Chapter 5
Of Divine Places

What is God? Why this question? Can God be said 1o be g thing? Shee
he is dead, do we not at least owe him respect for the person he w%zs‘? '
“What is God?” is nonetheless 2 classic azzmzicn, adimissible and éx;im
ted in rz%;e zzricwsz theologies. Quid 5it Deus?: peither 1he %ﬂmé awl‘
{ngfm% reject the question. On the contrary, it is the theological qaﬁ%m
for it presupposes guod Deus est—that God is. If it is established fw'z
:hwiﬂgiw that he is, it may then be asked whar he 5, what sort of zh%%
or being—even f the question cannol be amswered, for this oo is in %:%‘{?iﬁz
with the strictest traditions, not solely of Christianity but probably of Zzﬁ '
monotheism: we_must say that God is, or we must say of God that he is,
but it is possible thaz we will be unable 1o say of what being his unigue -
and eminent being is made. / e
“What is God?” will perhaps turn out to have been the necessary but
unanswerable question in which the god set about withdrawing,
, “1say: God is an essence; but smmediately and with greater ?/'a;”z:e i deny
it, saying: God is not an essence, since he is not of those things which are
definable for us in terms of type, difference and number, Agud afrer that
infer from this contradiction that God is an essence above all essence,
and, proceeding thus, my understanding establishes itself in infinity and
is engulfed by & (81. Albert the Great), V »
A I ean therefore answer, since | can set aside the wrong answers-—which
xa w say uithmately all answers—CGod is not m‘méca%ﬁt {This places us
mstaniancously at @ peak of philosophical saturation, in 2 Hegelian reab-
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worption of predication: subject and predicate have here, in God, merged
with one anothern’ In raising the question of the theology of the sole and
eoinent God, we already have the answer: Deus est quod o2, God is the
yery fact of his being, the guod of which is inaccessible 1o the question
guid? 1t defies the question, it submerges i1, and in that way 11 satisfies i1,

‘e pod of the Jews said 1 am who 1 am’; he did not say, as the
tyreeks understood i, 1 am that T am”” The gods of other nations said
they were gods, or sald nothing. One way or the other the god offered
ssedf in his concealed presence. I the god no longer offers himself, 3
we no fonger even conceals his presence in his divine being, he leaves only
hare zzi:zw:.a), where no presence withdraws or comes {advien?)y.

1. The question “what is God?” is an essentially monotheistic one. Not
hecause it names God in the singular: that_naming itself is after all merely
s conseguence of monothelsm, and monothelsm consisis first of all in the
pre-valence of the being of the divine, or of the divine considered a3 being,
over the gualities, functions, or actions of the divine. Contrary to a vague
amd widespread belief, monotheism definitely does not arise out of a reduc-
tion in the number of the gods, nor does 2 resudt from 2 condensation or
an Assumption of the Pastheon: in short, monotheism does not consist in
the positing of one single god as against several gods. I signilies another
position of the divine altogether, or an altogether differem way of looking
at it: here the divine is equivalent to being, and its qualities and actions
depend upon the fact of is being.

Ceriainly, this presupposes that being is one by definition, thay we arg
tatking about being in itself, or of the particular being of such and such
4 being 1éranr). The guestion whether being could be said to be several,
that is 10 say more than one-or fess than one—-4ies quite a way shead of

Oueid it Deus? presupposes guod Dens est, whereupon we a3k ourselves:
what is the being peculiar to this god who is—Deus est, ergo unus est, His
pality may remain unknowable, bul his quantity af least i certain, and

wengetul, powerful, merciful, nsofar as he i one, and nor the reverse.
Hence God is god insofar as he is, or exists, preeminenily, being one. The
idea of the preeminence of existence in being-as-one {{'érre-un) provides
the svsence of monotheism—which is not 10 say that monotheism always
simply confuses God with Belng: but_in it God is at least the preeminence
of . {Hence non-{ireck Judaism is not monotheistic: faith in the god
orw people s not faith in one god. 11 is rather the opposile.)
Polytheism-—which takes 315 name from monothelsme—also posits gods
who gre, but this being, a5 such, they have in common with all things that
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2%%‘3, z%zzﬁ it does nen constitute the preeminence of being, What does e
tinguish the god, on the other hand, is first and foremost z; guality com >

1o the race of the gods {immortality), then one or several }:;zzzz%%zi% %{:me
w each one of them. In spite of this they do not make up élgm% %’?‘4/’
é;gw@ of ;%m one divine. They do all partake together of divine %mmwza@%
but this divine quality does not exist by itself, no more than for its pay
ém«; the human quality of being mortal. Immoriality and fémz%%sz «tiff% (
?zzfg: on i%ﬁm conirary, existing takes place either in a morial ér in %
zmma}*m% .iag%zizm» The divine only exisis in the gods, in each gz% %ﬁ%Z; .
as he is this or z{zﬁi distinct god, the that one who exists immfzz’zzzi/iy: Apoils 72/ /'
Indra, or Anubls. In that case the question must be expressed as: who %
that god? 1t is a guestion concerning the distinctness of an %isz%zzi ang .
not the preeminence of existence. That is why the question may ;:311 l{}ﬁé;%i /
concern new gods: gods can turn up. W g

2. “As m%m;lg 50 rightly said, we should never show more restraint than
*{men speaking of the gods,” wrote Seneca. The passage by Aristotle is %%
fike the gf%%s of whom he spoke. We who come after must %izz;;w ali iv : é
more restraint, For we cannot ese a feeli ity there is miore
o bkt ot escape a feeling of futility: there is no more

“God,” the motif or theme of God, the question of God, no longer
means aayzﬁ%ng 10 us. Or else—as is all 100 obvious to an un%éézwzd mfm
W%u:zz the theme of God might mean 10 us has already mméé oF been %m%
éﬁz.zreiy mw%ﬁ» of him. Is there any statemen: about the z%i*vizaéz%mz %%
?ei}%fmz% be distinguished, strictly speaking, from another about *the ﬁ%ﬁ%
;?g:zj” {or its “absence™), “desirg,”’ “history,” “others” (gutrui), *the Other” .'
“%mg; “speech” {a paroley, *the sublime” “wmménézy” 2;%} w on az‘;%
so forth? It is as if “God” were in fragments, an Osiris dismembered
zﬁfzwng%%wx all of our discourse {indeed there are those whz;‘ wiiﬁi ﬁz}w w@w
tinue 10 spesk of the divine in terms of explosion, dispersal sm;;%:n%i%
eic.). As if the divine, God, or the gods formed the a:émrz;{%z fzm?;é ﬁ;
pzaz:xwm{;f:mm%m and as such erasable, insignificant—of every question,
every exigency of thought: wherever thought comes up against the ﬁ;{zh%
extreme, the limit, against truth, or ordeal {I'épreuvey,’ in short wherever
i i%z%rz%{si, it encounters something that once bore, or %emf% m/hzz% horng, l
at one ume or another, 3 divine name,

In a pithy formula that was not in itself without force, Jean-Luc Marion?
once dei’ig&.ﬁd what he saw as the necessary encounter between the modern /
age and theology in terms of “the principle of insufficient reason’: moder- /
Aty recognizing insufficiency everywhere (in consciousness, discourse, 10}
and theology proposing, along with God and the gift of Charity, the notion
of “insufficient reason,” or of what Marion calls “the gap,” :"z%%: distine-
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von” or “the difference” between beings, as opposed 1o the fuliness of
metaphysical being. In fact this was tantamount to proving the opposite:
¢ar from being rediscovered, God disappears even more surely and defin-
irively through bearing all the names of 2 generalized and multiplied dif-
sorenice. Monotheism dissolves into polyatheism, and it 15 no good asserting
shat this polyatheism is the true word and the true presence of God in his
distance from the supreme Being of metaphysics. For the infinitely absent
od, or the god infinitely distended by the infinite distance of god, should
no longer be termed “God,” nor be presented in any way as “God” or as
divine. Try as it may, there is no theology that does not turn out here 1o
e cither ontological or anthropological—saving nothing ebout the god that
cannot immediately be said about Yevent,” about love,” about “poetry,”
and 50 on and so forth, Why not recognize, on the contrary, that thought
in this age of ours is in the process of wresting from so-called theology
the prerogative of talking about the Other, the Infinitely-other, the Other-
infinite. 1t is taking away from theology the privilege of expressing the
ahsconditum of experience and discourse. In so doing, perhaps the modern
age secretly corresponds to the true destination of a theology: for it indicates
10 theology that, in order to speak of God, we have to speak of something
other than the Other, the Abstruse, and thelr infinite remoteness (if indeed
i i e1ill a matter of “speaking of something”). 5o long as we have not
understood what is here made clear 10 us, we will never move bevond an
interminable post-theology in which transcendence endlessly converts to
immanence {the “metareligion” of Ernst Bloch, in all of its metaphysical
candor, is an excellent example of thish. In baptizing our abysses with the
name of God, we are guilty of at least two errors or 1w incoherencies:
we §ill in the abysses by attributing 2 bottom 10 1them, and we blaspheme
the true sense of the word) the name of God by making it the name
something. On the other hand, the most subtle——and most theological—
error would doubtless consist in befieving that the infinite cannot provide
4 bottom and that naming a person is not naming 3 sort of “thing”
Lévinas may well say, in many an admirable text, that God is “Infinite,”
in the sense of “unthematizable”: the very term “Infinite” thematizes him,
and meanwhile that “revision of Hegel’s bad infinite)” which Lévinas pro-
pioses, begins to suggest #self, a revision that he claims will give the pnac-
complishable the dignity of the divine. One thus finds oneself wondering
whether any discourse on God can deviate, however slightly, from that of
Hegel feven were he revisedy, that is 10 say from the discourse of philosophy
itself, or of oniotheology {which culminates in the dialectical ontotheology
of the death of God) One finds onesell suspecting that everything could
b2 no more than a question of baptism: from one moment to the next,
what has been debaptized could just as easily be rebaptized with the name
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zgf God. And this “baptism” itself would scarcely be a metaphor: fr
there on there would be ample scope, vet again, for thematizine zha ‘m%
tery” of the “sacrament” in various discourses on the mme,wmf: w{;%
name, the property of names, on clection, the symbolic, and so cm,' .

It is thus not enough 10 a5k oneself what God s, That can Q“Li’i s
out 10 be the surest means of falling short of the question (if indeed it Z '
a guestion, if it still hides or still reveals a true question), for God %W;

_perhaps become everything {or nothing); perhaps he has become, mzém%i ,
at least, every true question, exigency, or furthest extreme of thought Wz
W)gifi need 10 be capable of asking, by a very different turn of s;zwz%z% '
or inquiry, if there is a place for god, if there Is still room iptacey Tor iz%%, -
that is, a place where he does not become indistinguishable from %}mézihiég '
é:%z;e,,‘ amd where it is consequently s1ill worth calling him by the name %
God {is this the only possible name”? | shall come back 1o zm; A vl
that allows us 10 prescribe, with Bias of Priene: “When speaking of the
gods, say they are the gods.” S
/ ﬁi’z;mi;::% we then in fact be dealing with a question of place, of distine
location {fiew) and not with a question of being? But access 1o such
question {z%:«;zzzziz an “mguiry” or “guest”), whose turn quite i’zaﬁmi
escapes me, 15 not offered me by a discourse de Dvo, of whatever sort,
can distinguish neither the “question” itself nor any access 10 i, Byt
suspect that one would need 1o move away, 10 find a place at some rem
in order 1o say of the gods that they are the gods. That is why, by way ol
a method, 1 find myself obliged here 10 fragment my argument.

3. (OF divine places: of the gods and their places; of the places they have
a%fmizmﬁi and of those where they bide; of gods without hearth or mz%
of aomadic gods; of the here where the gods are alsor of the common
places of God; of the gods common 1o all places, 10 some places, to 80
place; of God: in what way he is a 7opos; 1opics and atopics of the divine;
of gods and places: treatise on divine paronomasia; where is Ciod 1o be
found? in what place? 4
‘Zw yoursell, O God of glory and majesty, vou have need of no place;
you live entirely within yourself” {Bossuet]. But then what are these places v
“within yourself”?)

