemnity in
the light of day. But inversely, if what is thus lappening to us, as we said, often (bu
not always) assumes the figures of evil and of the worst in the unprecedented forms
ol an atrocious “war of religions,” the latler in turn does not always speak its name,
Because it is not certain that in addition to or in face of the most spectacular and
maost barbarous crimes of certain “fundamentalisms” (of the present or of the past),
other over-armed forces are not alse leading “wars of religion,” albeit unavowed.
Wars or military “interventions,” led by the Judaeo-Christian West in the name of
the best causes (of international law, democracy, the sovercignty of peoples, of
nations or ol states, even of humanitarian imperatives), are they not also, from a
certain side, wars of religion? The hypothesis would not necessarily be defamatory,
nor even very original, except in the eyes of those who hasten to believe that all
these just causes are not only secular but pure of all religiosity. To determine a war
of religion as such, one would have to be certain that one can delimit the religious,
One would have to be certain that one can distinguish all the predicates of the reli-
gious (and, as we shall see, this is not casy; there are at least fwo families, two strata
or sources that overlap, mingle, contaminate each another without ever merging;
and just in case things are still too simple, one of the two is precisely the drive to
remain unscathed, on the part of that which is allergic to contamination, save by
itself, auto-immunely ). One would have to dissociate the essential traits of the reli-
gious as such from those that establish, for example, the concepts of ethics, of the
juridical, of the political or of the economic. And yet, nothing is more problematic
than such a dissaciation. The fundamental concepts that often permit us to isolate
or to prefend 1o isolate the political—restricting ourselves to this particular circum-
scription—remain religious or in any case theologico-paolitical. A single example.
In one of the most rigorous attempis 1o isolate in its purity the sphere of the politi-
cal (notably by separating it from the economic and the religious), in order to iden-
tify the political and the political enemy in wars of religion, such as the Crusades,
Carl Schmitt was obliged to acknowledge that the ostensibly purely political cate-
gories to which he resorted were the product of a secularization or of a theologico-

political heritage. And when he denounced the process of “depoliticization™ or of



fi] LT R S A R I O PN

perdealication of e poliead that was wedes s, o wae esplioly wath respescr v
European Jegal teaditon that e his oves dosdhiless renemed indissociable from
“our” thought of the political, 1% Fven suppasing that one accepts such premises, the
unprecedented forms of today’s wars of religion could also imply radical challenges
to our project of delimiting the political. They would then constitute a response to
everything that our idea of democracy, for example, with all its associated juridical,
ethical and political concepts, including those of the sovereign state, of the citizen-
subject, of public and private space, etc., still entails that is religious, inherited in
truth from a determinate religious stratum.

Henceforth, despite the ethical and political urgencies that do not permit the
response to be put off, reflection upon the Latin noun “religion” will no longer be
held for an academic exercise, a philological embellishment or an etymological lux-
ury: in short, for an alibi destined to suspend judgement or decision, at best for

another epoché.

(29) Religion, in the singular? Response; "Religion is the response. 1s it not there,
perhaps, that we must seck the beginning of a response? Assuming, that is, that one
knows what responding means, and also responsibility. Assuming, that is, that one
knows it—and believes in it. No response, indeed, without a principle of responsi-
hility: one must respond to the other, before the other and for onesell. And no
responsibility without a given word, a sworn faith <for jurée>, without a pledge,
without an cath, without some sacrament or fus furandum, Before even envisaging
the semantic history of testimony, of oaths, of the given word (a genealogy and
interpretation that are indispensable to whomever hopes to think religion under its
proper or secularized forms), before even recalling that some sort of *1 promise the
truth” is always at work, and some sort of * make this commitment before the
other from the moment that | address him, even and perhaps above all 1o commit
perjury.” we must formally take note of the fact that we are already speaking Latin,
We make a point of this in order to recall that the world today speaks Latin {most
often via Anglo-American) when it authorizes itself in the name of refigion.
Presupposed at the origin of all address, coming from the other o whom it is also
addressed, the wager <gageure> of a sworn promise, taking immediately God as its
witness, cannot not but have already, if one can put it this way, engendered God
quasi-mechanically, A priori ineluctable, a descent of God ex machina would stage
a transcendental addressing machine. One would thus have begun by posing,
retrospectively, the absolute right of anteriority, the absolute “birthright” <le droit

18. Without even speaking of other difficulties and of other possible objections to the Schmittian
theory of the political, and thus also of the religious. | take the liberty of referring here to Politiqeecs de
I'nemritié, (Paris: Galilée, 1994; English trans, Pafines of Frivendsfip, London: Verso Books, 1997).
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lsninresse alsodar ol g Ve wlin s oot born, For i kg God as witness, even when
he is not named in the most secular” <laigre> pledge of commitment, the oath can-
not nat produce, invoke or convoke him as already there, and therefore as unengen-
dered and unengenderable, prior to being itself: unproducible. And absent in place.
Production and reproduction of the unproducible absent in place. Everything
begins with the presence of that absence. The "deaths of God,” before Christianity,
in it and beyond it, are only figures and episodes. The unengenderable thus re-
engendered is the empty place, Without God, no absolute witness, No absolute wit-
ness to be taken as witness in testifying, But with God, a God that is present, the
existence of a third (ferstis, testis) that is absolute, all attestation becomes superflu-
ous, insignificant or secondary. Testimony, which is to say, testament as well. In the
irrepressible invoking of a witness, God would remain then one name of the witness,
he would be called as witness, thus named, even if sometimes the named of this
name remains unpronounceable, indeterminable, in short: unnameable in his very
name; and even if he ought to remain absent, non-existent, and above all, in every
sense of the word, unproduocible. God: the witness as “"nameable-unnameable,”
present-absent witness of every oath or of every possible pledge. As long as ane sup-
poses, concesso non dato, that religion has the slightest relation to what we thus call
Gaod, it would pertain not only to the general history of nomination, but, mare
strictly here, under its name of religio, to a history of the sacramentum and of the
testintoninm. 1t would be this history, it would merge with it. On the boat that
brought us from Naples to Capri, I told myself that 1 would begin by recalling this
sort of too luminous evidence, but 1 did not dare. [ also wld myself, silently, that
one would blind oneself to the phenomenon called “of religion™ or of the “return of
the religious™ teday if one continued to oppose so naively Reason and Religion,
Critique or Science and Religion, technoscientific Modernity and Religion. Sup-
posing that what was at stake was to understand, would one understand anything
about “what's-going-on-today-in-the-world-with-religion™ {and why “in the world™
What is the “world"? What does such a presupposition involve?, etc.) if one contin-
ues to believe in this opposition, even in this incompatibility, which is to say, if one
remains within a certain tradition of the Enlightenment, ane of the many Enlight-
enments of the past three centuries (not of an Aufkldrung, whose critical force
is profoundly rooted in the Reformation), but yes, this light of Lights, of the
Lumieres, which traverses like a single ray a cerfain critical and anti-religious vigi-
lance, anti-Judaco-Christiano-Islamic, a certain filiation “Voltaire—Feuerbach-
Marx—Nietzsche-Freud—{and even)-Heidegger”? Beyond this opposition and its
determinate heritage (no less represented on the other side, that of religious au-
thority), perhaps we might be able to try to “understand™ how the imperturbable
and interminable development of critical and technoscientific reason, far from
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“Almost literally ... " he says. As always, recourse to knowledge is temptation
tself. Knowing is tempration, albeit in a somewhat more singular sense than
selieved when referring habitually (habitually, at least) to the Evil Genius or to
some original sin. The temptation of knowing, the temptation of knowledge, is 1o
relieve not only that one knows what one knows {which wouldn't be too serious),
»ut also that one knows what knowledge is, that is, free, structurally, of belief or
of faith—of the fiduciary or of trustworthiness, The temptation to believe in
nowledge, here for example in the precious authority of Benveniste, can hardly be
eparated from a certain fear and trembling. Before what? Before a scholarship that
s recognized, no doubt, and legitimate and respectable, but also before the confi-
lence with which, authorizing himself without trembling through this authority,
denveniste (for example) proceeds with the cutting edge of assured distinction.
“or example, between the proper meaning and its other, the literal sense and its
sther, as though precisely thar itself which is here in question (for example the
esponse, responsibility or religion, ete.) did not arise, in a quasi-automatic,
nachine-like or mechanical manner, out of the hesitation, indecision and margins
setween the two ostensibly assured terms. Scruple, hesitation, indecision, reticence
hence modesty <pudenr>, respect, restraing before that which should remain
acred, holy or safe: unscathed, immune)—this too is what is meant by religio. It is
'ven the meaning that Benveniste believes obliged to retain with reference to the
‘proper and constant usages” of the word during the classical period.” Let us nev-
riheless cite this page of Benveniste while emphasizing the words “proper,” “liter-
lly,” an “almost literally” that is almost mind-boggling, and finally what is said to
ave “disappeared” and the "essential” that “remains.” The places to which we call
ittention situate in our eyes chasms over which a great scholar walks with tranquil
tep, as though he knew what he was talking about, while at the same time
icknowledging that at bottom he really doesn't know very much. And all this goes
o, as we can see, in the enigmatic Latin derivation, in the “prehistory of Greek and
_atin.” All that goes on in what can no longer be isolated as a religious vocabudary,
vhich is to say, in a relationship of right to religion, in the experience of the prom-
se or of the indemnificatory offering, of a word committing a future to the present
ut concerning an event that is past: 'l promise vou that it happened.” What hap-
ened? Who, to be precise? A son, vours. How beautiful to have an cxample.
deligion, nothing less:

20 Ihid., . 521, For example, " Uhes s where e osprescasie aolivas o 00 G lone ainpdes) comes
rontn, .l wsape s constont daming dhae s Bissioal pee il Tew bman padieioe oo Biibatuos tlint lolils
crd o s el hat prevests,annd ot asestinsenn g oo s o o e e B e
ol B s o vt thees aneasnnng, slemsmsteatesd Tnowim oo s s bacomnd b igslite oty

pragevas sl e pactation B eeteene thal whn b soene e o e oy o Bica ien diyen

FAITH AND KNOWLEDGE 69

Together with spondeo, we must consider re-spondeo. The praper meaning of respon-
deoand the relation with spondeo emerge literally from a dialogue of Mlautus ( Caphini,
899). The parasite Ergasilus brings Hegion good news: his son, long disappeared, is
about to return. Hegion promises Ergasilus to feed him all his days, if what he says is
true, And the latter commits himself in turn:

898 | ... | sponden tu istud?*—Spondes,

899 Al ego tuum tibi aduenisse filium respondeo,

“Is this a promise’—It's a promise—And 1, for my part, promise you that
your son has arrived.”

This dialogue is constructed according to a legal formula: a sponsio by the
one, a re-spansio by the other, forms of a security that are henceforth recipro-
cal: "1 guarantee you, in return, that your son has really arrived.”

This exchange of guarantees (of. our expression answer for. .. ) gives rise to
the meaning, already well established in Latin, “respond.” Respondeo, respon-
st is said of the interpreters of the gods, of priests, notably of the haruspices,
geving a promise in return for the offering, depositing a security in return for a
gift; it is the “response” of an oracle, of a priest. This explains a legal usage of
the verh: respondere de fure, “1o give a legal consultation.” The jurist, with his
competence, guarantees the value of the opinion he gives,

Let us note a symmetrical Germanic expression: old engl. and-swaruy
‘response’ {engl. answer), compared to the got. swaran ‘to swear, pronounce
solemn words': it is almost literally respondere,

Thus we can determine precisely, in the prehistory of Greek and of Latin,
the meaning of a term that is of the greatest importance in religions vocabulary,
and the value that is derived from the root *spend with respect to ather verbs
that indicate offering in general.

In Latin, an tportant part of the initial distinction has disappeared, but the
essential remains and this is what determines the juridical notion of sporsio on

the one hand, and on the other, the link with the Greek concept of sponde !

(32) But religion does not follow the movement of faith any more necessarily than
the latter rushes towards faith in God. For if the concept of “religion” implies
an institution that is separable, identifiable, circumscribable, tied through its letter
to the Roman ius, its essential relation both to faith and to God is anything but
self-evident. When we speak, we Europeans, so ordinarily and so confusedly today

about a “return of the religious,” what do we thereby name? ‘T what do we refer?

S I [ T e e G Uyt Bercigen sonds il gl expraann et e e ctnpioased By
P iivn anasie:
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I'he “religious,” the religiosity that is vaguely associated with the experience of the
sacredness of the divine, of the holy, of the saved or of the unscathed (heilig)—is it
eligion? In what and to what extent does a “sworn faith,” a belief have 1o be com-
mitted or engaged? Ioversely, nol every sworn [aith, given word, trustworthiness,
rust or confidence i general is necessarily inscribed in a “religion,” even if the lat-
er does mark the convergence of lwo experiences that are generally held to be

qually religions:

. he expericnce of belief, on the one hand (believing or credit, the fiduciary or
the trustworthy in the act of faith, fidelity, the appeal to blind confidence, the
testimonial that is always beyond proof, demonstrative reason, intuition); and

', the experience of the unscathed, of sacredness or of holiness, on the other?

These two veins (or two strata or two sources) of the religious should be dis-
inguished from one another. They can doubtless be associated with each other and
ertain of their possible co-implications analysed, but they should never be
onfused or reduced to one another as is almost always done. In principle, it is
rossible to sanctify, to sacralize the unscathed or to maintain onesell in the presence
of the sacrosanct in various ways without bringing into play an act of belief, if
it least belief, faith or fidelity signifies here acquiescing to the testimony of the
sther—of the utterly other who is inaccessible in its absolute source. And there
vhere every ather is utterly other <oir tour autre est tour autre= Conversely, if
t carries beyond the presence of what would offer itself to be seen, touched,
roven, the acquiescence of trust still does not in itself necessarily involve the
acred. (In this context two points deserve consideration: first, the distinction
roposed by Levinas between the sacred and the holy; we shall do that elsewhere;
econdly, the necessity for these two heterogeneous sources of religion to mingle
heir waters, if one can put it that way, without ever, it seems to us, amounting sim-
ly to the same. )

33} We met, thus, at Capri, we Europeans, assigned to languages (Italian, Spanish,
serman, French) in which the same word, religion, should mean, or so we thought,
he same thing., As for the trustworthiness of this word, we shared our presupposi-
ion with Benveniste. The latter seems in effect to believe himself capable of recog-
rizing and isolating, in the article on sponsio that we evoked a moment ago, what
e refers to as “religious vocabulary” But evervthing remains problematic in this
espect, How can discourses, ar rather, as was just suggested, "discursive practices,”
e articulated and made 1o ciraperalbe i .|!1i'1:||pli|:_|', tor babkes the mcasure ol the

pestionn, " What s eelipon”

FAITH AND KNOWLEDGE 7

“What is ... ?” which s to say, on the one hand, what is it in its essence? And on
the other, what is it (present indicative) at present? What is it doing, what is being
done with it at present, today, today in the world? So many ways of insinuating, in
each of these words—being, essence, present, world—a response into the question.
S0 many ways of imposing the answer. Of pre-imposing it or of prescribing it as
religion. There we might have, perhaps, a pre-definition: however little may be
known of religion in the singular, we do know that it is always a response and
responsibility that it is always a response and responsibility that is prescribed, not
chosen freely in an act of pure and abstractly autonomous will. There is no doubt
that it implies freedom, will and responsibility, but let us try to think this; will and
freedom without autonony. Whether it is a question of sacredness, sacrificiality or
of faith, the other makes the law, the law is other: to give ourselves back, and up, to
the other. To every other and to the utterly other.

The said “discursive practices” would respond to several types of programme:

1. Assuring oneself of a provenance by etymologies. The best illustration would
be given by the divergence concerning the two possible etymological sources of
the word religio: (a) relegere, from legere (“harvest, gather™): Ciceronian tradi-
tion continued by W. Otto, J.-B. Hofmann, Benveniste; (b) religare, from ligare
("to tie, bind”). This tradition would go from Lactantius and Tertullian 1o
Kobbert, Ernout-Meillet, Pauly-Wissowa. In addition to the fact that etymology
never provides a law and only provides material for thinking on the condition
that it allows itself to be thought as well, we shall attempt later to define the
implication or tendency <charge> commion to the two sources of meaning thus
distinguished. Beyond a case of simple synonyms, the two semantic sources per-
haps overlap. They would even repeat one another not far from what in truth
would be the origin of repetition, which is to say, the division of the same.

Pd

- The search for historico-semantical filiations or genealogies would determine
an immense field, with which the meaning of the word is put to the test of his-
torical transformations and of institutional structures: history and anthropol-
ogy of religions, in the style of Nietzsche, for example, as well as in that of
Benveniste when he holds “Indo-European institutions” as “witnesses” to the
history of meaning or of an etymology—which in itself, however, proves noth-
ing about the effective use of a word.

3. An analysis above all concerned with pragmatic and functional effects, more

structural and also more political, would not hesitate to investigate the usages or
applications of the lexical resources, where, in the face of new regularitics, of
vnusual recurrences, of inprecedented comexts, disconrse liberates waords and

i, Frone allar oo oy aned feoan all supposed argans
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lhese three biases seem, from different points of view, legitimate. But even if they
ond, as T believe they do, to irrefutable imperatives, my provisional hypothesis
ich I advance all the more prudently and timidly for not being able to justify it
iciently in the limited space and time available) is that here, in Capri, the last type
ht to dominate. It should not exclude the others—that would lead to too many
irdities—but it should privilege the signs of what in the world, roday, singular-
the use of the word "religion” as well as experience of “religion” associated with
word, there where no memory and no history could suffice to announce or
er it, at least not at first sight, | would have had therefore to invent an operation,
scursive machine, if one prefers, whose economy net only does justice, in the
e and time available, to these three demands, to cach of the imperatives that we
al least, to be irrefutable, but which would also organize the hierarchy and the
neies. At a certain speed, at a rhythm given within the narrow limits <available=.

- Etymologies, filiations, genealogies, pragmatics. We will not be able to
ertake here all the analyses required by distinctions that are indispensable but
by respected or practised. There are many of them (religion/faith, belief; reli-
/picty: religion/cult; religion/theology; religion/theiology; religion/ontotheol-
or yet again, religious/divine—mortal or immortal; religious/sacred—saved-
—unscathed-immune—Hheilig). But among them, before or after them, we will
1 the test the quasi-transcendental privilege we believe ourselves obliged to
it the distinction between, on the one hand, the experience of belief (trust, trust-
hiness, confidence, faith, the credit accorded the good faith of the urterly other
w experience of witnessing) and, on the other, the experience of sacredness,
ol holiness, of the unscathed that is safe and sound (heilig, holy). These com-
+ twar distinet sources or foci. “Religion” figures their ellipse because it both
prehends the two foci but also sometimes shrouds their irreducible duality in
e, 1 manner precisely that is secret and reticent.

tany case, the history of the word ‘religion’ should in principle forbid every
Christian from using the name “religion,” in order to recognize in it what “we”
ll designate, identify and isolate there. Why add here this qualification of
v-Chiristian™ In other words, why should the concept of religion be solely
stian? Why, in any case, does the question deserve to be posed and the hypoth-
aken serivuslvi Benveniste also recalls that there is no “conmon” lnda-
prean lerm lor what we call “religion.” The Indo Furopeans did not conceive
separae nstitnton” what Beaveniste, for lis gt calls “the cnmipiesent real
v is religion.” Fven today, whereser sanba “sepaate snetinninm” i ool reca
Lo wnnrdd “vebipon™ iomasdesquaies There boe i abwans b, therelore, mor
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humans” or elsewhere) be something, a thing that is one and identifiable, identical
with itself, which, whether religious or irreligious, all agree to call “religion.” And
yet, one tells oneself, one still must respond. Within the Latin sphere, the origin of
religio was the theme of challenges that in truth were interminable, Between two
readings or two lessons, therefore, two provenances: on the one hand, supported by
texts of Cicero, relegere, what would seem to be the avowed formal and semantic fil-
lation: bringing together in order to return and begin again; whence religio,
scrupulous attention, respect, patience, even modesty, shame or piety—and, on the
other hand (Lactantius and Tertullian) religare, etymology “invented by Chris-
tians,” as Benveniste says,” and linking religion to the link, precisely, to obligation,

22. Ibid., p. 516 fi. The [ndo-European vocabulary does not dispose of any “common term” for “reli
gion” and it is in “the nature itself of this notion not to lend itself to a single and constant appellation.”
Correlatively, we would have considerable difficulty in discovering, as such, what one would setrospec-
tively be tempted to identify under this name, which is to say, an institutional reality resembling what we
call “religion.” We would in any case have difficulty in finding anything of that order in the form of a
secially separable entity. Moreover, when Benveniste proposes to study solely swo ferms, Greek and
Latin, which, he says,"can pass for ﬂrlrr'l'ar.llq'rrr:; |:,1{I|'l,'!|.t"_i.::|“: " we uuBh: foor owr part o emderscore two sigg-
nificant traits, twao paradoxes as well, even two logical scandals:

I. Benweniste presupposes thus an assured meaning of the word “religion,” since he authorizes himself 1o
identify its “equivalents” However, it seems to me that he at no point thematizes or problematizes
this pre-comprehension or this presupposition. Nothing permits one to authorize the hypothesis
that in his cyes the "Christian” meaning provides here the guiding reference, since, as he himself
says, “the interpretation by religare (‘bond, obligation’) ... invented by Christians |is] historically
false”

2. On the other hand, when, after the Greek world thresbeia (“cult and piety, ritual observance,” and
much later “religion”), Benveniste retains—and this is the other term of the pair—the word religio,
it is only as #n “equivalent” (which could hardly mean identical) to “religion.” We find ourselves
confrented by a paradosical situation that describes very well, at an interval of one page, the dou-
ble and disconcerting use that Benveniste makes, deliberately or not, of the word “equivalent™—
which we emphasize thus:

()" We shall retain solely two terms | threskein and religio] which, ene in Greek and the other in
Latin, can pass for equivalents of ‘religion’ ™ (p. 517). Here, then, are two words that can pass, in
short, for equivalents of one of them, which itself, on the following page, is said not 1o bave any
equivalent in the world, not ai least in “Western lainguages,” which would render it “infinitely
mcere important in all respecs™

thh "We now come to the second term, infinitely more important in all respects: it is the Latin reli-
gio, which remains, in all Western languages, the sole and constant word, for which no equiva-
letet or substitute has ever been able to impose itself™ (p. 518; emphasis added). 1t is a “praper
meaning” (attested 1o by Cicera), and it is the "proper and constant usages” {pp. 519, 521) that
Benveniste intends 1o identify for this word which is in short an eguivalent (among others, but
withuout equivalent!) for that which cannot be designed in short by anything but itself, which is
to sy, by an equivalent without equivalent,