>

‘4, %ﬁaﬁ-@’i%r%ﬁ Pontevia once wrote: “The culi of the Virgin is one of the
major events in Western history, It is certainly an event, whose principal
ip%m%ﬁ are datable, and it is 2 major event, because it may well perhaps
be the last example in the West of the binth of a divinity)” | propose 10
add that this “last” example perbaps signifies, and must perhaps have
signified for Pontevia, 1hat a divine binth s always possible, and tha 18

P

L

OF IAVINE PLALES (0

merefore still_possible. But at the same time it means that such a birth
“hears no relation 10 a “‘return,” a resioration, or a reinvention of ihe
givine—quite the opposite. Pontevia was well aware of this: “the sacred
cannot be reinvented.” The divinity born in the figure of the Virgin was
s no way the return or the reincarnation of a former divinity. It was the
divinity of a new age: of a new age of painting and-eof-weman, as well as
of the age in which God himself would vanish into the Concept, ft was a
divine sign opposed 10 God. i P Comeept—avest
“The “last god” of which Heidegger speaks ought 1o be understandable
in this sense: not the god who comes after all the others, concluding their

ries, and perhaps not “a god” at all, but rather the fact that there is

vs another last god-to be born, 2 last god to come, 0F 10 disappear.

Whether he comes or goes—and perhaps his coming is made up of his

departure—his passing makes a sign. He is “im Vorbetgang™: he b5 just

passing, or he is in passing. It is in passing that he is, which s why he

was his essential mode of being in the Wink,? that is to sav in the gesture

we make in order to give a sign, call, invite, lead on, seduce: a wink of
the eve, a motion of the hand. The god, the last god: he whos, in ;:z:z%ingj'
swites, calls, leads on, or seduces—while “signifving” nothing,

This could therefore be entitled: g wink from the Holy Virgin, it would
pe the movement of profanation, the Virgin becoming Venus tPontevia
studied this). That is to say it would raise the question: what sort of advances
does the profane make to us? Not that, like a good dialectician, the profane
makes a sign in the direction of the sacred. But to “give a sign” is perhaps
always—divine. And the Virgin could be said to have given g sign for the
first time—or else for the last—in the very profanation of the god, beyond
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this god?" are jmplied by each other, For we cannot ask “who is this god?”
if we do not already know we are dealing with a god and if, conseguently,
we_do not know what a god, or the divine, is in general, Conversely, we
can only ask “what is God?” when an_existing being has been presented
indicated 10 us as “God.”” However, this is only apparently the case. To
. *who is this god?" does suppose thal we recognize him as being 2
. but this is not the effect of a knowledge of the divine previously
uired through cxamining the question “what is God?” We reCOEnize &
d as god, or as divine, without having the least idea of what that is, or
even that 1t can be, but because it manifests itself as such, (This constitutes
hat we call conversion.) The divine is precisely what manifests itself and
% recogaizable outside of all %&MMZ&&/L about its “being.” God does not

5. 11 would appear that the two questions “what is God?” and Ywho jis
H
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propose himself as a new type of being—or of absence of being—f:
to know. He proposes himself, that is all. ol ,
Conversely, the question “what is God?” is not posed, despite a l
ances, once a god has in fact proposed himself: for by so ;;rﬁpx';:&ing hzi):;
{or imposing his presence), he has eliminated the very possibility of

ﬁw:z;i.im}: The question “what is God?” can only be put when noth
remains of God or the gods that is divine, that is 1o say nothing that ”m'llz
itself known through its manifestation alone, through its passin i?: '
Wmif alene, The guestion arises when all tha }éfmias 05’ iﬁék:gaci; é/
God is the name, ”{Z}od:,"’ asort of Etraﬁgé}m%ilpmper, haif-common zz
Zr;g;?w?nd only then is it appropriate to ask what thing or type of bei

6. Is “God” a proper name or a LOMmMon noun?"" ;oo 4.

751, Thomas denies it is a proper name. For the ;)ri}ﬁgz?/“name‘dm%
refer. to the pature of a being but 1o that precise being—hor ali
considered as a singular subject. Now God is not a singular mzbjef:f
St. Thomas, although he is not zrmiwiséii nature either. The c&r;zm%}% ’
noun, for its part, refers to the nature of a being: but thai of God is for
ever zmkn‘awn 1o us. What remains is that the name God rz:feré;d},f;' Gb& >
its operation, and through that at least he is known to us. It will E%;
name borrowed metaphorically from one of the divine operations aﬁ 3
John Damascene indicates: “God comes from thein, which means ’ e
for all things, take care of all things; or from githein meaning buiz; i
our God is a fire consuming all wickedness), or else }ram :izéagtizﬁi l Liz
18 10 say to see all things” There s a more appropriate name for {};ﬁ
we are considering the origin of the name, and that is “He who is,”
the name God, despite its metaphorical origin, remains the sumrimz name
wheah we consider what it has the 1ask of signifying, that is, the nature o -
the divine, (#e who is does not qualify his nature: it :;;igni;”zea that he s
but not what he is, nor even that he i being.y However, for St. Tho a
ff%{? 1% afz ﬁwﬁ more appropriate name, and tha is the Hebrews’ ’;”ezmgmfﬁ" .
“which signifies the very substance of God, which is incommunicable and
50 to speak, singular,”. e, mtuiton, 4 vide The G

iwf,mca the God who is considered as the preeminence of being ‘a;%i not
at a}él as a singular subject, is nevertheless acknowledged, in 2%1:? end, 10
be in mmg way singular, and as answering to an unpronounceable proper
name. The Tetragram s in no way a metaphor, either for care, or for fire,
or for vision, but is the proper noun for him whose proper ﬁame cannot
be proncunced. The Tetragram is magis proprium than any other name,
b}zt because it is unpronounceable ( Tetragrammaton is the name of this
Name, but is not the Name) it is therefore aiso improper. Consequently

N

GAVTINE. 2

Lo

OF DIVINE PLACES L0 117~ L

3o —what we call *God,” and not_the pame Deus/Theos and all its
metaphors—is the very name for thé impropriety of the name. Tetragram-
safon s the common noun for this Name, or for this name considered as
the Jack of a name. “God” calls the god where his name is lacking: but
1he divine is a2 name that is lacking.

That is why, above and bevond the metaphysics of the Treatise on Divine
wNames that, from Pseudo-Dionysius 1o Thomas and down 10 the present,
repeats that God is unnameable (the absolute excess of being over the word
or of the thing over the sign is merely a law of metaphysics, which is
eminently applicable in the case of the preeminence of being), “God” is
that common noun {that metaphor, proper/improper by definition) that
becomes a proper name only when it s addressed 10 that singular existent.
who lacks a name. It is thus prayer, invocation, supplication, or whatever—

“addressed to the lack of a name:

My God, my God, life is there
Simple and peacefu]...*®

My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?

7. What does “my God” mean?

It is in no way an appropriation, a privatization, even less a subjectiv-
ization of God. “My God” says that it is I alone, each time, who can call
on God or the god. It is the voice of someone who is himsell singular that
‘can call upon and name that{other singular being. Speaking of “God,”
discourse speaks of the god, the gods, or the divine. But when someone
speaks they are addressing God, We say “my God” as we say “my friend”
or as we used to say “my Lord)” {mon Seigneur) which became “mon
sieur”” In each ¢ase, behind the apparent possessive there in fact lies what
we ought 1o call_an interpellative: you, here, now, are entering into a singular
relationshp with me. This does not ensure the relationship, nor in any way
provide the measure of it. But it proclaims it, and gives it its chance.

“My God” signifies: here, now, 1 am entering into a singular relationship
with-the lack of a singular name. Hence our justification in asking: who
then has the right or the ability to say “‘my God?”

8. Today what is no doubt most crucial concerning God is this: he is not
tnnmenble in the metaphysical sense of that being that is inaccessible to
21l names, of that being that transcends all names, including the name of
ing itself, according to an unbroken tradition that is the very tradition
! onto-theo-logy.” (St. John Damascene once again: “‘He is above all that
5, and above being itself.” This brings to mind the divine “superessence,”*
of Pseudo-Dionysius, Eckhart, or Ruysbroek, and even certain of Lévinas’s
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* (petwithdraw its own name, and in so doing to abscond from call and from

118 L OF DIVINE PLACES

%ﬁjﬁﬁﬁi?i}ﬁ& such as: “Understand a God uncontaminated by being”)* Gog .
is not unnameable in that sense, because in that sense unnameability is the
result of an overflowing of names and language, whereas the wmam;éa%}ii”
of the ggz;azﬁ‘ 1o whom | address myself (if 1 can) results from the lack ﬁf 4
name. f:‘ij‘am? is unnameable today in that his name, or his names, are iaé%izz b
There is no impotence on the part of names in general to express or %f%;"’
2%3 God (just as, conversely, the unnameable is neither necessarily nor exeln
_sively divine: after all, the name “being” is not appropriate 1o being %2%5 -
if as Heidegger says beingTs not”). In fact it could well be that the
Junnameable” is never divine, and that the divine is always mm%mm@;’
it it is for want of a name, But i is the grzég%r name of Gm{zmz is %:zzmi% /'
Such for us is the fate of all divine names—or of the divine in ail %W% %/
they no ;&ngm refer 1w gods, that is 10 say we can no longer call upon the ‘
g{;ﬁﬁ with these namey (Indra) Zeus, Wotan, Yahweh, Jesus). They are % .
divine names {and not as the nomenclature of worship), strictly m;gi;wi
‘,ﬂ?@cmbiﬁ: they no longer call upon #my God.” Se it turns out that alt
divine names refer, as 1o a common destiny written_down in the iﬁ%%ﬁ;;i
past of the Western world, 0 the unpronounceable Name, the unutterable
Tetragram. As if in Judaism it were writterr that the divine is destined ¢

prayer. And that we would then be left with only this withdrawal of the
name of God, in place of all gods, and also in place of the god of Israel.
When Holderlin writes: “sacred names are Jacking” or “there is a 2%%;
of sacred names™ (es fehden heilige Nomen),” he s not implementing
problematic of the Treatise on Divine Names {and in contrast, zhzfs %%%* /
appears much more as constituting a problematic of the concepts of {%%3; ‘
No doubts are cast, in Hélderlin, on the possibility of divine names. O
the contrary, the assertion of a lack of sacred names implies that we kn
what such names are—names, as Heidegger’s commentary puts it, “which
are commensurate with the sacred (or the holy) and which themselves cast
light upon it.”"” These names are thus_not only peculiar ‘.{;21%}};%} 1o the
fﬁi%if%@ they bring it to light, they make it known as the divine that it is. |
These names are the manifestation of the divine, they are thus perhaps 1o
far from being the divine itself. It is simply (if one may say s0) that these
names, here and now, are lacking,
{Thus we are familiar with the name God, and it is undeniable, when
all is said and done, that it does bring to light something of the divine,
however little—at least when we still say “my God,” in a sort of mild
relaxation of thought and speech. However, even this name is seriously
lacking: "God,” “god,” the God, the god, the gods, gods. . . which way
are we [0 take 87 When Molderlin writes “der Gorr,”” because in German
all pouns 1ake a capiial leter, we do not know if it should be ransiated
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sy “the God” or “the god”; but Holderlin himsell does not know what
is naming. Der Goit names something divine that no longer has any
identity, or else it names the very unidentification of the divine and of all

¥

'ihe gods. The Tetragram itself is drawn into this unidentification: it can

a0 longer be the common noun for the proper Name of the god, but is in
arn subsumed under this even more common noun, “the god.” which is
she name of no presence of 2 god.)

And so a history ends as it began: “In former times, 50 1 have heard
; said in Dodona, the Pelasgians offered up all their sacrifices while invok-
ng ‘the gods, without referring to any one of them by a gualifier or 2

personal name; for they had as yet heard of no such thing” {Herodotus),

39, What is a proper name? s it j:;azx, of language? This & not certain, or
{ a1 least it is not certain that it is a part in the way a common noun is. Jt_
does not behave like a sign, Perhaps its nature is that of a Wink, of a
‘_‘ges‘iﬁzﬁ that invites or calls. On that score, the lack of proper names has
" pothing whatever 1o do with the metaphysical surfeit of the thing over the

sign, of the real over language. The lack of a proper name is a lack of

‘(" Wink, and not of signifying capacity. It cannot be judged in relation to

sense but in relation to gesture. For the same reasons it could be that there
is something of the divine—rather than any meaning—in all proper names.
Thus all names could be given to the gods, so that if there is a lack of
sacred names, it is not because certain names are Jacking. There is a lack

. of Gaming) of appellatives, of address.