At buttom, is this niv the least deficient definition of religion? In any case, what Benveniste’s formal
ar el incensistensoy desgiates s perhaps the mast Githial reflecion, even the maost theatrical
st of wliat e teally cs o] i the “history of Tomaning™ amd what we e call the “ghobala-
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st Bt ol G delst, e, Detween men or between man and
EAE e swoonbd ol e secan citnely dilterent place, on an entirely different
e, e ol the sonree ol the meaning (and we are not vet done with
idizataomid s delbute on the twe sonrees, etymological but also “religious,” of
ward refigio s without doubt fascinating and passionate (it is related to the
sivan ilsell, i sofar as one of the two disputed sources has been claimed to be
astinn ), But whatever its interest or necessity might be, such a divergence is for us
ted in scope. In the first place, because nothing gets decided at the source, as we
¢ just suggested.”’ Secondly, because the two competing etymologies can be
aced to the same, and in a certain manner to the possibility of repetition, which
duces the same as much as it confirms it, In both cases {re-legere or re-ligare),
1l is at issue is indeed a persistent bond that bonds itself first and foremost to
. What is at issue is indeed a reunion <rassemblement=>, a re-assembling, a re-
ceting. A resistance or a reaction to dis-junction. To ab-solute alterity. “Recollect-
" recollecter, is moreover the translation proposed by Benveniste,™ who glosses it
s Ureturn for a new choice, return to revise a previous operation,” whence the
w ol “scruple,” but also of choice, of reading and of election, of intelligence, since
e can be no selectivity without the bonds of collectivity and recollection. Finally,
in the bond to the self, marked by the enigmatic “re-," that one should perhaps
o reconstrue the passage between these different meanings (re-legere, re-ligare,
punnedeo, in which Benveniste analyses what he also calls, elsewhere, the “relation”
pattilee ). All the categories of which we could make use 10 translate the common
g of the “re-" would be inadequate, and first of all because they can only
irasduce into the definition what has to be defined, as though it already had
1 alelined. For example, in pretending to know what is the “proper meaning,”
erveniste says, of words such as repetition, resumption, renewal, reflection, re-
ton, recollection—in short, religion, “scruple,” response and responsibility.
Vhatever side one takes in this debate, it is to the ellipse of these double Latin
that the entire modern (geo-theologico-political ) problematic of the “return of
religious” refers. Whoever would not acknowledge either the legitimacy of this
Bile foci or the Christian prevalence that has imposed itself globally within the
Latinity would have to refuse the very premises of such a debate.® And with

Ny attempt o think a situation in which, as in times past, there will perhaps

LS et VS points 1oand 2
Bemmweniste, Dade- Favipwarer Linsngrerge, o, 521
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no longer exist, just as once it did not yet exist, any “common Indo-European term

for ‘religion.™*

(35) But, one still must respond. And without waiting. Without waiting too long,
In the beginning, Maurizio Ferraris at the Hotel Lutétia. “I need,” he tells me, “we
need a theme for this meeting in Capri.” In a whisper, yet without whispering,
almost without hesitating, machine-like, I respond, “Religion.” Why? From where
did this come to me, and yes, mechanically? Once the theme was agreed upon, dis-
cussions were improvised—between two walks at night towards Faraglione, which
can be seen in the distance, between Vesuvius and Capri. {Jensen refers to it,
Faraglione, and Gradiva returns perhaps, the ghost of light, the shadowless shadow
of noon, das Mitagsgespenst, more beautiful than all the great ghosts of the island,
better “habituated” than they, as she puts it, “to being dead,” and for a long time.) |
had thus subsequently to justify an answer to the question, why | had named, all of a
sudden, machine-like, “religion”? And this justification would have become, today,
my response to the question of religion. Of religion today. For, of course, it would
have been madness itself to have proposed to treat religion itself, in general or in its
essence; rather the troubled question, the common concern is: “What is going on
today with it, with what is designated thus? What is going on there? What is hap-
pening and so badly? What is happening under this old name? What in the world is
suddenly emerging or re-emerging under this appellation?” OF course, this form of
question cannot be separated from the more fundamental one (on the essence, the
concept and the history of religion itself, and of what is called “religion”). But its
approach, first of all, should have been, according to me, more direct, global, mas-
sive and immediate, spontaneous, without defence, almost in the style of a philoso-
pher obliged to issue a brief press release. The response that | gave almost without
hesitation to Ferraris must have come back to me from afar, resonating from an
alchemist’s cavern, in whose depths the word was a precipitate. “Religion,” a word
dictated by who knows what or whom: by everyone perhaps, by the reading of the
nightly news televised on an international network, by the everyman we believe we
s, by the state of the world, by the whole of what is as it goes (God, its synonym in
short, or History as such, and so on). Today once again, today finally, today other-
wise, the great question would still be religion and what some hastily call its
“return.” To say things in this way and to believe that one knows of what one speaks,
would be to begin by no longer understanding anything at all: as though religion,
the question of religion was what succeeds in returning, that which all of a sudden

would come as a surprise to what one believes one knows: man, the earth, the world,
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oy Ll thos under the rubric of anthropology, of history or of every other
ol iran science or of philosophy, even of the “philosophy of religion.” First
b v, 1 is typical and examples of it could be multiplied, 1f there is a ques-
1ol religion, it ought no longer to be a “guestion-of-religion.” Nor simply a
winse 1o this question, We shall see why and wherein the question of religion is
L of all the question of the question. O the vrigins and the borders of the ques-
1—as of the response. “The thing” tends thus to drop out of sight as soon as one
eves onself able to master it under the title of a discipline, a knowledge or a
losophy. And yet, despite the impossibility of the task, a demand is addressed to
it should be delivered <tenir=, done, or left to “deliver itself™ <se tenr=—this
ourse, in a few traits, in a limited number of words. Economy dictated by pub-
ing exigencies. But why, always the question of number, where there ten com-
wdments, subsequently multiplied by so and so many? Where here would be the
ellipsis we are enjoined to say in keeping it silent. Where the reticence? And what
e ellipsis, the silent figure and the “keeping quiet” of reticence were precisely, we
come to that later, religion? We are asked, in the collective name of several
oprean publishers, to state a position in a few pages on religion, and that does not
car monstrous today, when a serious treatise on religion would demand the con-
ction of new Libraries of France and of the universe, even if, not believing that
is thinking anything new, one would content oneself with remembering, archiv-
wlassifying, taking note in a memoir, of what one believes one already knows,
qith and knowledge: between believing one knows and knowing one believes,
alternative is not a game. Let us choose, then, | told myself, a quasi-aphoristic
n as one chooses a machine, the least pernicious machine to treat of religion in
rain number of pages: 25 or a few more, we were given; and, let us say, arbi-
ily, 1o de-cipher or anagrammatize the 25, 52 very unequal sequences, as many
i elispersed in a non-identified field, a field that is nonetheless already
riniching, like a desert about which one isn't sure if it is sterile or not, or like a
Pl ruins and of mines and of wells and of caves and of cenotaphs and of scat-
J seedings; but a non-identified field, not even like a world (the Christian his-
~ab this word, "world,” already puts us on guard; the world is not the universe,

the cosimos, nor the earth).

| In the beginning, the title will have been my first aphorism. It condenses two
ol titles, entering into a contract with them. We are committed 1o deform.
them, dragging them elsewhere while developing if not their negative or their
antse s, ab least the Togie ol what they might Tove Tet speak about religion
prenssdenthy ol the meanings they wanted ooy Bnce apaasat e beganning ol the
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of dating, that is, of signing a finite meeting in its time and in its space, from the
singularity of a place, of a Latin place: Capri, which is not Delos, nor Patmos-nor
Athens, nor Jerusalem, nor Rome). 1 had insisted on the light, the relation of all
religion to fire and to light. There is the light of revelation and the light of the
Enlightenment. Light, phos, revelation, orient and origin of our religions, photo-
graphic instantaneity. Question, demand: in view of the Enlightenment of today
and ol tomorrow, in the light of other Enlightenments { Aufklirung, Lumierés, illu-
minismo | how to think religion in the daylight of today without breaking with the
philosophical tradition? In our “modernity,” the said tradition demarcates itself in
an exemplary manner—it will have to be shown why—in basically Latin titles that
name religion. First of all in a book by Kant, in the epoch and in the spirit of the
Aunfklirung, if not of the Lumiéres: Religion within the Limuts of Reason Alone (1793)
was also a book on radical evil. (What of reason and of radical evil today? And if
the “return of the religious” was not without relation to the return—modern or
postmodern, for once—of certain phenomena, at least, of radical evil? Does radical
evil destroy or institute the possibility of religion?) Then, the book of Bergson, that
great Judaeo-Christian, The Two Sources of Morality and of Religion (1932), between
the two world wars and on the eve of events of which one knows that one does not
yvet know how to think them, and to which no religion, no religious institution in
the world remained foreign or survived nnscathed, intmune, safe and sonnd. In both
cases, was the issue not, as today, that of thinking religion, the possibility of reli-
gion, and hence of its interminable and ineluctable return?

(37) “To think religion?” vou say. As though such a project would not dissolve the
very question in advance. To hold that religion is properly thinkable, and even if
thinking is neither seeing, nor knowing, nor conceiving, is still to hold it in advance
in respect; thus, over short or long, the affair is decided. Already in speaking of these
nates as of a machine, I have once again been overcome by a desire for economy, for
concision: by the desire to draw, in order to be quick, the famous conclusion of the
Two Sources ... towards another place, another discourse, other argumentative
stakes. The latter could always be—I do not exclude it—a hijacked translation, or a
rather free formalization. The book’s concluding words are memorable: “the effort
required to accomplish, down to our refractory planet, the essential function of
the universe, which is a machine for the making of gods.” What would happen if
Bergson were made to say something entirely different from what he believed he
wanted to say but what perhaps was surreptitiously dictated to him? What would
happen il he had, as though despite himsell, left a place or a passage for a sort of
syimptonabic refsaetron, fallowing the very movement of hesitation, indecision and
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ing) in which perhaps the double source—the double stratum or the double
ot—of religio consists? Were such the case, then that hypothesis would receive
thaps a doubly mechanical form. *Mechanical” would have to be understood here
a meaning that is rather “mystical.” Mystical or secret because contradictory and
tracting, both inaccessible, disconcerting and familiar, wiheimlich, uncanny to
» very extent that this machinality, this ineluctable automatization produces and
produces what at the same time detaches from and reattaches to the family
sinisch, homely), to the familiar, to the domestic, to the proper, to the oikos of the
Hogical and of the cconomic, to the ethos, to the place of dwelling. This quasi-
ntaneous automaticity, as irreflective as a reflex, repeats again and again the
uble movement of abstraction and attraction that at the same time detaches and
ftaches to the country, the idiom, the literal or to everything confusedly collected
lay under the terms “identity” or “identitarian”; in two words, that which at the
ne time ex-propriates and re-appropriates, de-racinates and re-enracinates, ex-
propriates according to a logic that we will later have 1o formalize, that of auto-
mune auto-indemnification.

Before speaking so calmly of the “return of the religious” today, two things have
be explained in one. Each time what is involved is a machine, a tele-machine:

The said “return of the religious,” which is to say the spread of a complex and
overdetermined phenomenon, is not a simple return, for its globality and its fig-
ures (tele-techno-media-scientific, capitalistic and politico-cconomic) remain
original and unprecedented. And it is not a simple return of the religions, for it
comports, as one of its two tendencies, a radical destruction of the religious
(stricto sensw, the Roman and the statist, like everything that incarnates the
European political or juridical order against which all non-Christian “funda-
mentalisms” or "integrisms” are waging war, to be sure, but also certain forms of
Protestant or even Catholic orthodoxy). It must be said as well that in face of
them, another sell-destructive affirmation of religion, | would dare to call it
auto-immune, could well be at work in all the projects known as “pacifist” and
veomomic, “catholic” or not, which appeal to universal fraternization, to the rec-
anciliation of "men, sons of the same God,” and above all when these brothers
belong to the monotheistic tradition of the Abrahamic religions, It will always
b difficult extricating this pacifying movement from a donble horizon (the one
hiding or dividing the other):
() The kenene horizon of the death of God and the anthropological re-
manentization (e cights ol man sl of e i abwwve all abligation
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order: an Abraham who would henceforth refuse to sacrifice his son and
would no longer envisage what was always madness). When one hears the
official representatives ol the religious hierarchy, beginning with the most
mediatic and most Latinoglobal and cederomized of all, the Pope, speak of
this sort of ecumenical reconciliation, one also hears {not only, to be sure,
but also) the announcemeni or reminder of a certain “death of God”
Sometimes one even has the impression that he speaks only of that—which
speaks through his mouth. And that another death of God comes to haunt
the Passion that animates him. But what's the difference, one will say. Indeed.
(b) This declaration of peace can also, pursuing war by other means, dissimulate
a pacifying gesture, in the most Luropean-colonial sense possible. Inasmuch
as it comes from Rome, as is often the case, it would try first, and first in
Furope, upon Europe, to impose surreptitiously a discourse, a culture, a pol-
itics and a right, to impose them on all the other monotheist religions,
including the non-Catholic Christian religions. Bevond Europe, through the
same schemes and the same juridico-theologico-political culture, the aim
would be to impose, in the name of peace, a globalatinization. The latter
become hencelorth European-Anglo- American in its idiom, as we said above.
The task seems all the more urgent and problematic (incalculable calculation
of religion for our times) as the demographic disproportion will not cease
henceforth to threaten external hegemony, leaving the latter no strategems
other than internalization. The field of this war or of this pacification is
henceforth without limit: all the religions, their centres of authority, the reli-
gious cultures, states, nations or ethnic groups that they represent have
unequal access, to be sure, but often one that is immediate and potentially
without limit, to the same world market. They are at the same time produc-
ers, actors and sought-after consumers, at times exploiters, at times victims,
<At stake in the struggle> is thus the access to world (transnational or trans-
state) networks of telecommunication and of tele-technoscience. Henceforth
religion “in the singular” accompanies and even precedes the critical and tele-
technoscientific reason, it watches over it as its shadow. It is its wake, the
shadow of light itself, the pledge of faith, the guarantee of trustworthiness,
the fiduciary experience presupposed by all production of shared knowledge,
the testimonial performativity engaged in all technoscientific performance as

in the entire capitalistic economy indissociable from it

2. The same movement that renders indissociable ruliginn and tele-technoscientific

reasan in its most eritical aspect rescts inevitably fo dselfl 1 secretes its own anti-
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self-protection of the unscathed, of the safe and sound, of the sacred | heilig,
holy) must protect itself against its own protection, its own police, its own
power of rejection, in short against its own, which is to say, against its own
immunity. It is this terrifying but fatal logic of the auto-immunity of the
unscathed that will always associate Science and Religion.””

On the one hand, the ‘lights’ and Enlightenment of tele-technoscientific critique
d reason can only suppose trustworthiness. They are obliged to put into play an
reducible “faith,” that of a “social bond” or of a “sworn faith,” of a testimony ("1
omise 1o tell you the truth beyond all proof and all theoretical demonstration,
lieve me, etc”}, that is, of a performative of promising at work even in lying or
rjury and without which no address to the other would be possible. Without the
.rformative experience of this elementary act of faith, there would neither be
scial bond’ nor address of the other, nor any performativity in general: neither
mvention, nor institution, nor constitution, nor sovereign state, nor law, nor
sove all, here, that structural performativity of the productive performance that
nds from its very inception the knowledge of the scientific community to doing,
1d science to technics. If we regularly speak here of technoscience, it is not in order
 cede to a contemporary stereotype, but in order to recall that, more clearly than
ser before, we now know that the scientific act is, through and through, a practical
itervention and a technical performativity in the very energy of its essence. And
or this very reason it plays with place, putting distances and speeds to work. It delo-
izes, removes or brings close, actualizes or virtualizes, accelerates or decelerates.
ut wherever this tele-technoscientific critique develops, it brings into play and
snfirms the fiduciary credit of an elementary faith which is, at least in its essence

27, The “immune” { iremunis ) is [reed or exempted from the charges, the service, thee taxes, the obli-
stions { s, root of the common of community). This freedom or this exemption was subsequently
ansported into the domains of constitutional or international law (parliamentary or diplomatic
nrmunity), but it also belongs to the history of the Christian Church and to canon lww; the immunity
f temples also involved the inviolability of the asylum that could be found there (Voltaire indignantly
tacked this “immunity of temples™ as a “revoliing example” of “contemipt for the lwws™ and of “eeclesi-
tical ambition™): Usban V111 created a congregation of ecclesiastical immunity: against taxes and mil
ary service, against common justice [privilege designated as that of the for ) and against police searches,
re. It is especially in the domain of biclogy that the lexical resources of immunity have developed their
uthority, The immunitary reaction protects the “indemnity” of the bedy proper in producing anti-
odics against foreign antigens. As for the process of suto-immunization, which interests us particu-
yrly here, it consists for a living organism, as is well known and in short, of protecting itself against its
Af-protection by destroying its own immune system. As the phenomensg il these antibodics is
wlemdid o o broader sone of pathology amd as one resrls i teasingly 1o the positive virtues of
i depresaants diestimsesd o Bosit the sy bassisies o reges b sl see Licelitange the wleramce of
et gtk s, we fecl snrelves attlwsrnrenl B peak ol at ol peneral bigic of aute
kst 10 seene idlegeresalibie e mbiy o kg the s Lt Detwern Lbth wend kil
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or calling, religious (the elementary condition, the milieu of the religious if not reli-
gion itself ). We speak of trust and of credit or of trustworthiness in order to under-
score that this elementary act of faith also underlies the essentially economic and
capitalistic rationality of the tele-technoscientific. No calculation, no assurance will
ever be able to reduce its ultimate necessity, that of the testimonial signature (whose
theory is not necessarily a theory of the subject, of the person or of the ego, con-
scious or unconscious). To take note of this is to give oneself the means of under-
standing why, in principle, today, there is no incompatibility, in the said “return of
the religious,” between the “fundamentalisms,” the “integrisms” or their “politics”
and, on the other hand, rationality, which is to say, the tele-techno-capitalistico-
scientific fiduciarity, in all of its mediatic and globalizing dimensions. This ration-
ality of the said "fundamentalisms” can also be hypercritical®® and not recoil before
what can sometimes resemble a deconstructive radicalization of the critical gesture.
As for the phenomena of ignorance, of irrationality or of “obscurantism™ that are so
often emphasized and denounced, so easily and with good reason, they are often
residues, surface effects, the reactive slag of immunitary, indemnificatory or auto-
immunitary reactivity, They mask a deep structure or rather (but also at the
same time) a fear of self, a reaction against that with which it is partially linked: the
dislocation, expropriation, delocalization, deracination, disidiomatization and dis-
possession (in all their dimensions, particularly sexual—phallic) that the tele-
techno-scientific machine does not fail to produce. The reactivity of resentment
opposes this movement to itself by dividing it. It indemnifies itself thus in a move-
ment that is at once immunitary and auto-immune. The reaction to the machine is
as automatic (and thus machinal) as life itself. Such an internal splitting, which
opens distance, is also peculiar or “proper” to religion, appropriating religion for
the “proper” (inasmuch as it is also the unscathed: heilig, holy, sacred, saved, im-
mune and so on), appropriating religious indemnification to all forms of prop-
erty, from the linguistic idiom in its “letter,” to blood and soil, to the family and
to the nation. This internal and immediate reactivity, at once immunitary and
auto-immune, can alone account for what will be called the religious resurgence
in its double and contradictory phenomenon. The word resurgence <déferlement=>

28, This s testified to by certain phenomena, at least, of *fundamentalism” or of "integrism,” in partic-
ular in*fskamism,” which represents today the most powerful example of such fu I'Id..!l'l:fl'it.!il.il‘ll'bi. 5 Eas-
urcd h.'.-'_lhf scale of global demography. The most evident characteristics are too well known ll..1 dwell on
{amaticism, obscurantism, lethal violence, terrorism, oppression of women, etc. ). But it is often forgotten
I_hdl. nadtably 0 its ties s the Arabowarld, and :hr(m_gh all the forms of brotal immunitary and indemni-
rlLlIl'Ff.}' reactivity agginst o dechneecoomonmical modernity o which lumnge history p:rcwm:t it from adapt
g s Bsbarisen ™ b B radieal critigue of wliat tes demscracy fds i its fiemits, i its coseept
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mposes itself upon us to suggest the redoubling of a wave that appropriates even
hat to which, enfolding itself, it seems to be opposed—and simultaneously gets
arried away itself, sometimes in terror and terrorism, taking with it precisely that
vhich protects it, its own “antibadies.” Allying itself with the enemy, hospitable to
he antigens, bearing away the other with itself, this resurgence grows and swells
vith the power of the adversary. From the shores of whatever island, one doesn't
:now, here is the resurgence we believe we see coming, without doubt, in its spon-
aneous swelling, irresistibly automatic. But we believe we see it coming without
iy horizon. We are no longer certain that we see and that there is a future where we
e it coming. The future tolerates neither foresight nor providence. It is therefore
n it, rather, caught and surprised by this resurgence, that “we” in truth are carried
yway—and it is this that we would like to think, if this word can still be used here,

Religion today allies itself with tele-technoscience, to which it reacts with all its
forces. It is, on the one hand, globalization; it produces, weds, exploits the capital
and knowledge of tele-mediatization; neither the trips and global spectacularizing
of the Pope, nor the interstate dimensions of the “Rushdie affair,” nor planetary ter-
rorism would otherwise be possible, at this rhythm—and we could multiply such
indications ad infinitim. But, on the other hand, it reacts immediately, simultane-
ously, declaring war against that which gives it this new power only at the cost of
dislodging it from all its proper places, in truth from place itself, from the taking-
place of its truth. It conducts a terrible war against that which protects it only by
threatening it, according to this double and contradictory structure: immunitary
and auto-immunitary. The relation between these two motions or these two sources
is ineluctable, and therefore automatic and mechanical, between one which has the
form of the machine {mechanization, automatization, machination or mechane),
and the other, that of living spontaneity, of the unscathed property of life, that is to
say, of another (claimed) self-determination. But the auto-immunitary haunts the
community and its system of immunitary survival like the hyperbole of its own
possibility. Nothing in common, nothing immune, safe and sound, heilig and holy,
nothing unscathed in the most autonomous living present without a risk of auto-
immunity. As always, the risk charges itself twice, the same finite risk. Two times
rather than one: with a menace and with a chance. In two words, it must take
charge of—one could also say: take in trust—the possibility of that radical evil
without which good would be for nothing.™
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... and pomegranates

{Having posed these premises or general definitions, and given the diminishing space
available, we shall cast the fifteen final propositions in a form that is even more gran-
wlated, grainy, dissenminated, aphoristic, discontinuous, juxtapositional, dogmatic,

indicative ar virtual, economic; in a word, mare than cver telegraphic, )

{38) Of a discourse to come—on the to-come and repetition. Axiom: no to-come
without heritage and the possibility of repeating. No to-come without some sort of
iterability, at least in the form of a covenant with oneself and confirmation of the
originary yes. No to-come without some sort of messianic memory and promise, of
a messianicity older than all religion, more originary than all messianism. No dis-
course or address of the other without the possibility of an elementary promise.
Perjury and broken promises require the same possibility. No promise, therefore,
without the promise of a confirmation of the yes. This yes will have implied and
will always imply the trustworthiness and fidelity of a faith. No faith, therefore, nor
tuture without everyvthing technical, automatic, machine-like supposed by iterabil-
ity. In this sense, the technical is the possibility of faith, indeed its very chance. A
chance that entails the greatest risk, even the menace of radical evil. Otherwise,
that of which it is the chance would not be faith but rather programme or proof,
predictability or providence, pure knowledge and pure know-how, which is to say
annulment of the future, Instead of opposing them, as is almost always done, they
ought to be thought together, as one and the same possibility: the machine-like and
faith, and the same hoelds for the machinal and all the values entailed in the sacro-
sanct {heilig, holy, safe and sound, unscathed, intact, immune, free, vital, fecund,
fertile, strong, and above all, as we will soon see, "swollen™) —mare precisely in the

sacrosanctity of the phallic effect.