1am she, says Apuleius’s Isis, “cuius numen unicum multiformi specie,
rity vario, nomine multiingo totus veneratur orbis, Inde primigenii Phryges
Pessipuntiam denrm matrem, hine autochtones Asticl Cecropelam Miner-
vam, Hline fluctuantes Cyprii Paphiam Venerem, Cretes sagittifen Dictyn-
nam Dianam, Siculi trilingues Stygiam Proserpinam, Eleusini vetustam
deam Cerrerem, et lunonem alil, Bellonam alii, Hecatam isti, Rhamnusiam
Hi, sed qui nascentis dei Solis inchoantibus inlustrantur radis Aethiopes
Arique priscaque doctrina pollentes Aegyptil cacremonis me propriis per-
colentes appellant vero nomine reginam Isidem” {whose single godhead is
adored by the whole world in various forms, in differing rites and with
many diverse names, Thus the Phrygians, earliest of races, call me Pes-
sinuntia, Mother of the Gods; thus the Athenians, sprung from their own
soil, call me Cecropeian Minerva; and the sea-tossed Cyprians call me
Paphian Venus, the archer Cretans Diana Dictynna, and the trilingual
Sicilians Ortvgian Proserpine; 1o the Eleusians 1 am Ceres, the ancient
goddess, to others Juno, to others Bellons and Hecate and Rhamnusia.
But the Fthiopians, who are llumined by the first rays of the sun-god as
he is born every dav, together with the Africans and the Egyptians who
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excel through having the original doctrine, honour me with my
rites and give me my true name of Queen lsisy, @

Tk ”

10. That God has a name, that the gods have names, which are theirg
which are, consequently, holy or sacred names, of that there 5 no douk
One thing only remains undetermined; whether “the lack of sacred na
Amounts 1o a pure and simple absence-~be it definitive or provisional-
the sacred, or whether this lack still belongs to the sacred iself. Heideg
writes that “the source of this lack i probably concealed in a resers
(Vorenthalty of the sacred” The lack of divine names—the suspension of
prayer, of worship—would thus be a way for the sacred to keep itself in
reserve, 1o withhold itself, and as a consequence, thereby 10 offer itself, g
offer iiself in reserve, both as its own reserve and as its own withdrawal
The suspension of worship: no longer to be able to sing, as in the Cag
hymun 0 the Holy Sacrament, * Adoro 1o devote, lactens deitas.” For i
5,00 longer a Jatent divinity, that is to say a divinity hidden by appearar g
and revealed as present in its latency. There is nothing latent, there is only
the manifest, and what is manifest is nothing other than the lack of saer
names, visible and legible everywhere. There is no fonger a single div
name that cannot be pronounced in the most profane and ordinary w
Moreover—proof ¢ contrario—we 1o longer blaspheme the name of Go .
The divinity is not concealed by this lack, it does not pass from one fors
of latency into another. This lack reveals the divinity itself as suspende /
We should beware of the dialectionl reserve, the Aufhebung 1o which &
degger’s words could give rise: 1 would argue that we should underst
those words as meaning that it is the sacred itself that is lacking, want
failing, or withdrawn. The lack of sacred names is not a surface
concealing and manifesting the depths of 4 sacred held in reserve, 1 bars
the way to the sacred, 1he sacred as such 8o fonger comes {advient),
_the divine is withdrawn from iself

D
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11 1“should like here, without violence and without confusing them, to
force together Lévinas and Heidegger momentarily and say: the lack of
sacred names is the &-Diey of the sacred. An a-Dien from the depths of
its withdrawal: 2 thought that is for the moment guite simply lmpossible—
and impossible in any case as a unified thought.
—Each of them knows that a waiting concerning the divine is inscribed

“ar the-heart of our experience, at the heart of our slow-footed Western
—

necessity, For-Lévinas, this waiting, the vigil fraverses) perishes {transith,
and pushes to the breaking point COBSCIousHess—man, the self, being, and

philosophy. In this_"Breach of immancnce” 2 presence comes Ladvienty-—
God, the in-finite, “the bevond of being,” transcendence as an “ethical

4
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fi-for-she-other.” The breach delivers us up 1o an “a-Dien.”" For Hei

degper, dhe breach of immanence s consthiutive of ex-istence {of being-

cherey, and the god B not 8 presence that could ;mme}h%e: iﬂz’z z%fzifs sense”
: 1 is beipg-unto-death and not unto-a-g0d. "fﬁfzz zhw afzz‘ o wz%glagzcai
onstitution _opens precisely onto the possibility of waiting for z%zg §g1;gng¢w
he divine, which would then in shori be a strangencss strange 10

arme time as lo dembh. Man dies continually, under ﬁ::mm‘?_%’m?ﬁm z%ze
we.”" Thus the possibility of a “being-unto-God” (ein 7?2&1’2{2?}%’% Sein

“ou Goif) is opened up, but not established.” | could say: the (zf{?(ﬂz’i of
2@1{1&5 is constitutive of the “passivity more passive t%}an puassivity” in
wh immanence 5 breached; Heldegger™s being-unto-God {07 pnio-the-

1y 15 merely a possible: opened up, offered by ngz&a:?%y{w%z%mia” with-
rawnd, in the finite transcendence of %@%ﬁg%ﬁm;ﬁiz%ﬁ, ”%”%i%g%zz Z‘?i&i%
1o the bevond of being and 1o the f‘irx%wgega of being; to Zi”iﬁﬂ, ’z{fz’»tfm«amha’fxt
sz} 10 the for-death: in each case thought has so to speak its d-dien. 1t is
doubtless 100 soon 10 be able 1o say what clashes or encounters, what
gvasions or confrontations, mark its passage from one araz%aszz 1o the other:
i simply wished to recall, here, thesizn {Wigi{} that is z&ér%fi% thus 10

he thinking of our times > ) 7 | nat-. o

7 | BE P ) 4 S wetss, « o M
12. The singular address to a singular god—my god!—is prayer it general,
The 'Z%fk of names suspends praver. To celebraie zmm@?émm %%23/5}%’%4
being, or the immanence of the divine, or ¢lse, like ffm (}cfmzm ﬁ?%mf
whose heirs we all are, the “sublimeness™ of God {rz&wgdayg “ihe m%ma
hias at times begun 1o 1ake on the role of a new negative theology), is not
1w pray, is no longer to pray. To pray 5 first and fﬁfﬁmi);ﬁii 1{3 zz:zmﬂg the
singular god, my god. Praver is suspended. All that remaing 5 a zﬁzft%?i
4 z;z:;zz%%fm {eirationy in the memory: schema Israel . | Pater noster . . Zzz ;{zziz
ilig “Hah. . .. This recitation, like our cultural or cult memory zf?f divineg
names, merely sustains the reality of a lack of prayer. This recitation waw
for want of praving, 1t does not implore 50 as 10 be able t;’)%}t:i’f agzzun 10
pray: it addresses a lack of praver 10 a lack of sacred name, 8 5 g lany
iaid bare.

13, A polemical note that it is unfortunately difficult to dzapw% %{zzh
when one ventures 10 speak of "god” wday: in the last few years a ﬁ;zckgﬂmg
traffic has zrown up around a so-called return of the spiritual md of the
s, 7 %%mu%zzmzzmzs;%% the religious aspect of recent %ﬁﬁz,}%égéz i‘%%féixﬁ{% the
d end of Marxism, the renewed assentiveness of Islam, the rediscovery
aml return to circulation of several currenis of Jewish thought, have all




122 10 OF DIVINE PLACES

been exploited, then indiscriminately and uncritically enlisted in the py .
motion of a new cultural value, a spirituality éﬁemzzziyn%%%w for g ;Z{iZ -
Western world, which has lost faith in all its “ideologies.” This iﬁ"w fz:,z% «
out ?’f stupidity or cunning, the philosophical work that izzaf;; been ui%% ;
mittingly carried out from z starting point in the death of (f&%}é iz%zi%%i%
woday entails among other things recognizing and meditating L%Zé&@i%%
upon this irrefutable and unshiftable event that has rendered derisor %:%
advance any “return of the religious”]. The death of God calied fwzmi //
brought forth a mode of thought that ventures out w%af:re God zz%z %%m

guarantees ¢ither being or the subject or the world. At these éxzf%m% ﬁiZ
these abysses or amid this drifting no god could possibly %:Zz;,m %’Wi
because there is no reason why the divine should lend its name 1o %z;pﬁm;z;
what thought explores or confronts in its withdrawal, E%zczmﬁ because g%z
are zzMaw coming—or at least can always come-—but d(ngziéss nﬁ%r 0 l
again. %@gfzztiag the death of God, when not politically or mmméwi% «
motivated, Is tantamount to forgetting thought, ¥ is mcrem’xz? %rmz%z
though not really surprising, to note that this “return of the %Zigi%z” '
proposes itself at the same time and often under the same colors as ﬂ%l
return of an empirico-liberal pragmatism [roughly speaking %}f‘y the?&z%
perian variety] that accurately reflects, in an i{izmif:;ﬁ forgetting of mi%zg%
the actual “spiritual” content or conduct of these movements of &piﬁi%/

.

S

2 45575, e B ¥ I g
i4, ?{%ﬁﬁ iz f;izz,;zz?’ is the question of 4 man wanting for praver, wanting
for divine names. It is the question of a man wanting for God {which i
not necessarily 1o say Jacking Gody, or else it 35 ¢ 6% by | wan
5 hing Laou), of else U 5 the guesiion oo
1o the want of God,. e
' It is Hbiderlin's question, which Heidegger chooses 10 take up, because
the i’;’ﬂ’fﬁ%%?ﬁ “who is the god?” is “perhaps too dif ficult for man and asked
100 so0n.) '

What is God? The sky'’s aspect,

Though so rich in gualities,

is unknown to him, Lightning indeed

Is the anger of a god. All the more invisible

Is that which has its envoy in something foreign 1o it
The world is unknown o God. The visible and its briltiance, appearing
(l'apparaitre) is unknown 1o him. But he, the invisible, delegates himself,
or rather sends himself—or destines himself {sich gcizir:km}wéﬂ the visible,
?im/zf;z%z%ng foreign in which, having sent himself there, he is all the more
invisible, Heidegger writes: *The Invisible sends itself there so as 1o remain
_what i is: invisible,” So what is God? He who wishes 1o remain unknown,
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e who wishes, sending himscll in the visible, there 10 remain invisible,
(od is not the Hegelian Absolute who “wishes to be close 10 us.” God
not wish to be close 10 us when he sends himsel! 10 us, in the visible

4,

we know: he wishes to make himself invisible therein.

tBut what if 1he fact that be wishes 1o remain himself, ebsoluium,
parate in hbis invisibility a1 the beart of the visible in which we dwell,

i

wore gnother form of the same Absolute will? And if that is indeed the
case, can we still be content 10 go on conceiving of God, with or agains
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a day not come when we shall bave to confront a god outside, exposed in

- _the open sky, nowhere hidden and internal 1o nothing? We must leave these '

guestions to find their own way. 0 Lo

God is that which knows not the world and which does not manifest | |

itself there, does not present itself there, although it penetrates it, sends .
iself, and dispatches itself therein, The beginning of Patmos is well known: ™

He 15 near
And _difficult to grasp, the God.

The nearpess of the god is inscribed in these other lines out of which
Heidegger develops his commentary:

Is God unknown?
Is he manifest like the heavens? It is rather that
_Which 1 believe,

Heidegger writes: “This God who remains unknown must, a1 the same
time as he shows himsell for who He is, appear as he who remaing
unkaown.” The god is therefore as manifest as the heavens, he is as revealed
{offenbary as the open sky and offered 1o view, selfsame with its aspect.”
The face of God is as manifest as the Angesicht of the heavens. Heidegger
writes that “the God who remains unknown is, as such, made manifest by

RN

4

> heavens,”
But the poern does not say that God is made manifest by means of the

Hhat God is_manifest like the heavens, that is to say that_he is as visible,
s offered to the view of men as the radiance open and offered over the
entire horizon, indicates that the radiance of the divine is equal 1o that of
ihe heavens, butpot that it is mediated by i1. The god may very well be

_made manifest(selfsame With the heavens, or with the sea, or with the skin

! man or the animal’s gaze; i1 may be that he is manifest selfsame with
verything that is open and offered and in which he has dispatched himself,
But none of that serves as 2 {re)presentative of the god-—contrary 10 what
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: ‘f?izziﬁe%m% text may at least lead us 1o believe, If the heavens, or ife
Sl in general, Angesicht, countenance, is also the place of divine m@éifzﬁ%(

it is not as a visible image of the invisible. The invisible divine lets
be seen resting, iself, upon the face, or woven into i1, sent or 4&%;;%
| therein, but as another face that lets itself be seen izer%, without “here’
| serving as mediation for it. ' e

{This im-mediacy of the god, who is nevertheless not something imme. /

{%izzze;, this immediacy withdrawn from proximity and Immanence in iis Wit
~manifest presence, is no doubt so unamenable 1o our modes of ﬁ%séﬁzzf%
that Heidegger, like Hegel perhaps before him, seems to lose sight o ;
almost as soon as he has ghmpsed i) N E
_(Here—on a face, but equally, perhaps, in a name—the divinity lets itsel
%“%ié};,, manifestly invisible and invisibly manifest( God reveals g};x;;zﬁ?w
and God is always a stranger in all manifestation and all revelation, Rev
elation—if such a thing must be conceived of—is not a presentation %ﬁ
representation: it must be the evidence of the possibility{never the ne Y)Y

were something that can be exhibited (that is why to the guest
is God?” there is and there is not an answer), it is rather thé unio-G

énl}{zu} m'béizzgmnzz}%a& Or more exactly, it becomes manifest that such f
a being-unto-god is possible, that man is invited and permitted io be— %‘4}&5 '.
4 PN A g

18, 10 die—beforéGhe face of the god~y—Modey cxperitnce. >

P g o = > T ur g i . .
Pascal: “Instead of complaining because God has hidden himself, f;éﬂi ,

will give thanks 10 him for having revealed himself so much.”