(39} This double value, is it not, for example, that signified by a phallus in its dif-
ferentiality, or rather by the phallic, the effect of the phallus, which is not necessar-
ily the property of man? s it not the phenomenon, the phainesthai, the day of the
phallus?—but also, by virtue of the law of iterability or of duplication that can
detach it from its pure and proper presence, it is not also its phantasma, in Greek, its
ghaost, its spectre, its double or its fetish? Is it not the colossal automaticity of the
erection (the maximum of life to be kept unscathed, indemnified, immune and
sale, sacrosanct), but also and precisely by virtue of its reflex character, that which
is most mechanical, most separable from the life it represents? The phallic—is it
not also, as distingt Trom the penis and once detached from the body, the mari
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nough to account for ( lagon didonai }—counting on and calculating the incalcula-
sle—everything that binds the tele-technoscientific machine, this enemy of life in
he service of life, to the very source and resource of the religious: to faith in the
nost living as dead and automatically sur-viving, resuscitated in its spectral phan-
asima, the holy, safe and sound, unscathed, immune, sacred—in a word, everything
hat translates heilig? Matrix, once again, of a cult or of a culture of the generalized
etish, of an unlimited fetishism, of a fetishizing adoration of the Thing itself. One
ould, without being arbitrary, read, select, connect everything in the semantic
senealogy of the unscathed—"saintly, sacred, safe and sound, heilig, holy"—that
ipeaks of force, life-force, fertility, growth, augmentation, and above all swelling, in
he spontaneity of erection or of pregnancy.” To be brief, it does not suffice to

30, Let us worey < Egresons> the premises here of a work to come. Let them be drawn first, and once
wain, Tromm that rich chapter of Benveniste’s Indio-Errepean Langrusge and Sociely, addressing the Sacred
s the Holy after having opportunely recalled several “methedalogical difficulties.” 1t is true that 1o us
hese “difficultics” seem even more serious and more fundamental than o Benveniste—even iF he is
willing to acknowledge the risk of “secing the object of study dissolve bit by bit” (p. 4451 Maintaining
he cult of “original meaning” {religion itself, and the “sacred”), Beoveniste identifics, through the enor
mously complex network of idioms, filiations and etymalogies studied, the recurrent and insistent
heme of the “fertility” of the “strong.” of the “powerful,” in particular in the figure or the imaginal
wheme of swelling,

We may be permitted the following long citation, while referring the reader 1o the article itself for the
rest: “The adjective s does not signify merely "strong's it is also a gqualification of a number of gods, of
soveral herocs including Zarathustra, and of certain notions such as “dawn. Here, conmparison with
related forms of the same root can lead us to the origingl meaning, The Vedic verb siesi signifies ‘o
awell, grow, implying force’ and ‘prosperity’s whence sura-,“strong, valiam. The same conceptional rela-
iom joins in Greek the present ke, "o be pregnant, carry in the womby the noun ki, “swelling {of
wavesh, Mood, on the one hand, and iires, ‘force, sovereignty. kririos,"sovereign, on the other. This juxta-
pasition brings cut the initial identity of the meaning of “swell and, in cach of the three lainguages. a spe-
cific evolution ... In Inde-Tranian no less than in Greek the meaning evolves from "swelling” tostrength’
o ‘prosperity’ . .. Between gr ko, 1o be pregrant, and Kiiriog, “sovercign, between Av. sura, strong, and
spénta, relations are thus restored which, lietle by litthe, make more precise the singular origin of the
notion of ‘scred .., The holy and sacred character is thus defined through a notion of exuberant and
fecund force, capable of bringing to life, '-'|-1-'J|-|-*i"§.'. the productions ol nature 1o burst forth” [pp, 448-49),

Chne could also inscribe under the title of the “twa sourees” the remarkable fact, often emphiasized by
Benveniste, that “almost every-where” there corresponds to the “notion of the ‘sacred” not one but two
distinet terms” Benveniste analyses them, notably in German (the Gothic weihis, “consecrsted,” and the
Runic haifag, ger. heilig) in Latin sacer and saectes, in Greek hidgros and ficris. At the origin of the
German heilig, the Gothic adiective hatls translates the idea of “soundness, health, physical integritg”
vranslation of the Greek lygies, Inaiinen, “in good health” The correspunding verbal forms signify
“render or become healthy, heal” (One might situate here—although Benveriste docs not—the neces-
sity for every religion or all sacralization also to involve healing—hetlen—health, hail or promise of a
cure—curn, Sorge—horizon of redemption, of the restoration of the unscathed, of indemnification].
The same for the English, “holy” neighbour of “whole™ (“entire, intact” therefore "safe, saved, unscathed
i s imtegerity, immune™ ) The Gethic Jails, "in good health, in possession of physical integrity,”
witle it a wish, s does the Greek Elrfee, “hail!”, Benveniste undersoores its “religious value™ “Whoever
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recall here all the phallic cults and their well-known phenomena at the core of so
many religions. The three “great monotheisms™ have inscribed covenants or found-
ing promises in an ordeal of the tunscathed that is always a circumcision, be it “exte-
rior or interior,” literal or, as was said before Saint Paul, in Judaism itself,
“circumcision of the heart.” And this would perhaps be the place to enquire why, in
the mast lethal explosions of a violence that is inevitably ethnico-religious —why,
on all sides, women in particular are singled out as victims (not “only”™ of murders,

but also of the rapes and mutilations that precede and accompany them).

{40) The religion of the living—is this not a tautology? Absolute imperative, holy
law, law of salvation: saving the living intact, the unscathed, the safe and sound
{heiliy) that has the right to absolute respect, restraint, modesty. Whence the nec-
essity of an enormous task: reconstituting the chain of analogous motifs in the
sacrosanctifying attitude or intentionality, in relation o that which is, should
remain or should be allowed to be what it is (heiliy, living, strong and fertile, erect
and fecund: safe, whole, unscathed, immune, sacred, holy and so on). Salvation
and health. Such an intentional attitude bears several names of the same fam-
ily: respect, modesty, restraint, inhibition, Achiing (Kant), Schew, Verhaltenheit,
Gelassenheit (Heidegger), restraint or holding-back <halte= in general.! The poles,
themes, causes are not the same (the law, sacredness, holiness, the good to come
and so onl, but the movements appear quite analogous in the way they relate o

them, susperding themselves, and s troh anterevapting themselves. All of them

. Elsewehere, inoa semimar, | attempt ooreflect ina more sustained manner on this valee of the hold
amed om its lexical ramifictions, i particular surroondimg the use of Buftes by Hedegger, naddition e
Awfenthalr (stopover, ethos, often involving the Jealig), Verluftenfeir imodesty o respect, scruple,
reservie of silent discretion that suspends itselt inand as reticence) would be only one example, albeit a
majoer one for what concerns s bere and taking it account the role plaved by this concept in the
Reitrige ziee Phalvsopdiee with eespect ioothe “last god,” or the “other pod.” the god who comes or the god
what patsses, | refer bore, in particalar regarding this last theme, 10 the recent study by Jean-Frangois
Courting, " Les traces ef le passage de Dicu dans les Seitrige zoe Mhdfosoplie de Martin Heideggper™ (" The
traces amd passing of God in Heidegger's Conteifuions so Flrifosoply ™), in Archivio di filosafia, 1994, nos,
I-3 When he refers to Heideggers insistence on modern mibilism as “uprooting” ( Entwirzelmg ),
Courtine rightly associates it with what is said of—and alwavs implicitly against—the Gestell and all
“techmcal-instrumental mampulaiion of beings" | Machenschaft ), with which he even associates ™a cri-
tigque of the idea of creation directed primarily against Christianity” (p. 528). This seems to go in the
direction of the hypothesis developed above: Heidegger directs suspicion at the same time against “reli-
gion” (especially Christian-Roman ), against belicl, and against that in technics which menaces the safe
and sound, the uwnscathed or the immune, the sacrosanct (herdig 1. The interest of his “position” consists,
simplifving considerably, in the way it tends o take its distance <se déprendres from both religion and
technics, or rather from what is called Gestell and Machenschaft, as though they were the same, The
sirrng, yos, as what we are Erying to say here as well, modestly and in our Gashion, And the waeee neither
excludes mot elfaces any of the differentinl folds, Bt once this womne possthility is recognized or though,
1l ot et that it calls only for a Hesdeggeran "respoonsae” nor that thae Bitter s alen or exteron o
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wolve or mark a restraint <halte=. Perhaps they constitute a sort of universal, not
religion” as such, but a universal structure of religiosity. For if they are not in
emselves properly religious, they always open the possibility of the religious
ithout ever being able to limit or restrain it. This possibility remains divided., On
e one hand, to be sure, it is respectful or inhibited abstention before what
-mains sacred mystery, and what ought to remain intact or inaccessible, like the
wstical immunity of a secret. But in thus holding back, the same halting also
pens an access without mediation or representation, hence not without an intu-
ive violence, to that which remains unscathed. That is another dimension of the
wystical. Such a universal allows or promises perhaps the global translation of reli-
ro, that is: scruple, respect, restraint, Verhaltenheit, reserve, Schew, shame, discre-
on, Gelassenheit, ete.—all stop short of that which must or should remain sale
nd sound, intact, unscathed, before what must be allowed to be what it ought to
e, sometimes even at the cost of sacrificing itself and in prayer: the other, Such a
niversal, such an “existential” universality, could have provided at least the media-
on of a scheme to the globalatinization of religio. Or in any case, to its possibility.
What would then be required is, in the same movement, to account for a double
ostulation: on the one hand, the absolute respect of life, the *Thou shalt not kill” {at
ast thy neighbour, if not the living in general), the “fundamentalist” prohibition of
bortion, of artificial insemination, of performative intervention in the genetic
otential, even to the ends of gene therapy, et and on the other {without even
peaking of wars of religion, of their terrorism and their killings) the no less univer-
al sacrificial vocation. It was not so long ago that this still involved, here and there,
uman sacrifice, even in the “great monotheisms.” It always involves sacrifice of the
ving, more than ever in large-scale breeding and slaughtering, in the fishing or
unting industries, in animal experimentation. Be it said in passing that certain
cologists and certain vegetarians—at least to the extent that they believe themselves
s have remained pure of (unscathed by) all carnivorousness, even symbolic’—
q;ould be the only “religious” persons of the time to respect one of these two pure
ources of religion and indeed to bear responsibility for what could well be the
ature of a religion. What are the mechanics of this double postulation {respect of
fe and sacrificiality)? 1 refer to it as mechanics because it reproduces, with the regu-
irity of a technique, the instance of the non-living or, if you prefer, of the dead in
he living. It was also the automation according to the phallic effect of which we

poke above. I was the marionette, the dead machine yet more than living, the spec-
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tral fantasy of the dead as the principle of life and of sur-vival <syr-vie>, This
mechanical principle is apparently very simple: life has absolute value only if it is
worth mrore than life. And hence only in so far as it mourns, becoming itself in the
labour of infinite mourning, in the indemnification of a spectrality without limit. It
is sacred, holy, infinitely respectable only in the name of what is worth more than it
and what is not restricted to the naturalness of the bio-zoological (sacrificeable)—
although true sacrifice ought to sacrifice not only “natural” life, called “animal” or
“biological,” but also that which is worth more than so-called natural life. Thus,
respect of life in the discourses of religion as such concerns “human life” only in so
far as it bears witness, in some manner, to the infinite transcendence of that which is
worth more than it (divinity, the sacrosanctness of the law).** The price of human
life, which is to say, of anthropo-theological life, the price of what ought to remain
safe (heilig, sacred, safe and sound, unscathed, immune), as the absolute price, the
price of what ought to inspire respect, modesty, reticence, this price is priceless. It
corresponds to what Kant calls the digniry { Wiirdigkeit ) of the end in itself, of the
rational finite being, of absolute value beyond all comparative market price
[ Markipreis). This dignity of life can only subsist bevond the present living being.
Whence, transcendence, fetishism and specirality; whence, the religiosity of religion,
This excess above and beyond the living, whose life only has absolute value by being
worth more than life, more than itself-this, in short, is what opens the space of death
that is linked to the automaton (exemplarily “phallic™), to technics, the machine, the
prosthesis: in a word, to the dimensions of auto-immune and self-sacrificial sup-
plementarity, to this death-drive that is silently at work in every community, every
aufo-co-innmnnity, constituting it as such in its iterability, its heritage, its spectral tra-
dition. Community as con-mon auto-immunity: no community <is possible> that
would not cultivate its own auto-immunity, a principle of sacrificial self-destruction
ruining the principle of self-protection {that of maintaining its seli-integrity intact),
and this in view of some sort of invisible and spectral sur-vival. This self-contesting
attestation keeps the auto-immune community alive, which is to say, open to some-
thing other and more than itself: the other, the future, death, freedom, the coming or
the love of the other, the space and time of a spectralizing messianicity beyond all
messianism. It is there that the possibility of religion persists: the religious bond
(scrupulous, respectful, modest, reticent, inhibited) between the value of life, its

absolute “dignity,” and the theological machine, the “machine for making gods.™

A Concerning the association and disassociation of these two values | secer and sanctus ), we refer
el ey Bepsweniste andd 1 | ovinas,
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41) Religion, as a response that is both ambiguous and ambi-valent <a double
létente et i double entente> is thus an ellipsis: the ellipsis of sacrifice. Is a religion
maginable without sacrifice and without prayer! The sign through which
{eidegger believes ontotheology can be recognized is when the relation to the
bsolute Being or to the supreme Cause has freed itself of both, thereby losing
ccess to sacrificial offering no less than to prayer. But there as well, two sources:
he dividual law, the double bind, also the dual foci, the ellipsis or originary duplic

ty of religion, consists therein, that the law of the unscathed, the salvation of the
afe, the humble respect of that which is sacrosanct { heilig, holy) bath requires aned
wecludes sacrifice, which is to say, the indemnification of the unscathed, the price of
mmunity. Hence: auto-immunization and the sacrifice of sacrifice. The latter
lways represents the same movement, the price to pay for not injuring or wrong-
ng the absolute other. Violence of sacrifice in the name of non-violence. Absolute
espect enjoins first and foremost sacrifice of self, of one’s most precious interest, If
Cant speaks of the “holiness” of the moral law, it is while explicitly holding a dis-
“ourse on “sacrifice,” which is to say, on another instantiation of religion “within
he limits of reason alone™ the Christian religion as the only "moral” religion. Self-
acrifice thus sacrifices the most proper in the service of the most proper. As
hough puire reason, in a process of auto-immune indemnification, could only

sppose religion as such to a religion or pure faith to this or that belief.

(42} In our “wars of religion,” violence has two ages. The one, already discussed
above, appears “contemporary,” in sync or in step with the hypersophistication of
military tele-technology—of “digital” and cyberspaced culture. The other is a "new
archaic violence,” if one can put it that way. It counters the first and everything it
represents. Revenge. Resorting, in fact, to the same resources of mediatic power, it
reverts (according to the return, the resource, the repristination and the law of
internal and autoimmune reactivity we are trying to formalize here) as closely as
passible to the body proper and to the premachinal living being. In any case, to its
desire and to ils phantasm. Revenge is taken against the decorporalizing and expro-
riating machine by resorting—reverting—to bare hands, to the sexual organs or to
primitive tools, often to weapons other than firearms <l'arme blanche>. What is
referred to as "killings” and “atrocities"—words never used in “clean” or “proper”
wars, where, precisely, the dead are no longer counted (guided or “intelligent” mis-
siles directed at entire cities, for instance)—is here supplanted by tortures, behead-
ings and mutilations of all sorts. What is invalved is always avowed vengeance,
often declared as sexual revenge: rapes, ntilated genitals or severed  hands,
CHrpes ealnlvited, I ;uu.ulmi, s el B Lo am e Pranee, i.lnp.tlt'd om the end
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but it is only an example, in Algeria today, in the name of Islam, invoked by both
belligerent parties, cach in its own way, These are also symptoms of a reactive and
negative recourse, the vengeance of the body proper against an expropriatory and
delocalizing tele-technoscience, identified with the globality of the market, with
military-capitalistic hegemony, with the globalatinization of the European democ-
ractic model, in its double form: secular and religious. Whence—another figure of
double origin—the foreseeable alliance of the worst effects of fanaticism, dogma-
tism or irrationalist obscurantism with hypercritical acumen and incisive analysis
of the hegemonies and the models of the adversary (globalatinization, religion that
does not speak its name, ethnocentrism putting on, as always, a show of "univer-
salism,” market-driven science and technology, democratic rhetoric, “humanitar-
ian" strategy or "keeping the peace” by means of peace-keeping forces, while never
counting the dead of Rwanda, for instance, in the same manner as those of the
United States of America or of Europe). This archaic and ostensibly more savage
radicalization of ‘religious’ vialence claims, in the name of “religion,” to allow the
living community to rediscover its roots, its place, its body and its idiom intact
{unscathed, safe, pure, proper). It spreads death and unleashes self-destruction ina
desperate (auto-immune) gesture that attacks the blood of its own body: as though
thereby to eradicate uprootedness and reappropriate the sacredness of life safe and

sound. Double root, double uprootedness, double eradication,

{43) Double rape. A mew cruelty would thus ally, in wars that are also wars of reli-
gion, the most advanced technoscientific calculability with a reactive savagery that
would like to attack the body proper directly, the sexuval thing that can be raped,
mutilated or simply denied, desexuvalized—rvet another form of the same violence.
Is it possible to speak today of this double rape, to speak ot it in a way that wouldn't
be too foolish, unintormed or inane, while "ignoring” “psychoanalysis"? To ignore
psvchoanalysis can be done in a thousand ways, sometimes through extensive psy-
choanalytic knowledge that remains culturally disassociated. Psychoanalysis is
ignored when it 15 not integrated into the most powerlul discourses taday on right,
maorality, politics, but also on science, philosophy, theology, etc. There are a thou-
sand ways of avoiding such consistent integration, even in the institutional milieu
of psychoanalysis. No doubt, " psychoanalysis” (we have to proceed more and more
quickly} is receding in the West; it never broke out, never really crossed the borders
of a part of "old Europe.” This “fact™ is a legitimate part of the configuration of phe-
nomena, signs, symptoms that we are questioning here under the title of “religion.”
How can one invoke a new Enlightenment in order to account for this “return of
the religions™ withour beinging into play an least some sort of logic of the uncon-
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e reaction to radical evil that is at the centre of Freudian thought? This question
n no longer be separated from many others: the repetition-compulsion, the
eath-drive,” the difference between “material truth” and “historical truth” that
iposes itself upon Freud with respect to “religion,” precisely, and that works itself
it above all in closet proximity to an interminable Jewish question, [1is true that
ychoanalytic knowledge can in turn uproot and reawaken faith by opening itself
a new space of testimoniality, to a new instance of attestation, to a new experi-
ce of the symptom and of truth. This new space would have to be also, although

it exclusively, legal and political. We shall have to return to this,

4) We are constantly trying to think the interconnectedness, albeit otherwise, of
wowledge and faith, technoscience and religous belief, calculation and the sacro-

nct. In the process we have not ceased to encounter the alliance, holy or not, of

e calculable and the incalculable. As well as that of the immunerable and of

imber, of the binary and of the digital. Demographic calculation, for instance,

day concerns one of the aspects, as least, of the “religious question” in its geopo-
ical dimension. As to the future of a religion, the question of number concerns as
uch the quantity of “populations” as the living indemnity of “peoples.” This does
ot merely signify that the religious factor has to be taken into account, but that the
anner in which the faithful are counted must be changed in an age of globaliza-
s, Whether it is "exemplary” or not, the Jewish question continues to be a rather
od example (sample, particular case) for future elaboration of this demo-
aphic-religious problematic. In truth, this question of numbers obsesses, as is well
wown, the Holy Scriptures and the monotheisms, When they feel themselves
reatened by an expropriative and delocalizing tele-technoscience, “peoples” also
ar new forms of invasion. They are terrified by alien "populations,” whose growth
- well as presence, indirect or virtual—but as such, all the more oppressive—
«comes incalculable. New ways of counting, therefore. There is more than one
ay of interpreting the unheard-of survival of the small “Jewish people” and the
obal extension of its religion, single source of the two monotheisms which share
a certain domination of the world and of which, in dignity at least, it is the equal.
here are a thousand ways of interpreting its resistance to attempts at extermina-
sn as well as to a demographic disproportion, the like of which is not known, But
hat will come of this survival the day (already arrived, perhaps) when globaliza-
an will be saturated? Then, “globalization,” a term so frequently encountered in

merican discourse,” will perhaps no longer allow the surface of the human carth
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to be segmented into micro-climates, those historical, cultural, political micro-
zones, little Europe and the Middle East, in which the Jewish people had such great
difficulty surviving and bearing witness to its faith, "I understand Judaism as the
possibility of giving the Bible a context, of keeping this book readable,” savs
Levinas. Does not the globalization of demographic reality and calculation render
the probability of such a “context” weaker than ever and as threatening for survival
as the worst, the radical evil of the *final solution”? *God is the future,” says Levinas
also—while Heidegger sees the “last god” announcing himself in the every absence
of future: “The last god: his occurring { Wesung) is found in the hint (im Wink), in
the onset of an arrival still outstanding (dem Anfall und Ausbleib der Ankunft), as
well as in the Night of the gods that are past and of their hidden metamorphosis,”™®

This question is perhaps the most grave and most urgent for the state and the
nations of Israel, but it concerns also all the Jews, and doubtless also, if less obvi-
ously, all the Christians in the world. Not at all Muslims today. And to this day, this

is a fundamental difference between the three original “great monotheisms.”

{45) Is there not always another place of dispersion? Where the source today divides
itself again, like the same dissociating itself between faith and knowledge? The orig-
inal reactivity to an expropriative and delocalizing tele-technoscience must
respond to at least two figures. The latter are superimposed upon one another, they
relay or replace each other, producing in truth at the very place of the emplacement

nothing but indemnifving and auto-immune supplementarity:
g Ying PP ¥

1. Violent sundering <arrachement>, 1o be sure, from the radicality of roots
{ Entwiirzelung, Heidegger would say; we cited him above) and from all forms of
originary physis, from all the supposed resources of a force held to be authenti-
cally generative, sacred, unscathed, "safe and sound”™ (heilig): ethnic identity,
descent, family, nation, blood and soil, proper name, proper idiom, proper cul-

ture and memory.

oo )

But also, more than ever, the counter-fetishism of the same desire inverted, the
animist relation to the tele-technoscientific machine, which then becomes a
machine of evil, and of radical evil, but a machine to be manipulated as much as
to be exorcised. Because this evil is to be domesticated and because one increas-
ingly uses artifacts and prostheses of which one is totally ignorant, in a growing
disproportion between knowledge and know-how, the space of such technical

experience tends to become more animistic, magical, mystical. The spectral

Sy, Hedtrdfye zur Mrilosophie, p, 256, French translation and cited by |-F Courtine, "Les traces et le
prarssapae e D hen” . 588 Che certanin question of the future, ledaism and Jewishness, | permit myself 1o
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aspect of this experience persists and then tends o become—in proportion to
this disproportion, one might say—increasingly primitive and archaic. So
much so that its rejection, no less than its apparent appropriation, can assume
the form of a religiosity that is both structural and invasive, A certain ecologist
spirit can participate in this. (But a distinction must be drawn here between a
vague ecologist ideology and ecalogical discourses and politics that are often
both competent and rigorous. ) Never in the history of humanity, it would seem,
has the disproportion between scientific incompetence and manipulatory com-
petence been as serious. It is not even measurable any longer with respect 1o
machines that are used everyday, with a mastery that is taken for granted and
whaose proximity is ever closer, more interior, more domestic. To be sure, in the
recent past every soldier did not know how his fircarm functioned although he
knew very well how to use it. Yesterday, all the drivers of automobiles or trav-
ellers in a train did not always know very well how “it works.” But their relative
incompetence stands in no common (guantitative) measure nor in any (qualita-
tive) analogy with that which today characterizes the relationship of the major
part of humanity to the machines by which they live or with which they strive to
live in daily familiarity. Who is capable of explaining scientifically to children
how telephones function today (by undersea cables or by satellite}, and the same
is true of television, fax, computer, electronic mail, CD-ROMS, magnetic cards,

jet planes, the distribution of nuclear energy, scanners, echography, etc.?