13, Moreover this is what grounds such a revelation: the essence of the %%ﬁ

is recognizable simultaneously by two features, the first being that man iz

m}{ the god, the second that man and the god are together in an identical '
region of being {nelther of them Is being: in Lévinass languaze they are

together “bevond being”—but there is no such “heyond” )

‘ Heidegger savs: “The gods and men are not only iHlumined by a light. . .,
??azzz; are illumined in their being. They are conquered by light fer
Zi;*%zé?z} ..., never hidden, but dis-lodged fent-borgeny)” ) G

Man and the god, in their radical difference, which is none other than
the opening out of the “sacred” —but which is equally well an bp-mediacy
outside of the profane and the sacred—disclose themselves 1o each othern
and perhaps by means of each other. They disclose themselves, they are,
eag’:?z for his part and each for the other, those who come diéﬁ%{}i&fzé:

But what is disclosed here is thelr strangeness. Where man and the god
uzfzzsz,, 10 disclose one another, and 10 be disclosed 1o cach of her, as smmg,é%
n strangeness isell, there the god disappears. (For Hegel, on the contrary,

R

sesentation: i must L SSity)
of a being-unto-god. What there is revelation of is not “God,” as # he
u%%;% :/
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senan can know he has a refuge In God, since God is not a being strange
i Bimd

Perhaps, at the extreme—but everything is always decided at the ex-
me—we will one day have to face the facy {découvrir) that the god &
essentially distinguishable by nothing save the extreme strangeness of his
coming. Buripides:

Mumerpus are the forms of the divine,

and pumerous, the unexpected degision of the gods.
What was expected does not come about,

but for the unexpected, the god has found the means.

s, 1f God s God, his death is also his supreme strangeness. Although
Hegel himself cannot ultimately think this death except as “the death of
death,” he nevertheless cannot avoid remaining suspended, seemingly dumb-
founded {so that we remark that he too did after all experience the divine)
in the face of the event: “The supreme alienation of the divine Idea: *God
is dead, God himself is dead, is 2 prodigious and dreadful thing 10 represent
10 oneself, something which presents to representation the deepest abyss of
schism. ... God is no longer alive, God is dead; a most dreadful thought
s0 everything which is eiernal, trug, is not, there is negation even in God;
supreme suffering, a feeling of out-and-out perdition.”

In the death of God—inasmuch as “we have kitled him”—something
of the divine is announced, or rather called upon, as Nietzsche knew. It
is not *the death of death”” it is not the dialectic of the God of triumphant
subjectivity. Of course the gods are immortal, they all rise again: Dsirts,
Dioaysus, Christ. But resurrection is not what Hegel would like it 10 be,
11 is not the end of the process, nor is it the final appropriation of the
Iiving Concept. Resurrection is the manifestation of the god inasmuch as
he comes in his own withdrawal, leaves his mark in his own obliteration,
revealed n his own invisibility {1 Is not a “resurrection,” 1 is not 4
return). The god is invisibly manifest and manifestly invisible: this is lke
4 diatectic, but #t is not one. However, the fact that 1t 15 not one can only
be revealed by the god (here perbaps lies the difference in knowledge, o
Jn experience, that distinguishes Hegel from Halderlin.

What “resurrection” refers to—inadequately-—is the radiance of mani-
fesiarion. Osiris, Dionysus, Christ are never as radiant as when they have
risen again. They are then what they are: gods of radiance itself, divine
glory open, offered, dazding as the heavens and effaced like them. But
this glory, this splendor, like that of the heavens, emerges from shadow
andd in shadow, in the darkness of the absence of the heavens, of the absence
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of the world and of god. Divine radiance is just
of this darkness, which is itself divine.

’ This is not a dialectic: the gods are immortal. “Death” and “resur
%zm” do not apply to them. What does apply 10 them i W%tai i%m;; zZi:
in common with the heavens, without the heavens being tiweir meﬁii&z%@;
g%%: sovereign interplay of darkness and radiance, of radiance wiz%ﬁz@w
into daf%nm@ and of darkness as manifest as radiance.

For if mortals have the possibility or the reedom to be-unto-god, unge
whag of unto whom can the god be? Unto nothing, unless it be zmz%; lim,%
fﬁfif;%fiﬁ‘%%mﬂ itself: radiance, effulgence, and darkness. The god is not the
?%Mwm W0 be-unto in general. He is not projected-1oward 01/ zimzmzium “
He simply comes, in radiance and in the withdrawal of radiance. Or mmm; -
his pure radiance withdraws him, '/

as much the manifestation

17, Gilles Aillaud: “The invisible does not conceal iself Hke an essemtial
secret, like the stone in frult, at the heart of what we see. ?z%iy di%}%’ .
for all to sce, the hidden always protects the un-hidden™
i :%%z%%é like to write: always, whatever happens, a god protects morials,
z%w 5 10 58y exposes them to what they are: and in 50 doing, he ﬁ%z}ﬁ%g’
himself for all 10 see, withdrawn like the heavens. But that is ;c; wriz;: more
than | can. h P
Yot Seneca in his time wrote: “Many beings akin 1o the supreme divigg
both fill our eyes and escape them” (Ocwlos nOStros 21 implent et ﬁ&:géz%ﬂi}
}%}m filled and ﬁzz%ri_@é by divinity, that is our condition. :

z?é Origen: “1f there i an image of the invisible God, it is an invisible
wmage.” o

19. One might say: there is nothing more divine than a new god shi
?z&,aﬁ his young splendor, But this new god never comes in érz? temple; #
is the emptiness of the temple and its darkness that make it the sacred.

place. ‘ o —
Art is sacred, not because it is in the service of worship, but because i
mfzim manifest the withdrawal of divine splendor, the invisibility of its
gzxazz;?ﬁszaz%azz, ihe inconspicuousness of its CAposure. MNo passage in Hegel
betier salutes the gods than the one in which fae ;s shown é}fgéf%%ﬁ their
absence 10 us: “Statues are now corpses whose animating soul %zzz; fied,
%z;mm are words which faith has abandoned. The tables of the gods are
without food and spiritual beverage, and games and festivities no longer
restore to consciousness the blessed unity between itself and gssence. Lagks
ing in the works of the Muses is tha sirength of spirit which saw ceriainty
itself spring forth from the crushing of both gods and men. Henceforth
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shey are what they are for us: beautiful frults plucked from the treg;
taie has offered them 1o us, 25 2 young gbd presenis this fruy)?

Whao is this young girl? She is herself g work of art, she is painted on
a freseo, she is deprived of divine life—she is thus a goddess berself, exposed
1o hey own withdrawal, The girl, in the flush of her vouth in the midst of
e world of “that pain expressed in the harsh words God 75 dead)” 15 the

friendly

divine 1truth of the presentation {Hegel writes prdsentivrsy or the offering
of this frult in 5 beavty. 71 is g pod—or a gotldess——whe offers us art:
t

that 15 something we have still 10 think about.

20, The sacred in art, thus defined, means thar ol an 5 sacred, and tha
shere is nothing sacred save in ari or through it. That is what Christianity
in the grip of the Reformation ceased 1o undersignd. (For s part, the
Catholie church forgor God. Thus it oo ended up losing art, and 50 be-
coming indistinguishable today from the Reformation.) -
There s no profane arnt, and there s pothing sacred outside of a1
However, that is only intelligible if we have done with “aesthetics” And
alse perhaps with “art.” The divine manifests itsell at the limits of an,
but without art, nothing would reach those lmits. And 1o understand 1his,
ought we not also 1o have done with the divine?
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21, In his study, Divine Names, Usener saw a ;}firz%my species of gods in

|

1wse he called “the gods of the instant,” divinities attached to nothing
other than a momentary staie, a sensation, or an jsolated feeling. “"The
singular phenomenon is divinized without mediation, without the inter-
vention of any generic concept, however narrow its limits; the bare thing,

#5

which you see before you, that and nothing else is the god.”"™ Usener s
ceriainly wrong 1o be content with what we might call the positivist and
anthropocentric notion of #divinization.” precisely when describing this
encounier and this nonconceptual designation of the god. (Not 1o be able
10 place, face to face with religious faith, anvihing other than this paltry,
artiess reversal, the Ydivinization”™ by man of 2 natural thing, s not 1o be
in the death of God, it is 10 have forgotien the death of God itsell: God
would not be dead if be had simply been a projection. As Mietzsche well
knew, the death of God regaires of us something very different from anthro-
pudogical idolatry?) But Usener does unwittingly furnish the gssence of all
divine manifestation: the bare thing, which vou see before you, that and
nothing else is the god, (The “thing” ¢an be an animal, a person, a stone,
word, a thought.) God is never anything other than a singular, bare

nce) his presenc

manifests Hselt by its immediate operation” (Leibniz
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All gods are “gods of the instant,” '
Sl gOos e goos ¢ instant,” » 2 i S b
endure., tant,” for as long as they can or wish tg

Zéwﬁiﬁj@‘ ;&zm god who ceaselessly plays with the world, and the god wh
w5 it in 4 perpetual labor, There is th ‘ ' ;
ishio 7. s 1he god who comes and off
himself selfsame with the grass, or wi i o who ooy
self : o grass, or with suffering, and the o s
himself in the furthest 4 ] : Fiere b5 1 o OB
self i irthest depths of the twmples. There is the
bisnas B f : re is the god w i
Z’lzi%ﬁ% man, and the god who dwells in his gaze. ’ ho s
M; ;ﬁ;{: i% i%zé gmﬁ who approsches man 10 the exten: of touching him,
ane ! ;gajzi wf;{:z retreats from man to the exient of abandoning hi
WZ mﬁf j'/,}ﬁbf: two are the same: the god who touches man touches him so
?g Am; é"”ffé‘ %zmj 13 mm%% a0t 50 4% 10 take hold of him and deaip k;% .
aﬂam’fﬂ jhefzm desertion consists in the fact that God does pot démi% -
2;: 4 ;‘;@Ziéﬂi *f%zzz:%z man leaves him, bringing about the second desertion
by which God leaves him. In one of these desertions God fol —
; % In se desertions God follows and there
Zz:a m}%mf} 4%3»;%2{ it} for there is nothing sirange in the fact that {
/34,; 23 /% '3 5L A L 5 % 3 % '
k. {;: the men %@f@ leave him. But the first desertion is quite mysterious
and meomprebensible” (Pascal) ' B

S

zzhi?izzimi ;« a1 ;zizzgéﬁ with God. Protestantism, on the other hand, i .
sm without God. Catholicism is the worship of af is in G |
ti% loss of (,,:iz:,};i in all gods. Islam is the pure ;;r(}ilajziziﬁigz; Z}gig,iz
point w%gm i mwmm an empty clamor. Buddhism is the worship of God
i all gods or i?%e loss of all gods in God. Philosophy, for zis ézm z%zi;%
?hi communication beyond #1s confines and the abéﬁf};;;! > I astion of I
mbinite substance of God. © alienation of the
50 oan ’mzzm universe, for which God will prove to have been the pais |
fmzé the f(?r;w%‘ of infinite separation, comes 1o 2 close: d?viﬂ;irm %&zzafz"
immanent in the divine, the death of God zzmz:%déﬁ hig %z& e
” In a sense, a%% our great religions are inseparable from éﬁiin;& iy that
i5 m say from the omo-theo-dogical end—the aim and i%zl* iﬂ }
e, im and the cessation—of
“ And as fm* paganism, where do we grasp it if not at that extremity where
it already offers, in the god, the death of the god: Tammouz, A "?
Adonis, Dionysus, : i
» The death of God is the final thought of philosophy, which thus proposes
it as an end 1o religion: it is toward this thought that the W@sa'{%%c%é%
z%zzuma exchudes nelther islam nor Buddhiom) will have am%im% tended
It signifies: the death of death, the negation of negation, mmiiﬁ z%zi;
separateness of God, the divinization of man, the z%;zkérzy: 2;?7*&&3212'5(: c;i’ m%
knowledge and his history (or the affirmation of zhw mmi %T};iz‘zﬁi%iéaﬁﬁ%;,

M 0;_ J'L\b \ W om—

o-S: H,\/ "Wéﬁi s pLBCES (0P ! )15 1 LA
and the infinite suffering that his labor, his discourse, and his dedth bm:clne,h,
when they have as their goal and their meaning an infinite reconciliation, s

The god is abandoned in thought of apsolute separation and reconcili-
ation, which is thought of the “death of God” The god dogs not die in
shat thought, since he rises again there endlessly, fike the very heing of
sothingness that has passed through the nothingness of being. But things
are worse: he is abandoned there—or else, he abandons us. He abandons
us 1o our philosophy and our religion of the death of God. o

—
—

Clsgypr= ~payor U2 &

24, But we must not jump to the conclusion that the “god of the philoso-
shers” is a vanity pure and simple. Every philosopher in his way, according
15 the order and the ordeal of thought, alsoe experiences the approach or
he flight of the divine, ’
There is at the heart of every great philosophy {and this could be the
measure 0f 15 greainess), a mysiery concerning God or the gods. This is
in no way to say that the mystery is the heart of the philosophy that bears
it 1t certainly is not; but it is placed in that heart, even though it has no

-

-~

-~

i

place there.

An example—which is also of necessity 1o say, an approximation: in
Ldivine understanding there is a system, but G »d himsell is not a system,
3 life,” You will always quite justifiably be able 10 demonstrate the
deep-rovted equivalence, in speculative idealism, of “systerm™ and “life,”
and in so doing make that statement of Schelling’s contradict itself. Yet
you will not be able entirely 10 deny that the same sialement tenuds oF
pretends 1o something that is not exhausted by that equivalence and that
restifies here to the ordeal of thought. All would seem 10 hang, were one
inclined to attempt a commeniary, upon _an exegesis of the words “God ‘
himself.” Schelling is suggesting that the god himself s something other \
“again than “God.” From Kant to tisiderdin, by way of Schelling, Novalis, |
and Megel, this exigency of thought was put 10 the 1est {éprenve) and }
iransmitted 1o Nietzsche, Rilke, Heidegger, Wittgenstein, Lévinas, and us:
the God of the philosophers has himsell made god or the gods his concers.

25, Though all art is sacred, and though there 35 doubtiess nothing sacred
i art, art and the divine are nevertheless 1wo 1oially

wagept where there
s uself, art

distinet things., Which is 1o say that when the divine manifest
_itself is reduced 1o nothing.

Selfsame with whatever thing the divine is made manifest (for example,
manifes-

a thing of pature, an ammal, 3 stone, o7 else man Bimsells, 1his
tation places the thing within the sphere of art. But at the same time it

reduces art as such 10 nothing,
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) {,,?ZZ?»‘Q?%%?E?,’Z{{ transports what it sets to work apon into the sphere ‘v
the divine, because it is always a god—or a goddess—who ofigrs aé/%“ﬁi
sz of ii%g% insofar as it is art or for as long as it is art, it iaz;:wa 2;25

wine at 4 distance. his 3 art is always fane tha "
g 4;5:; jrz this sense art is always profane, no less than thought,

, Perhaps we are dealing here with two forms of the sublime, different 5
the extent of being opposites: o ’ o

There is the sublime in art, going from Kant 10 Benjamin and fr )
there on down 1o us. 1t signifies: 1o feel the fainting away of li:fw zﬁ%’g}% .
10 bf%ﬁf:: on the furthest extreme of presentation, on the Limit v;%f:;%: ;&
%g&gg presentation offers itself, and to be offered up w this {}f@%’%;

And zifw%: is divine sublimity, that in terms of which ?iégél %f:zk.& f
ii’iﬁi’flﬂ%?%ﬁ ihe Jewish moment in religion. In this case it is the ’mﬁi’z’ o
of God insofar as it overwhelms the sensible. The coming ,»;;g* €i£}fmﬁﬁ% o
the p?zi:z;azzzfzraz}zz to nothing, Here the sublime is no Zarzg,fér to m found %
that {1zftizzzé;t extreme of presentation where presentation is z?émi’mmﬁ into
?f?}ﬁ‘ﬁﬂ%. Itis in a presence that ruins all presentation and all mérézmtaiiﬁﬁ
It is no longer the gesture of offering, it is the imposition of glory. I i;
zxf}}f;mgm the limit of forms and figures, it is the light that ﬁi@pﬁz@%@ i%’
m;bzgﬂ God imposes his presence outside of all pms;e}zzaﬁéﬂ. %;3 wm m
the ruin of all appearing (/e paraitre). Art, on the contrary, infinitely incises
z;%zg edges of appearance (Vapparaitre), but keeps it iniai,;i 4

5 ?éi%ﬂ% the “thing” of sublime art and the sublime 1“1%25%” of t
dfgzﬁz, there can be said to be that infinitesimal (and in its turn éxz%ﬁ%mé?}
észﬁ;z‘mﬂg that lies between presentation at the limit and ;mm ;%%z;% e:
it follows that each can offer the other, but also that it is impossible £0
contuse one with the other, l /

26, %?mwm speaks of god risks the detestable effects of the sacralizati
of discourse. The language that names God is always well on the wzziz o
zg;i:mg; on some semblance of his glory. “God,” *“the divine.” “the sacred.”
“the holy” are insuperably sacred words: how could z%mj; avoid ’bﬁif% ;z
;:arz:;«: 1 sacerdotal arrogance, ecclesiastical love of power, not o meﬁtiaﬁ
clerical cupidity? Alternatively, it is prophetic bombast that threatens zhf:m/
130t 10 mf:mimg & mystic intensity—whatever their reserve and their s;}bz*ifzt*yj
in mdz case, discourse appropriates 10 its own advantage the merépiaaw
behind which it ought 1o disappear. | .
, We must not be blind to the danger today of a certain spiritual posturing,
f:ff 4 I/%z'muimj blamﬁ or sublime tone with which a “sacred dimension” I8
m@zz@m}%m 72t is one of the best signs of the absence of the sods, When
the gzm} is there, in fact, his presence is close, familiar, 5%1@3;}24&; and unob-
trusive, even though it be strange, disconcerting, and inag;cf:ggz%aic,,

bel:eved-, '

(In Africa, for example, whether conspicuous or concealed from view,
1he sacred appears familiae. Not that it tips over into profane or profanatory
familiarity: but it offers itself—or withholds itseif—with simnplicity, and
even in laughter and disrespect, because it has no need of a certain solemn
seriousness, affected and inspired, which belongs only to Churches, States
and Speeches. Need | add, the Africa of which | speak is al teast in part
a symbolic place.}

57, The essence of art is to be offered, and it is a god—or goddess—who
god, neither art, nor nature, nor thought, nor love. The gods come or do
not come. They impose their presence or they withdraw,

28, *The god is almost always the imminence of a god, or even the mere
possibility of a god” {(Alain).

To keep open, available, undecided, the possibility for man of a “heing-
unto-god™ is in itself a most resolute gesture of welcome 1o the divine. As
if this undecidedness alone—our own—were already unto-the-god. However,
it is not, by definition {(and that is where Algin is wrong in the endl

29. To have done once and for all with a constantly recurring error: being
is not God, in any way. Being is the being of beings, what is, Or rather—
for it is not part of a being—what it is about 3 being is the fact that that
being is. Consequently, being itself, in return, is not. The god, on the
contrary, is. If he is not, then there is no god: whereas if being is aot,
then there is being {or more accurately, there is = being)™ The god therefore
is(a _being, and in that respect he is one being among all other beiags.
Being is the being of the god, as it is the being of every other being, but
the god is not the god of being {that expression would have strictly no
meaning; the god is always, whatever and wherever he may be, the god of
nany.

©f what sort is this being, god? That is the elusive question: what s
zod? However, it is at least possible to say this: God is not the supreme
being {Frant) (assuming that there is any sense in talking about a suprems
being). God is the being we are not, but which is not a being at our disposal
in the world around us, either. God is the being we are not, which 15 not
at our disposal, either, but which appears or disappears hefore the face of
the existing, mortal beings we are,

For example, it is only from this angle that we may understand the idea
of god as creator, if we wish to avoid lapsing into error. God the creator
is not he who makes being be. Nothing and no one “makes”” beings “be™"
they are ot produced and production exists only within the wirtd of beings.




On'the other hand ing f i1 Pdtre) i ad’
5 001 a “making;: zﬁz i%iii; U G s Pt ot bl w0t g
God z%;ae creator does not make be, nor does he make

{,imi the “mfmim” {if we can keep this word) means: beings appear bef,
him, emerging from the nothingness of their being, ’f}zwﬁarjj Z:zrz ?ﬁm
;’z{zﬁ appear (Hs apparaissent et comparaissent’s before %zizzz;mw}%; mim‘?ﬁ%
himself or conceals himsel! before their faz:f:; in the ?i@%b%z: (‘%aj{? ﬁiﬁ%
;;;Zf;;zfz Zfztzf . Ziza%mz something like lght and | nﬂmm’iz hamﬁii@
xis ¢ sole power of my word,” as a metaphysical catechism
reﬂ%wdiy asserted. “Fiat lux!” means “the light appears before aiizm
gizci i send m%a%‘ in it.” Hegel: “This figure z? the Zim Zwii’ii%?i%fg
of ‘iﬁﬁ dawn, which contains and ik everyihing, and which s - i
in i1s formiless substantiality” T " presen
4 Mothing <an be summoned 1o appear before being, for
f%ifw%?é:g;_fl»{;*f?ﬁ%}ﬁ%iﬁg, Being, by not being, dz:i%w%ﬁﬁ%’iﬁg% up 10 what
i%ze; are. it ‘fzz” The fagt that a being detaches itself from %i”%?: mZ%;"ﬂ % ;

dt is. Hence being does not make beings, but it /i i?)zm;j}f;%}z;z”r«,{;%z
fzjz/zzw.dctaﬁwwm takes place, infinitely, in it and from it That 2@2%}2 finit Zzz

af being, in all beings. 1t detaches the gods a3 well as fz"z;'ml “22% émm mzé?
of the gods does not_exclude their finitude: they @pmr f;z they zﬁm %7
s {whereas being neither appears nor disappears: it 'z::ﬂs} o e
Between beings there can be all sorts af 'z%:%zz'z;mg:’”{‘%wm can be, among
others, that of the god to man, or that of the man to the god. ﬁy o
the other hand, have no relation to being, since if ic hitg ccher i

£, since it is nothing i

ae o , ha J I , s 0 2 other than
uge %“ém that beings are. From this point of view the god is {or is not) in
ihe same way 4% man-01 4 siar—is, The divine i not the fact that mafz%%

the being of beings

being has no

or the star—is. The divine is tha o A e § oy says, for example: God is not an object of possible experience: so leaving
he divine is that, or he,(with which or ¥ith whom man = AR zm;%: ble gxz%g’%g;’%jfé:{}%ﬁ}, Z o d e an obged 5 mpmtle ey

Tinds himself involved in a certain rel
absence , one of appearance, {parution
ihe star in it with him,
o ?Z{;z ;s wi"z}i.ﬁ}if gods necessarily have places, just like a person, a stay,
2 g monese 3% G4 4 Y 4 e
o f{ ;*fb ﬁmngﬂ %ﬁz@f:}g,g}%«z},f;. it (it “makes”) the dis-position, the spacing
- 3&' z:zzzge 4@@{{3% 10 zi@zr places {that is 1o say also according fo
b;jzz times), y%mz_zﬂzr has itselfl neither place norsime. 115 not, and this not-
g Uoonsisis” in the fact tha beings s i5-p " the " thei
1 i1 HANS BYE LI hroughoy
ifens: st thels Gas, Tho ot b Bs ¢ dis-posed throughout their
ot their fimes. 1he gods have their places and their times, They
are immortal and they have a history, The zods have 2 %é%%{ary and a
gwgm;;hy: f.,?%;‘y}::aﬂ move off, withdraw, spring up, or decline: they can
vome, here or there, now or later 1 show themselves, and
" . and show themselves, 2 ot show
i mselves, and not show

ation, be it one of presence or of
} or of disappearance. He involw

ks

2{} “{;f}d {:%L o 2F 34 g 5, 3

S Tt exists,” Pod does nod exist)” Ythe tion 0 j !

hieenfisre the cuncting Bessasitiog. & “Ahe proposit on, ol exists” {and
; ©OppOsIng pYopoOsition, 100} has no meanine”

these propo-

they M%fg
aliand a few more besides—been rigorously proved true. All of these
proofs and counterproofs put together have perhaps never demonsirated
anvthing other than the fact that being %sig;gji is not. For this whole array
of proofs was based on a confusion, in its discourse, between being and
God, 1t was demonsirated that there is necessarily being and God. It was
demonstrated that there is necessarily being, or some being, 45 5000 a5 we
admit that there is something. Then it was demonstrated that this “there
is” of being is in itsell nothing that is.