46) The same religiosity is obliged to ally the reactivity of the primitive and
rchaic return, as we have already said, both to obscurantist dogmatism and to
ypercritical vigilance. The machines it combats by striving to appropriate them
re also machines for destroying historical tradition. They can displace the tradi-
ional structures of national citizenship, they tend to efface bath the barders of the
late and the distinctive properties of languages. As a result, the religious reaction
rejection and assimilation, introjection and incorporation, impossible indemnifi

ation and mourning) normally follows two avenues that compete with each other
nd are apparently antithetical. Both of them, however, can as easily oppose or sup-
ort a “democratic” tradition: efther the fervent return to national citizenship
patriotism of the home in all its forms, affection for the nation-state, awakening of
ationalism or of ethnocentrism, most often allied with Churches or religious
uthorities), or, on the contrary, a protest that is universal, cosmopolitan or ecu-
enical: “Ecologists, humanists, believers of all countries, unite in an International
fanti-tele-technologism!™ What is involved here, moreover, is an International
it o it is the singularity ol oor time canonly develop through the networks
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sary that in truth is the same. The same <but> double, which is to say, what is
called the contemporary in the blatant anachrony of its dislocation. Auto-immune
indemnification. This is why these “contemporary” movements are obliged 1o
search for their salvation (the safe and sound as the sacrosanct), as well as their
health in the paradox of a new alliance between the tele-technoscientific and the
two sources of religion (the unscathed, heilig, holy, on the one hand, and faith or
belief, the fiduciary on the other). The *humanitarian’ would provide a good exam

ple of this. " Peacekeeping forces” as well,

(471 OF what should one take particular note in trying to formalize, in a concise
manner, the axiom of the two sources around cach of the two “logics” if vou like, or
each of the two distingt “resources” of what in the West goes by the Latinate name,
“religion”™ Let us remember the hypothesis of these two sources: on the one hand,
the fiduciar-ity of confidence, trustworthiness <fiahilité> or of trust <fiance=
(beliel, faith, credit and s0 on), and on the other, the unscathed-ness of the
unscathed (the safe and sound, the immune, the holy, the sacred, heilig). Perhaps
what in the first place ought be stressed is this: each of these axioms, as such,
already reflects and presupposes the other. An axionn always affirms, as its name
indicates, a value, a price; it confirms or promises an evaluation that should remain
intact and entail, like every value, an act of faith. Secondly, both of these two
axioms renders possible, but not necessary, something like a religion, which is to
say, an instituted apparatus consisting of dogmas or of articles of faith that are both
determinate and inseparable from a given historical socins (Church, clergy, socially
legitimated autherity, people, shared idiom, community of the faithful committed
to the same faith and sanctioning the same history). But the gap between the open-
ing of this possibility {as a universal structure) and the determinate necessity of this
or that religion will always remain irreducible; and sometimes <it operates> within
each religion, between on the one hand that which keeps it closest to its “pure” and
proper possibility, and on the other, its own historically determined necessities or
authorities. Thus, one can always criticize, reject or combat this or that form of
sacredness or of belief, even of religious authority, in the name of the most origi-
nary possibility. The latter can be wniversal (faith or trustworthiness, “good faith” as
the condition of testimony, of the social bond and even of the most radical ques-
tioning) or already particalar, for example belief in a specific originary event of
revelation, of promise or of injunction, as in the reference to the Tables of the Law,
to early Christianity, 1o some fundamental word or scripture, more archaic and
more pure than all clerical or theological discourse, But it seems impossible to
deny the pessibilite in whose name—thanks 1o which-—the derived secessing (the

authariy or determomate belict ) would Be pot e question, sospemded, rejected o
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riticized, even deconstructed. One can not deny it, which means that the most one
an do is to deny it. Any discourse that would be opposed to it would, in effect,
lways succumb to the figure or the logic of denial <déndgation>. Such would be
he place where, before and after all the Enlightenments in the world, reason, cri-
ique, science, tele-technoscience, philosophy, thought in general, retain the same

esource as religion in general.

48) This last proposition, in particular in so far as it concerns thought, calls for sev-
ral essential qualifications. It is impossible here to devote to it the necessary elabo-
ations or to multiply, which would be casy, references to all those whao, before and
ifter all the Enlightenments in the world, believed in the independence of critical
eason, of knowledge, technics, philosophy and thought with respect to religion and
wven to all faith, Why then privilege the example of Heidegger? Because of s
xtreme character and of what it tells us, in these times, about a certain "extremity.”
Without doubt, as we recalled it above, Heidegger wrote in a letter to Lowith in
1921: “1 am a ‘Christian theologian' ™ This declaration would merit extended
nterpretation and certainly does not amount to a simple declaration of faith, But it
reither contradicts, annuls nor excludes this other certainty: Heidegger not only
feclared, very early and on several occasions, that philosophy was in its very princi-
sle “atheistic,” that the idea of philosophy is “madness” for faith (which at the least
supposes the conversel, and the idea of a Christian philosophy as absurd as a
“squared circle” He not only excluded the very possibility of a philosophy of reli-
sion. He not only proposed a radical separation between philosophy and theology,
he positive study of faith, if not between thought and theiology,™ the discourse on
he divinity of the divine. He not only attempted a “destruction” of all forms of the
ntotheological, etc, He also wrote, in 1953: “Belief [or faith] has no place in thought

' Der Glaube hat im Denken keinen Platz)" The context of this firm declaration is,

37, This letter to Lavwith, dated 19 August 1921, was recently cited in French by ). Barash, Heddegger o
wont sidele [Paris: PUF, 1995), p. 80, n. 3, and by Frangoise Dastur, in “Heidegger et la théologie,” Revue
philosophiguee de Louvain, May-August 1994, nos. 2-3, p. 229, Together with that of Jean-Frangos
Courtine cited above, the latter study is one of the most illuminating and richest, it seems w me, that
rave been published on this subject in recent years,

38, | take the liberty, in regard to these questions, of referring once again 1o “How to avoid speaking.”
As ta the divinity of the divine, the thefon, which would thus be the theme of a theiology, distinet both
from theology and from religion, the multiplicity of its meanings should not be overlooked. Already in
Matg, and more specifically in the Timacus, where there are no less than four concepts of the divine (see
on this point the remarkable work of Serge Margel, Le Tomlean dre diew artisan, Paris, Editions de
Minuit, 1995, Tt is true that this multiplicity does not prevent but on the comrary commanids one to
return Bo the unitary pre-comprehension, te the horion of meaning as s called, of the sime word,
rvens th, o e Baoal accounting, this oebzaon el st T ol
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to be sure, rather particular, The word Glanbe seems to concern first of alla lorm of
belief: credulity or the blind acceptance of authority. Heidegger was concerned with
translating a Spruch (a saying, a sentence, decree, decision, poem, in any case a say-
ing that cannot be reduced to its statement, whether theoretical, scientific or even
philosophical, and that is tied in a singular and performative way to language). In a
passage that concerns presence (Anwesen, Prisenz) and presence in the representa-
tion of representing (in der Reprisentation des Vorstellens), Heidegger writes: “We
can not scientifically prove { bewersen ) the translation nor ought we simply by virtue
of any authority put our trust in it [accredit it, believe it] (glauben). The reach of
proof |inferred as “scientific”] is oo short. Belief has no place in thinking {Der
Glaube hat im Denken keinen Platz)" Heidegger thus dismisses, back to back, scien-
tific proof (which might suggest that to the same extent he accredits non-scientific
testimony) and belief, here credulous and orthodox confidence that, closing its eyes,
acquiesces and dogmatically sanctions authority (Autoritit). Certainly, and who
would contradict this? But Heidegger still extends with force and radicality the
assertion that belief in general has no place in the experience or the act of thinking in
general. And there we would have difficulty following him. First along his own path.
Fven if one succeeds in averting, in as rigorous a manner as possible, the risk of con-
fusing modalities, levels, contexts, it still seems difficult to dissociate faith in general
( Glaube) from what Heidegger himself, under the name of Zusage ("accord, acqui-
escing, trust or confidence”), designates as that which is most irreducible, indeed
most originary in thought, prior even to that questioning said by him to constitute
the piety { Fronumigkeit) of thinking. It is well known that without calling this last
affirmation into question, he subsequently explained that it is the Zusage that con-
stitutes the most proper movement of thinking, and that without it {although
Heidegger does not state it in this form) the question itself would not emerge." This
recall to a sort of faith, this recall to the trust of the Zusage, “before” all questioning,
thus “before” all knowledge, all philosophy, etc., finds a particularly striking formu-
lation relatively late (1957). It is formulated in the form—rare for Heidegger,
whence the interest often attached to it—not of self-criticism or remorse but of a
return to a formulation that demands to be nuanced, refined, let us say, to be re-
engaged differently. But this gesture is less novel and singular than it might seem.
Perhaps we will try to show elsewhere (it would require more time and space) that it
accords with everything which, beginning with the existential analytics of the
thought of being and of the truth of being, reaffirms continuously what we will call
{in Latin, alas, and in a manner too Roman for Heidegger) a certain testimonial
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acredness or, we would even go so far as to say, a sworn word <foi jurée>, This reaf-
irmation continues throughout Heidegger's entire work, It resides in the decisive
nd largely underestimated motif of attestation { Bezeugung ) in Sefn und Zeit as well
s in all the other motifs that are inseparable from and dependent upon it, which is
o say, all the existentials and, specifically, that of conscience [ Gewrssen ), originary
esponsibility or guilt { Schuldigsein) and Fautschlossenheit (resolute determination ).
Ve cannot address here the immense question of the ontological repetition, in all
hese concepts, of a so markedly Christian tradition. Let us therefore limit ourselves
o situating a principle of reading. Like the experience of authentic attestation
Bezenugung ) and like everything that depends upon it, the point of departure of Sein
and Zeit resides in a situation that cannot be radically alien 1o what is called faith.
Jot religion, to be sure, nor thealogy, but that which in faith acquiesces before or
evond all questioning, in the already common experience of a language and of a
we." The reader of Sein und Zeir and the signatory who takes him as witness are
Iready situated in this element of faith from the moment that Heidegger savs “we”
o justify the choice of the “exemplary” being that is Dasein, the questioning being,
hat must be interrogated as an exemplary witness. And what renders possible, for
his “we,” the positing and elaboration of the question of being, the unfolding and
letermining of its “formal structure” (das Gefragte, das Erfragte, das Befragte), prior
@ all questioning—is it not what Heidegger then calls a Faktiomn, that is, the vague
nd ordinary pre-comprehension of the meaning of being, and first of all of the
vords “is” or “be” in language or in a language (§ 2)¢ This Faktum is not an empiri-
al fact. Each time Heidegger employs this word, we are necessarily led back to a
one where acquiescence is de riguenr. Whether this is formulated or not, it remains
 requirement prior to and in view of every possible question, and hence prior to all
shilosophy, all theology, all science, all critique, all reason, etc. This zone is that of a
aith incessantly reaffirmed throughout an open chain of concepts, beginning with
hose that we have already cited { Bezengung, Zusage, ete. ], but it also communicates
vith evervthing in Heidegger's way of thinking that marks the reserved holding-
sack of restraint ( Verhaltenheit) or the sojourn (Aufenthalt) in modesty (Scheu) in
he vicinity of the unscathed, the sacred, the safe and sound (das Heilige), the pas-
age or the coming of the last god that man is doubtless nat yvet ready to receive.*!