On the other hand, if in the advancing or the thinking of these proofs
there was anything that was at the same time preserved from this confusion
and that truly had 1o do with the divine as such, it must have been 2 totally
Gifferent sort of concern {souch, Not the concern 1o show that God (= nec-
ary being) is, but_the concern to intimate that God exests, {One can
conceive of the conjunction, one might say the interweaving, of these two
concerns in the writings of Descartes, and also in those of Hegel and
Mietzsche) To intimate that God exists: that is 1o say that he cannot,
precisely, be according 1o the mode of what we know and grasp as positions
of being, and that his is 2 quite different existenge, a quite different ordeal
of existing.

On this subject, proofs and counterproofs have doubtless always con-
curred: the proof of the existence of God corsesponds 1o the ordeal of his
im-mediacy (hence the idea ofthe infinite in meDan idea already present—
and vet by which 1 am myself overwhelmed), and the eritigue of this proof
again corresponds in its turn 1o this experience of being overwhelmed (it

el 78 ] 4 “ n»;)’;
Wz 1hus need 1o ask some quite different questions. Not whether God

7,
by

ol all these oy

exists, but _how (or else:_wherg amd when} be euists—which is egually 10
say: how he withdraws from existence, how be is not where we expect i
10 be, how he does nfip duplicate in another world the mode of existence
of our own, but i€ i¥ burs the existence of that other world, or else_how
his existence iscSiricilyinseparable from that of the world, an animal or a

4 person Of 4 poem, and how it wnceasingly rems 1 the reach
istences, and so forth. ' o

ippe
31 Deus, in ajuiorium nostrum intende ..
Domine, ad adjuvandum me fastina . .
Introibo ad aliare Dei,

ad Deum gui lagtificar juventutieom meam. . .

aboul

N hat is thero 1o say abow vanished rites, Jost sucred languages
ary incomprehensibility of those languages, which brought with

e
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them a1 %zf, same time a famillar truth; what i there 1o say about th
solemn rhythms of Latin, about genuflexions, ixzcerz%j ;«'ﬂmiaiés m‘zi‘ .
responses, about the church, that remote pla I of {%ﬁi’km;ﬁﬁ Al l iém :
what is there to say about signs of the cross, clasped hands, open "'é}/%
{zuzszfﬁwﬁeﬁ arms, chasubles on shoulders, stoles, shoes ia?; a,i ifﬁti‘;ﬁ? ;
2?1?2?2{5}5:;%” mats, prostration, or intoning; what is there 1o say about -
N ﬁﬁi?ﬁzﬁg,A(i‘f(}i%iZ‘ig *mz;zm be said about them. It is 100 late or 100 s00n
g@iﬁzgz?%z divine service takes place, we cannot be sure that it is not ey
the pious and ridiculous repetition of what it once %% l{;z f:i% z%z it s
fmi. confined 10 being the exercising of a social cfmwm’km I‘;i’ﬁ 10 say <
social obligation. Yer after all has it ever been any di?%m;” W%zf%:l ;ﬁz
iw?zm% can we say that true worship takes place? We ma' %vn it when i%z
£0d is present at the ceremony, o = —
gw;y in that case we are not far from saying that the prosence of the
: g%z@ﬁ the %4;?, for examplo—replaces o zzfziyamg% i%%fz’miz;i{;:? x:
worship. And g%zis; is not what is called for by our m{;;u%rfa;mﬁm of z;w cizzzﬁiz =
il mzng?z of it, our feeling for it: we feel that there must %}é%@mh% o
divine service; we feel that there must be celebration of the glory ﬁ% :?Z ‘
god. A'{%d yet we can say nothing about worship, We can sa}, z;wr» ér%
men and women who observe rituals; there are millions of z?z;zm*ﬁwwyéa' '
in every place. Bul nowadays we have also 10 1ake account of z%%: ,%%%zé%%f o
i%f _gz;a{isg wandering from place fo place, without allotied mm;a%zzé f;% &9% ¢
lished rituals. Einai gar kai entautha theous: “Here too are z?w %%i@ w be
fzzz,;zz&”; these words of Heraclitus can 1oday be given one fwz%zé; ﬁ{%ma
at least (it could also be that they now only have this meaning} a{*zmréizzg
o which “here” can be without place (Jiew), nowhere, or from éizzaé {%%ﬂ
1o place, a “here” wandering in and out of places.
It ?:{}.tﬁd well be—this is all that can be said—that it is henceforth 1o 4
wandering of the gods that divine worship and s mrmzm%n? imazé%}zzﬁ; musl
be adagmé: not 50 a5 10 disgualify these, but 30 45 to ascert z%zz%s in tf:zm%’%
or outside of them, in rituals or with no ritual, what %ﬁnﬁt’:ﬁm;z is *cui%’;iizé)
or that part of the divine that withdraws and confides ;i%l% 54 wzzb'rzdez;%mzt
not to say a straving {fgarementy of the gods. There is m vitual of w;
dering, nor should the significance of divine service be é:z%%szmzméé 50 %5
to zjzmi:,f: it, with Hegel, the equivalent of reading one’s daily paper. But in
divine wandering a ritual remains 1o be invented, or m%%m i

fu

-

32. ust as former materialists or former freecthinkers began intoning the
mz;m%w ;mww {patenitresy of 3 return of the apiritual, ginwi%%:zm were
getting down 1o reading the Soriptures and iﬁzdzzmmnéié;z the me e of
faith in terms of all the codes of the sciences of this %Z%;riai: seminiogy,
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psychoanalysis, linguistics, sociology, and 30 on. General anthropology
was called upon with the sole end of converting the word of God into
numan speech, so that men might better grasp its divine smport. Over and
above the manifest contradictoriness of this strange logic, there is something
curiously aberrant here:_as if God let himself be understood, as if he
made himself undersiood. 1n the time of the Scripures, God did not make
himself understood: he showed himself, his word obliged, there was no
guestion-—even when the Doctors were interpreting—ol knowledge or of
ynderstanding.

it is high time we learned that no Scripture can be of any help 1o us,
be it through a decoded message or a mystery held in reserve. The Book

s no longer, {1 am not saying “there s no longer a Book,” for there is

undeniably, 1o the same extent that there is divine service, in every temple,
church, synagogue, or mosque; but 1 am saying that the Book is no longer,
45 we ought 16 know since Mallarmé and Joyee, Blanchor and Derrida.}
i1 is not in vain that the text has proliferated, has become scattered and
fragmented in all our writings. The writing we practice, which obligates us
and is infinite 1o us, is in no way the Aufhebung of Scripture. Scripture,
on the contrary, is undone and swept away in i1, without end, without god,
definitively without God or his Word, toward nowhere except this carrying
away, and this disaster, and this fervor bereft of faith and piety.

Writing and its trace lie outside of Holy Scripture, along its outer edge,
which they contribute endlessly to fraying and breaking down, The age
when 1he Book was placed on the altar and read is past and gone. Writing
will no longer speak of the divine: it no longer speaks of anything but s
own insistence, which is neither human nor divine; it inscribes the undone
edges of Books, aliars, and readings, it inscribes the disjoining (délinison}
of their religions, it traces a divesting of the divine, the denuding of the
zods that no word announces,

-2 10 face, but without seeing each other from now on, 1he gods and
men are abandoned to writing, This abandonment is the sign given 10 us
Jor our history yet 10 come. i1 has only just begun, My pod! We are only

just beg

s

33 B afier all, a¥l gods are odious {rous les diewx sont pefionxy, Al
sacrality is oppressive, either through terror or through guilt. (As for sep-

arating the divine from the sacred altogether, is i possible without yet again
nullifying the divine?) All sacrifice is a 1raffic in victims and indulgences.

Christ’s sacrifice surms 1t all up: mankind redeemed as if it were a band of
staves, a1 the cost of the most precious blood. (How can anyone have sought
to argue that Christianity was a nonsacrificial veligion? Because it i5 2

%
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religion, it is sacrificial. And because it represents faith in a god, it iy
religion.) S
The gods are odious 1o the extont thar they saturate the universe and
exhaust mankind: that extent is no doubt always measured by /rﬂiigia:‘z
such, and religion, whatever we iry 1w make words mean, ﬁ:iég:giz:m and £ZZ
w.rcd remain the measure of the divine: the god who deserted mligi{z’ ’
would no longer be a god (Lévinas, among others, knows this: he éyzy
%;3&@5 0{ atheism, but it is an atheism of God, there is no ?f:tti%’g arouaz
the fact)y” The god keeps an eve, an ear, 4 hz;rzd on z:wwi%rzéﬁgz he hﬂi{ig
or pronounces “the alpha and the omega,” he accounts {ﬁ; wez;,:zzzizz,g aﬁé -
o the endd we must give account of everything 1o him, The %;f,;{%f; preven
z%a supreme undecidedness of man; they close off his humanity, and prevent
?zzml from becoming unhinged, from measuring up 1o the %zu:z;;;z@zmzﬁmzbiﬂ*
in the end God sets the messure, The gods forbid that man ﬁiz@iiﬁ i%
ﬂ%m i z%mhm than man. And most serious of all, they take %’ay his death
That is to say they take away his sacrifice—this time in the %Z}%’: of i%i;
fx%}an{imawm, For there is an abandonment that is not a traffic, but mm
15 an offering, an oblation, a libation. There is that: g genﬁr%;w aﬂﬁ /
freedom outside of religion—however, 1 am not sure whether z%m éﬁaﬁw
ffé{}mmm is still to gods, 1o another god said to be coming, or 10 “aé gond t
But 1t has death as its generic name, and an infinite number of forms .
Jccasions throughout our fives, — deal-bardo-veoirly ' /
o fiii?zz%}z this abandonment has always forged a path for iself through
the religions. In the end, though, these religions have failed 1o allow it o
be accomplished. They have irresistibly diverted # and misappropriaed ét»«;«
not modern religions only, but all religions, al} f’c,;rmg of worship, all rites.
’ What there is 10 say here can be said very simply: religious experience
is ﬁz%@zmng:ﬁ, it is an immense exhaustion. This fact is in/m way altered
by the upsurge in the political, sociological, or cultural success of religions
{”is%zzm in Africa; the Catholic church in Poland or, from another angle, in
f.‘;%t%i%%z America; Protestantism in the United States; Jlewish, Islamic, or
iﬁ%zgz%zﬁ fundamentalism; secs; iheosophies; gnoses). There is no return
af the religious: there are the contortions and the zzgz'g‘%um of its exhaus-
svon. Whether that exbaustion is making way for ;w%;az%wr concern for the
gods, for their wandering or their infinite disappearance, or else for no
god, that is another matter: it is another gquestion aliogether, and it is not
something that can be grasped beiween the pincers z:';%‘ the religious, nor
§£‘2di{?§:¥%§mbﬁiﬂi@ﬁﬂ those of atheism, E
“CNo god: xhis would be, or will be, unrelated to atheism—at Jeast 1o that
metaphysical atheism that is the counterpart of theism, and thar wanis 1o
put something in the place of the god that has been denied or refuted, No

1%
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zod: that would mean God's place really wide open, and vacant, and
abandoned, the divine infinitely undone and scattered. It could equally well
pe the god so close that we can no longer see him. Not because he has
| disappeared inside us, but, on the contrary, because in coming closer, and
| disappearing the closer he comes, he has made all our inside, all subjectivity,
| disappear with him, He would be so close that he would not be, either
| hefore us or in us. He would be the absolute closeness 1o ourselves—at
|once tormenting and glorious—of a naked presence,_stripped of all sub-
jectivity. A presence that is no longer in any way a self-presence, neither
the self-presence of a consciousness nor the presence 1o that consciousness
and its science of #ts wpresentations {of Self, World, God). But a naked
presence: less the presence of something or of someone, than_presence

.

%2?,% such. But presence “isell™ as such does not comstituie 2 subject;

1 does pot constitute 2 subsiance—and that s why “no god.” The accom-
plishment of the divine would be no god’s presence,

To return to the problem: this would not be a dialectic of death and
resurrection. 1t does not He by way of a death of subjectivity (which for
Hegel is precisely the definition of death, and more particularly of the
death of Christ), in which death is defined as the very moment a1 which
the subject is constituted, discovering itself and accomplishing itself in the
suppression of its particularity. God, in this sense, has always signified the
very idea of the Subject, the death of death, truth and life in the suppression
of existence and of singular exposure in the world, in the suppression of
place and instant.

The presence of no god would be what thinking on the Subject has never
heen able to approach—even though it was only ever separated therefrom
by an infinitesimal distance, indeed an intimate distance. It would be death
that is not the Aufhebung of life but its suspension: life suspended at each
instant, hic ef sunc, suspended in its exposure 1o things, 1o others, to iwself;

existence as the presence of no subject, but the presence 10 an entire world,
An invisible presence everywhere offered selfsame with being-there, selfsame
with the there of being, irrefutable and naked lke the britliance of the sun

Y

g z,
on the sear millions of scattered places.

This presenge of no god could however carry with it the enticement, the
wall, {ha i%i;zfﬁ‘ﬂf an a-diew: z going 10 god, or an adigu 10 all gods—
wogether, inextricably, divine presence and the absence of all gods, The
place—hic ot nune—in place of the god. Perhaps that was written between
the Hines of the very principle of onto-theo-logy: Deus interior intimg-meo,
: i5 @ place more remote than the place of any subject, a place(w ?’z{;%ﬁ
sheer invisible brilliance
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34. Why Christianity?

That is to say: why did Hellenistic Judaism, given Roman form, have
to engender that new era by which we once Hved?

In a sense, nothing new came of i, apart from a new con figuration for
a Western world already at least 1en centuries or so old. St Panl draing
from the language of Hellenistic mystery religions (a language im;)ragsa,m;}
at the same tirne with philosophy, and dating back to Egypt) the thin mckié
f}f wajfz%r from one or two marginal Jewish baptisms, and offers i1 in mé
impernious style of Roman activism 1o 3 world given over totally to morals,

{1 mean morals here in Hegel's sense: the reign of Verstellung, of :z;
ceaseless shifting between the pragmatic density of the here below and %@
transparence of values and wills in the bevond. I also therefore mean it in
Nietzsche's sense: ressentiment against this world, servility, the o’rgarzizaii%
of weakness—and in addition, work, technology, subjectivity, the ma@m

State, which will all nevertheless stili have been, 1o use Heidegger's terms
missives from being.) / i
Morals did not come from Christianity: Christianity, on the contrary,
originated in them. They are neither religions nor philosophical, In ;}%;zw
losophy they are a forgetting of thought, and in religion a forgetting of
the divine. Morals are Socratic thought without Plato, and Socratic thought '
is the impiety of Greece without art. (

What was new was merely the ordo rornaniug {which teaded both to be
a religion on Its own, not to say an absolute religion, and to dissolve in
itself all religion), which provided morals with a frame. In that sense,
Christianity was the Empire depoliticized and rendered moral, which is also
f" say unburdened of strictly Roman sacrality~and it was morals rendered
imperigd, that is, preserved from the adventures that they had after all been
through from the Cynics 10 the Epicurians {and perhaps down 1o the
Essenes),

But what then was radically new was the twilight of the gods in morals,
the opening out of humanism and atheism—and the simultaneous invention
of theodicy considered as the general matrix of modern historical thinking,
f}f technology, or of politics. Theodicy can only emerge when the god is
m decline and finds himself tangled up, as he declines, in the affairs of
the world: it is then that he must be justified, shown to be provident and
considerate, because the ways of the world and s affairs must be justified.
Theodicy is thinking abowt meaning and the gugrantee of meaning: in this
thinking it enguifs the gods.,

Theodicy—that is to say anthropodicy, and logodicy-is the truth of
Christianity, of that redigion that abolishes all redigions and Hself-having
completed the task of making the gods odious. It consists in providing the
meaning of morals by means of 2 morals of meaning: God is resolved into

AR
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a justified history {the history of a subject, history itseif as Sublect), and
the ultimate justification of this history lies with man coming everywhere
onto the scene in place of the gods,

He is the last species of odious god: the man-God, himself abandoned
by God, the totally secular divipity of humanity, in its arrogant forcefulness
{in hoc signo vincesy and in its complacent effusions {the Sacred Heart of
Jesush,

Something else was offered shmultancously, however, It was z praver:
“Let us pray to God 1o release us and free us from God” (Meister Eckhart),
This marked the return, in the modern guise of dialectical thinking, of the
old ordeal of the religion of the God who abandons, the religion that the
Western world looks upon as that of the Jewish people, the people whom
“God had kept aside to be the age-old anguish of the world,” and that
was “destined to witness the agony” of the end of the world of the gods
{Hegely., With the Judeo-Christian religion, moral assurance and anguish
at the passing of the gods progressed side by side. Our stheism will turn
out 1o have been inextricably woven from these two strands: morals that
dissolve the gods, and prayer to God 1o be abandoned by him.

1f we are to pass beyond our atheism one day, it will be beeause we no

longer even pray to God to deliver us from God.

35, However, Christian faith—not 1o say Christianity (but it is advisable
not 1o have too much faith in that sort of distinction)—exposed something
else again, a thing apart: Christ, That is to say something to be confused
neither with the personage whose moral preaching is told of in the Gospels,
nor with the sublime or bland figure exploited by centuries of piety. Set
apart from the doctrine of the Gospels and from the exploits (o geste) of
Jesus, Christic theology propounds_the mystery of the man-god, This mys-
fery corresponds 1o the fact that the essence or the instance or the presence
of the man-god is neither the fruit nor the product of any process, of any
operation. It is not a union, and strictly speaking the term *incarnation”
is not_appropriate to it. The strict canon of Catholic faith lays down that
in Christ “the 1wo natures are not united selely by homonymy, nor by
grace, nor by relation, nor by interpenetration, nor-by-paming alone nor

" by worship, nor byfthe conversion of one nature into the other, but through

_subsistence (Airposzasis),” There is only one(hypostasis 1or the two natures
of man and the god—There is neither fusion nor differentiation, but a single
_place of subsistence or presence, 4 place where the god appears entirely in
man, and man appears entirely in god, This is neither a divinization of
man por & humanization of God. What there is is this: how man appears
1o the god, in the god, how the god appears 10 man, in man, and how
thayitselDis totally unapparent, L edbence. o Ao
- e - 5 — WAL
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In this unapparent appearing {parution), faith and theology fand in
theology, thought) somewhere link up, while religion and philosophy {and
in philosophy, theology) turn obstinately away from this point, At least,
that is what one might be tempted 1o say, but this opposition is too simple,
and vain, What 1he mysiery of Christ borders on, that is to say what all
divine mystery has eventually bordered on—from whatever religion we
extract it henceforth—this point of the naked appearing {(purution} or the
dis-lodging of man before god and of the god before man, this point of
their im-mediacy can no onger be proserved as if it belonged 1o an order
of faith distinct from an order of reason and of institution, On the contrary,
this is what we must affirm: with the gods, faith oo has disappeared, That
is our truth, and against it 1he evidence of the heart and inward conviction
are powerless: for faith, as long as it is faith, belongs neither to the inward-
ness nor 10 the feelings of the faithful. Faith is entirely an outward act of
presence {une comparution & Pextérienr), of the order of presence and of
manifestation: because it is {or was) faith in god, it is {or was) like clearly
turning one’s face toward the manifest heavens,

There is no faith in a vanished god: as he withdrew he took faith with
him, for faith had never addressed itself 10 darkness, but solely 1o th
radiance of the divine. What henceforth puts us face 1o face with the po.
wrurn sans-retoury of the gods cannot be 2 faith, nor ¢ven-—nor espe-
cially--a faith in the mystery of this no-return, or this “no god.” Faith s
faith in mystery, which i god made evident, Along with the god and with
faith, mystery has withdrawn. There is no more @ysterioud revelation,

Jmorermystical revelation—not even the soberest, most reserved sort,
sort most given up to its own darkness or its own unapparentness,

There is in a way o zero mystery {mystére nuly, inscribed in the marging -
of holy books, on temple courts, at the close of the prayers of those who
still meditate before the mystery, inscribed also on our artificial suns and
moons, in our caloulations, and always selfsame with the heavens. This is
much more and much less than a death of the gods, or their absence, or
thelr withdrawal. It is something else again, something totally different.
Zero mystery means no mystery, and the mysiery of there being none. And
abways it is 2 matter of the appearing (puraitre} of the god 10 man and of
man before the god, This dual appearing is without mystery: everything
has been explained. One has only 1o read The Essence of Christignity or

The Future of an Hiusion™ (and it is not worthy of thought 1o look down,
as is very near to happening, upon such arguments: for the gods that these
arguments laid 1o rest or denounced had themselves long since become
unworthy of thought and of faith). One has only 10 read De Rerum Natura:
# 15 the poem of clarity wrested from mystery—which promptly plunges
into insignificant obscurity, But there is a MYSLery —a 7010 mysiery-—about

e
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1his very clarity, about this peak of clarity regarding the nature of the things
among which and to which our exisiences appear. 3t 15 & zero mystery
there is nothing to seek, nor 1o believe—no god; but it is a mystery: this
: e — e - s warbidh i T

closeness of things, this manifest world is precisely what szmm?g itself. -
’ /s t-er 4 \ . =D ATV G Phe alaseluic, ¢

4

Vi Ml sHEr, i a  vevelahrern. - .
36, {In the end, zs{;rx’z}:m%nz resists. To all of the harshest amiﬁ most justified Y G
uriiii:ism of Cﬁ%%i%iiwa}f i13 political and moral ﬁﬁsmzzgmt its Aha?m‘zﬁ
of reason as much as of the body, its imz%zmmrziﬁ frenzy or s pietistic 7 "*
subjectivism, its traffic in good works and Z(zz»fffzizfzrzs, and zziumam%y‘m
monopolization and its privatization of the ﬁ%vi%wz{;z all of i%a%};ﬁm?l}?mg
puis up a resistance, beneath the horizon of everyvihing: a;f;nzz:zh;ng zmz,' i
is not impossible 1o claim, has [in spite of all the mumi}f@ ;zz:m%w; ieft upon
the form of the Pater noster—that praver which Valéry in his unbelief
judged 10 be perfect—-a mark that is difficalt totally 10 oraser 3 generous
&bza;zdwmffm 1o divine generosity, 2 supplication out of z%:zzzz distress to
which the divine alone can abandon us—the diving or i3 wzz%uimvia%, :
No doubt something in us resists that resistance: the title “?az}wr"
appears suspect 1o us) we see only too well w}}% i%ifff god is modeled on.
Bt perhaps we see very badly, Perhaps the “Father” for 2%34:35? who made
up this praver, and for those who prayved i, was ool z;mzjﬂzz%zzrzz ;aazez'?zai
on the lines of our peny family affairs; perhaps pateraity was nothing
more, but also nothing less, than the obscure evidence of 4 naming.
%4{%&%@ in the end, bevond the end i necessary, we wan yot %}2{2 58¥7
the Pater noster is finished, in Latin a5 well 25 in 2l languages. For we
speak another language than s language of prayer. We speak ?Z?f}i?}ff
language, one whose names, proper and common, profane and sacred, have
%tr:wii‘t 2 still unheard of sense—10 be sanctified.)

37, To strive against idolatry presupposes that one has tw }z%gm:@iz and z?mfm
demanding idea of God, or of the absence of all gods, “i’hai}éj; precisely
what shows up the limis of criticism of idols. For in opposition 1o the
idol there is no idea we can form of God, nor of his absence {apart %;mm
4 *zz;}mi or ﬁmw%}%iwi idea, which in essence has nothing 10 do either
with the zods or their absencel , B 4
" 1 am not proposing 4 return 10 idols Un any case therg b mm;zag 10 i%
proposedy, 1 would merely posit that idols are only idols with z;zzgz’am zoﬁ the
fdea. But above and bevond idol and Idea, in the ef facement of every f;ﬂ:}f.‘i»
be he old or new, it could be that we see emerge, like an Idea imprinted
upon an dol, serene and seeret, the unmoving smile of 2?% gﬁd«» ,

Their smile would be there, on their clearly delineated lips, ihz:}: wm?z}
be idols. They would not be represeniations. But the outline of diving

place would be in the smile of thelr face, 2 face offaced but exposed, hore

s
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or there present, offered, open—and barred across, withdrawn by that same
st

This place of the gods has no place—though there are archaic sialues
that suggest that it does. But it is not just anywhere. 1t is delimited by the
smile of the gods: that thinnest tightening of their lips, which do not even
part, In that singular feature, the smile of the gods—a feature { {iraity as
singular as a stroke {7r0if) of the pen-~there is this: where the god presents
mimself, he withholds his divine name and bis divine know ledge; bt this
withholding appears in his smile as an Idea imprinied on an idol. {ides
and idol undo each other infinitely. All that remains is their speechiess
axmlm;z, ideal, and divine exchange.) g

38. “The gods, whose life is nought but joy” (Homer).
. {We oo once had a word or a shout for that Alleluia! Hencelorth on
joy and the thought of our jov will keep themselves more secret, But when

what concerns us is the gods, or no gods, then we are concerned sz%z
‘nathmg else but joy.)