[hat the movement proper to this faith does not constitute a religion is all too evi-
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dent. Is it, however, untouched <indemne> by all religiosity? Perhaps. But by all
“belief,” by that “belief” that would have “no place in thinking”? This seems less cer-
tain. Since the major question remains, in our eyes, albeit in a form that is still quite
new: “What does it mean to believe?” we will ask (elsewhere) how and why
Heidegger can at the same time affirm one of the possibilities of the “religious,” of
which we have just schematically recalled the signs (Faktum, Bezeugung, Zusage,
Verhaltenheit, Heilige, etc.) and reject so energetically “belief” or “faith” (Glaube)."
Our hypothesis again refers back to the two sources or two strata of religion which
we distinguished above: the experience of sacredness and the experience of belief,
More receptive to the first (in its Graeco-Halderlinian or even archeo-Christian tra-
dition), Heidegger was probably more resistant to the second, which he constantly
reduced to figures he never ceased to put into question, not to say “destroy” or
denounce: dogmatic or credulous beliel in authority, to be sure, but also belief
according to the religions of the Book and ontotheology, and above all, that which in
the belief in the other could appear to him (wrongly, we would say) to appeal neces-
sarily to the egological subjectivity of an alter ego. We are speaking here of the belicf
that is demanded, required, of the faithful belief in what, having come from the

utterly other <de lautre tout autre>, there where its originary presentation in person

42, Samuel Weber has reminded me, and | thank him for doing so, of the very dense and difficult pages
devoted by Heidegger to “The Thought of the Eternal Return as Beliel {als ein Glaube )™ in his Necrzsche
{ Neske, 1961, vol. I, p. 382; English trans, David Farrell Krell |San Francisco: Harper, 1991 [, pp. 121-32).
I re-reading these passages it strikes me as impaossible in a footnate to do justice to their richness, com-
plexity and steategy. T will try to return o this elsewhere. While waiting, however, just these two points:
(1} Such a reading would suppose a patient and thoughtful sojourn with the holding { Haly, Healrng,
Sichhaltenr) discussed above (n. 310, throughout Heidegger's way ol thinking. 12) This “holding™ is an
essential determination of belief, at least as Heidegger interprets it in his reading of Nictzsche and notably
of the question pased in The Will fo Power: “What is a belief? How is it born? All belief is a holding- for-rrue
{ Jeder Glagatre is1 etn Fr-Wahr-halten )" No doubit that Heidegger remains very careful ard suspensive in
his interpretation of this “concept of beliel™ ( Glanbensbegrifl) in Nictzsche, which is 10 say of the larers
“comcept of truth and of ‘holding-himsell ( Sichhalten ) in truth and for truth.™ He even declares that he
abandons the task, as well as that of representing the Nictzschean grasp of the difference between religion
and philosophy. Mevertheless, he multiplies preliminary indications in referring to sentences dating Frfu'n
the period of Zarathustra, These indications reveal that in his cyes, if belief is constituted by “halding-for
true” and by *holding-onesel§ in truth,” and il truth signifies for Nictzsche the “relation to the entity in its
totality,” then belief, which consists in “taking for true something represented (ein Vorgestelites als Wihres
sedmen ) remains therefore metaphysical in some way, and therefore uneqgual to what in thought should
exceed both the order of representation and the totality of the entity. This would be consistent with the
affirmation cited abowve: * Der Glaube Tar tm Devken Eeeeesr Plaez" OF the Nieteschean definition of belief
{ Frir-Walkir-halten ), Heidegger declares first that he retains only one thing, but “the most importan,”
which is 1o say, "holding to what is true and maintaining oneself in it” (s Sichhalterr an das Wahre wend
ins Wihiren ), And a little further on he adds: *If maintaining-onesell in the true constitutes a modality of
haman life, ther no decision concerning the essence of belief and Nietzsche's concept of belief in partic-
lar can be made before his conception of truth as such and its relation tolife has been elucidated, which
i tr sy, for Mictzsche: its relation to the entity in its iotality {zuer Setenden im Ganzen ). Without having
acepuired i stilficient vt aof the Nictzs hewm comception of heliel, we would ot attempt to say what
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would forever be impossible (witnessing or given word in the most elementary and
irreducible sense, promise of truth up to and including perjury), would constitute

the condition of Mitsein, of the relation to or address of the other in general.

{49) Bevond the culture, semantics or history of law—moreover intertwined—
which determine this word or this concept, the expericnce of witnessing situates a
convergence of these two sources: the unscathed (the safe, the sacred or the saintly)
and the fidwctary (trustworthiness, fidelity, credit, beliel or faith, “good faith”
implied in the worst “bad faith™). We speak of these two sources there, in one place
of their convergence, for the figure of the two sources, as we have verified, prolifer-
ates, can no longer be counted, and therein lies perhaps another reason of our
questioning. In testimony, truth is promised beyond all proof, all perception, all
intuitive demonstration. Even if 1 lie or perjure myself (and always and especially
when | do), | promise truth and ask the other to believe the other that | am, there
where [ am the only one able to bear witness and where the order of proof or of
intuition will never be reducible to or hamogeneous with the elementary trust
<fiduciarité=, the “good faith” that is promised or demanded. The latter, to be sure,
is never pure of all iterability nor of all technics, and hence of all calculability. For
it also promises its repetition from the very first instant. It is involved <engagé= in
every address of the other. From the first instant it is co-extensive with this other
and thus conditions every “social bond,” every questioning, all knowledge, perfor-
mativity and every tele-technoscientific performance, including those of its forms
that are the most synthetic, artificial, prosthetic, calculable. The act of faith
demanded in bearing witness exceeds, through its structure, all intuition and
all proof, all knowledge (I swear that | am telling the truth, not necessarily the
‘objective truth,’ but the truth of what [ believe to be the truth, | am telling you this
truth, believe me, believe what 1 believe, there, where you will never be able to see
nor know the irreplaceable vet universalizable, exemplary place from which [ speak
to you; perhaps my testimony is false, but 1 am sincere and in good faith, it is not
false <as> testimony™ ). What therefore does the promise of this axiomatic (quasi-
transcendental) performative do that conditions and foreshadows “sincere” decla-
rations no less than lies and perjuries, and thus all address of the other? It amounts
to saying: “Believe what 1 say as one believes in a miracle.” Even the slightest testi-
mony concerning the maost plavsible, ordinary or everyday thing cannot do other-
wise: it must still appeal to faith as would a miracle, It offers itself like the miracle
itself in a space that leaves no room for disenchantment. The experience of disen-
chantment, however indubitable it is, is only one modality of this “miraculons”
expericnee, the reactive and passing effect, i cacl ol is historical determimations,
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mony as in a miracle or an “extraordinary story”—this is what inscribes itself with-
out hesitation in the very concept of bearing witness. And one should not be
amazed to see examples of “miracles” invading all the problematics of testimony,
whether they are classical or not, critical or not. Pure attestation, if there is such a
thing, pertains to the experience of faith and of the miracle. Implied in every “social
bond,” however ordinary, it also renders itself indispensable to Science no less than
to Philosophy and to Religion. This source can collect or scatter itself, rejoin or dis-
join itself. Either at the same time or successively. It can appear contemporaneous
with itself where testimonial trust in the pledge <gage> of the other unites belief in
the other with the sacralization of a presence-absence or with a sanctification of the
law, as law of the other. It can divide itself in various ways. First of all, in the alter-
native between sacredness without belief {(index of this algebra: “Heidegger”) and
faith in a holiness without sacredness, in a desacralizing truth, even making of a
certain disenchantment the condition of authentic holiness (index: "Levinas™—
notably the author of From the Sacred to the Holy ). As a follow-up, it can dissociate
itself when what constitutes the said “social bond” in belief is also an interruption.
There is no opposition, fundamentally, between “social bond” and “social unravel-
ing”" A certain interruptive unraveling is the condition of the “social bond,” the very
respiration of all “community.” This is not even the knot of a reciprocal condition,
but rather the possibility that every knot can come undone, be cut or interrupted.
This is where the socius or the relation to the other would disclose itself to be the
secret of testimonial experience—and hence, of a certain faith. If belief is the ether
of the address and relation to the utterly other, it is <to be found> in the experi-
ence itself of non-relationship or of absolute interruption (indices: “Blanchot,”
“Levinas” . .. J. Here as well, the hypersanctification of this non-relation or of this
transcendence would come about by way of desacralization rather than through
secularization or laicization, concepts that are too Christian; perhaps even by way
of a certain “atheism,” in any case by way of a radical experience of the resources of
“negative theology"—and going beyond even this tradition. Here we would have to
separate—thanks to another vocabulary, for example Hebraic (the holiness of
kidouch —the sacred and the holy, and no longer settle for the Latinate distinc-
tion, recalled by Benveniste, between the natural sacredness in things and the holi-
ness of institutions or of the law.** This interruptive dis-junction enjoins a sort of
incommensurable equality within absolute dissymmetry. The law of this untimeli-
ness interrupts and makes history, it undoes all contemporaneity and opens the

very space of faith. It designates disenchantment as the very resource of the religious.
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100 ACTS OF RELIGION

The first and the last. Nothing seems therefore more uncertain, more difficult to
sustain, nothing seems here or there more imprudent than a self-assured discourse

on the age of disenchantment, the era of secularization, the time of laicization, etc.

(50) Calculability: question, apparently arithmetic, of two, or rather of n + One,
through and beyond the demography of which we spoke above. Why should there
always have to be more than one source? There would not have to be two sources of
religion. There would be faith and religion, faith or religion, because there are ar
feast two. Because there are, for the best and for the worst, division and iterability of
the source. This supplement introduces the incalculable at the heart of the calcula-
ble. (Levinas: “It is this being-two <étre @ dewx> that is human, that is spiritual.”)
But the more than One <plus d'Usn=" is at once more than two. There is no alliance
of two, unless it is to signify in effect the pure madness of pure faith, The worst vio-
lence. The more than One is this 1+ One which introduces the order of faith or of
trust in the address of the other, but also the mechanical, machine-like division
(testimonial affirmation and reactivity, “yes, yes,” etc., answering machine and the
possibility of radical evil: perjury, lies, remote-control murder, ordered at a dis-
tance even when it rapes and kills with bare hands).

(51) The possibility of radical evil both destroys and institutes the religious.
Ontotheology does the same when it suspends sacrifice and prayer, the truth of this
prayer that maintains itself, recalling Aristotle one more time, beyond the true and
the false, beyond their opposition, in any case, according to a certain concept of
truth or of judgement. Like benediction, prayer pertains to the originary regime of
testimonial faith or of martyrdom that we are trying to think here in its most “crit-
ical” force. Ontotheology encrypts faith and destines it to the condition of a sort of
Spanish Marrano who would have lost—in truth, dispersed, multiplied—every-
thing up to and including the memory of his unique secret, Emblem of a still life:
an opened pomegranate, one Passover evening, on a tray,

(52) At the bottom without bottom of this crypt, the One + # incalculably engen-
ders all these supplements. It makes violence of itself, does violence to itself and keeps
itself from the other, The auto-immunity of religion can only indemnify itsell with-
out assignable end. On the battom without bottom of an always virgin impassibil-
ity, chora of tomorrow in languages we no longer know or do not yet speak, This
place is unique, it is the One without name, It makes way, perhaps, bul without the
slightest generosity, neither divine nor human. The dispersion of ashes is not even

promised there, nor death given.
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FAITH AND KNOWLEDGE (]}

(This, perhaps, is what [ would have liked to say of a certain Mount Moriah -while
going to Capri, last year, close by the Vesuvins of Gradiva. Today I remember what |
had just finished reading in Genet at Chatila, of which so many of the premises deserve
10 be remembered here, in so many languages, the actors and the victims, and the eves
and the consequence, all the landscapes and all the spectres: "One of the questions 1

will not avoid is that of religion."* Laguna, 26 April 1995.)

Translated by Samuel Weber
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