39. A dusl tempiation s constantly recurring: either 1o baptize with the
name of “god” all the obscure confines of our experience {or our thought),
or on the contrary 1o denounce such baptism as superstitious metapho
For as long as the Western world has existed, perhaps not a single ATgUMCH
concerning God has avoided vielding 1o one or other of these %mg}%i%ﬁ%
or gven 10 both at once, But god is not 2 manner of speaking—and o
protecting ourselves—nor is he the ultimate truth of humankind, Men é’iz‘zé
women are men and women and the gods are the gods. They are dist
.and can never mix. Living in the same world, they are always face to fac
with each other, on either side of a div zézzzgwana # retreating-line, They
are, together, the vis-@-vis itself, the face-to-face encounter in which the
unreserved appearing {paraitrey of one 10 the other engages them in an
irredeemable strangeness. The gesture of the gods is 1o conceal 1hemselives,
on this very line, from the face of men, The g%zw;» of men is 10
u?wgk from this line where it encounters the face of the god.

They thus have no names for each other. For the gods, man is unname-
able, for there are no names in the language of the gods it knows only
the summons, the order, the expression of joy). And the name of God,
among men, names only the lack of sacred names. But men and the gods
find themselves brought together face 1o face in this way: unnameable, ’mtﬁ
mrhﬁm absolutel v inlo ambkz 15 each ame

(a0. Liod s for the community, the gods are always the gods of the com-
munily-and 2 community, in refurn, s what it is only before the face of
the gouds,
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“Finite consciousness only knows Ciod 10 the extent that God mizwa
mm%if in_it; hence, God is spirit, and more precisely_he is the spirit 43‘

%m community, that is to say of those who honour him” {Hegely

if there are no more gods, there is no more community. That is why
community has been uﬁﬁ&%} ¢ of becoming horrifying, massive, destructive
of its members and itself, g society burned a1 the siake by its Church, s
Myth, or its Spirit. Such is the fate of community without god: it thinks
it is God, thinks it is the devastating presence of God, because it is no
fonger phaced fﬁi”i;?;; him and_his absolute remoteness. But it cannot be

brought back face 1o face with its vanished gods—ihe less so in that it is
with the withdrawal of the gods that community came mto being: a group
‘of men facing its gods does not conceive of itself as a community, that is
10 say it does not seek within itself the presence of what binds it w?gez%m,
but_experiences itself as this particular group (family, people, tribe) before
the face of the god who holds and preserves in his innermost self the trath
ard the power of its bond.

{That is why we shounld not say that God is for the community. Com-
munity as such indicates that the gods have taken their leave. We should
say rather that the god is always for several people together, including when
he is my god: as soon as | name my god, or as soon as 1 am summoned
and appear before him, 1 find myself precisely thereby placed alongside
other morials like me—which is not 1o sav that they are always those of
my iribe or my people.)

We should therefore rather lead community toward this disappearance

_of the gods, which founds it and divides it from itself. Over divided com-

munity, selfsame with its expanse, Hke 2 sort of ground plan, the traces
of the paths along which the gods withdrew mark out the partition of
community.” With these traces community inscribes the absence of its
communion, which is the absence of the representation of a divine presence
at the heart of community and as community sell. Communion is thus
the representation of what the gods have never z:mzxz, when they were or
‘when they are present, but what we imagine 10 ourselves, when we know
they are no longer present. In place of communion, in fact, there is the
absence of the gods, and the exposure of each of us 1o the other: we are
exposed to each other in the same way as we Cou id, together, be mp%cé
o the ;«ﬁés Bis the same mode of presence, without the presence af the”

Wd&;,,

in ;}Zzz% of communion there is no place, no site, no temple or altar for
community. Exposure takes place everywhere, in all places, for it is the
exposure of all and of each, in his solitude, 1o not being alone. {This does
not paly or necessarily take place at the level of families, tribes, or peoples:
on the contrary, these, as we know, can all elrcumseribe solitude. But on
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the contrary, because in our greal metropolises, where more and mure
different “communities” exist side by side, intersect, pass each other by
and intermingle, the exposure to not being alone, Jhe risk of face-10-Fae
encounder, is constantly becoming more diverse angd more unpredictable—
before whom, @1 this precise moment, am 1 writing? Before what Arahs.
what Blacks, what Yiemamese, and in the presence or the absence of whic
of their gods?)

Not 1o be alone, that is divine (but I shall not say: that s the divine
that would be_another baptism). For the god is never alone: he i always
presenting himself, 1o the other 20ds or 1 mortals, Solitude only bas
meaning and existence for mankind, not for the god._He is always addressin
himsell, assigning himself, sending himsell, or else—and it is the sarne
thing—he is being invoked, or encouniered, or worshipped. How are we
not alone when we are neither before the gods nor within the bosom of
the community? That is what we have 0 learn, through a community
without communion, and _a face-to-face encounter with no divine
countenance.

41, What if we were 10 shift the question very slightly, and instead of asking
“what is God?”—a question of essence that it is impossible for us 1o answer,
since God has already provided an answer to the question of essence itself,
and even 1o the guestion of “superessence”——we were 1o ask “what s a
20477 We would not have gained very much, no doubl, but 2t least we
would have gained this: “God” is indistinguishable from his own eE5EnCe;
“a god” would be a presence, a some “one” present—or abseni—that is
not simply indistinguishable from divine essence, that does not represent
it either, or individualize it, but that rather puts it as it were oulside of
iself, revealing that “a god™ does not have “God” or *the diving” as is
essence, Essence here comes 1o be indistinguishable from the mode of
presence—or absence—from that singular mode of manifesting, e 1 nune,
a god, never God, the god of one instant, in one place—and so alwayvs
another god, or always another place, and no god.

“Come . 1 cannot see ¥Ou, anc yei my heart sirains toward vou and
my eyes desire you. , ., The gods and mankind have turned their face toward
you and weep together”” This is the lament of Lsis 10 Osiris—1he god whom
ihe gods themselves cannos pereive,

*This God who quickens us beneath his clouds is mad. 1 know, | am
he” wrote Bataille, These words count less for their meaning, which is
clear, evident, dazzling, and mortal, than for the impetuousness thal bears
them along and in which in their 1urn they carry me away: in the infinite
anguish or infinite joy at the fact that God is always outside of Go
he is never what God himself would wish Bim 1o be 41 in general God

" 44God is something extended?
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wished anything a1 all), 1t is this impetuousness iiself—which is not mag,
which is something other than madness—of which we should say that it
no longer atheiss, but indeliniely loosed from God in God, and_divine
beyond the divine.

=y

12 VU1 gm God”'r 1t is perhaps impossible 10 avoid this answer, if the

“guestion “what is God?” presupposes that God is 4 Sublect. And z&iz%afcz
it does presuppose that—or ¢lse it must 1ake the extreme risk (a5 i’%i@??eii’z?
perhaps wished) of giving no meaning 1o the word “God” and 1aking it
as the pure proper name of an unkoown,

1f this answer is mad, its madness is no different from that of thought
that seeks to identify iself, it and s “thing” as sublest, as ‘%15( oW
substance and its own operation: something that happens continually in

“ontot heology.

But 1 cannot answer the question “‘what is a god?” by saying | am he.
A gﬂ}f’; éigniﬁ%: something other than a subject. 1t is an&zéwzﬁswi @Of
thought, which can no longer think itself identical or consubstantial with
The divine that it questions, or that questions it

- e divine
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43. “The gods went away long ago,” said Cercidas of Megalopolis, in the
third century 8.0,

Our history thus began with their departure, and perhaps even after
their departure—or ¢lse, when we stopped knowing they were present.

They cannot return in that history——and 1o return” has no sense outside
of that history.

But where the gods are—and according as they are, whatever the present
or absent mode of thelr existence—our history is suspended. And where
our history is suspended, where It s no longer history, that i 1o say where
i is po fonger the time of an operation but the space of an opening, there
something may come 1o pass.

(Spinozal,
Alone among painters of our U, €V Twombly geasclzssly paints the
Lods: Apollo, Pan, Yenus, Bacchus, others bé?ﬁi{i%,j?g@ﬂ;%g never a fa ce,
there is often—not always-—the name of the god, written in broad, unsteady
letters. There is no really identifiable outline, though forms do from time
o 1ime fleetingly appear: a breast, 2 sexual organ, 2 palm, a wave. Bt
also a lot of patches, of lines leading nowhere. And always a lot of i%g%zz.

same with every canvas, without there being a face, there is a divine
, secret and SETCNE,
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45. The face of the divine is not a countenance {if is not the other Eaﬁrzzi’g}
But it is_the material, local presence—here or there, seifsame with some
where—of_the coming, or the noncoming of the god. All presence is tha
of 3 body, but the body of the god is a body thar comes {or that gaé;'

.y

lis presence is a face; it is that before whose face we are offered, and 11y
is inscribed in space, 2s so many divine places, My principle. .. in 1k
notion of ‘Cod as spirit’, God considered as perfection is @ﬂiﬁd}
{Mierzschely

whet do all Yese dvme places have m"fz:wmmséx

4 o 4 s 533 z 7 ’ e -
46. Naming orTallingthe gods perhaps always necessarily resid

r ! ¥ resides not
_hame, even one equipped with sublime epithets, burin whole phrases,
_their'rhythms and theif tongs— Rl & e

”ﬁz@ gods %iiﬁ g0 away one day, as mysteriously as they came,
leaving behind them a shell in human form, enough to fool the
baiiwwé—;, {Henry Millen)

This is the true history of the gods: this( fét%rzgk The gods: what 1
?zzi% thus 50 a5 o V?zf:%p you. A name. But 1 do not call the gods,
They are. {Jean-Christophe Bailly) Sl
Gathering together the fragments of the divine, even piecing
together what will be lacking, {Jean-Claude Lescout)

{;%z}d keep us! And ho! I%%z?‘g;@e}j;ﬁﬁézzftﬁ 10 ail,p'%m;a;néz@,f
What? (James Joyee) ' T
ﬁr@mg@ggﬁj@p&r@ii%gzﬁ@4 The background on either side might be
accessible to the living. . .. But it has been clouded over, out of
respect, with a dark glaze. He alone-—god wishes 10 be apparent.
{Victor Segalen) -

Every gesture you make repeats a divine pattern, (Cesare Pavese)

The divine name, like an immense bird,
Has gscaped from my breast
Before me the wreaths of a dense fog
And behind me an empty cage. {(Osip Mandelstam)
Ciod
- ~
Awhen a complete phosphorescence warns)
s Hinear by nature. (Jean Daive)

God shines, man hisses, echoing the snake. {Victor Hugo)
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! sat astride God in the distant-the close by, he was singing,
it was )

our last ride above

the hedgerows of men. {Paul Colan)

Hybris is the belief that happiness could be anything other than a
“presentfrom the gods. (Walier Benjamin) e I

And our dead hear

Gods, (Norman Mailer}

Hive with the lightning in the wounds of the

We all pray 10 some god, but what comes of it has no names,
{Cesare Pavese)

Then the Gods are seized by dizzingss, They stagger, go inlo

convulsions, and vomit forth their existences, {Gustave Flaubert)

47, The god expels man outside of himself,

For Lucan, when the god penetrated the Pythia, “mentemoue priorem
expulit atgque hominem 1010 sibi cedere inssit pectore” {he expelled all prior
thought and ordered that she should vield hersell up wholcheariedly 10
him.

However, owside or inside of himself, man, insofar as he is the place
of the god {on that account, perhaps, another name than man would sull
him better, since we are no longer acousiomed 1o hearing that name as the
name that stands Tace 1o face [vis-d-vis] with the name of the god), finds
himsell first and foremost in 2 state of destitution.

It is always in extreme destitution, in abandonment without shelter or

protection, that man appears, waxes, or wanes_before the face of the god,
“Wherever he presents himself, God brings about destitution and denuding.
Whether he presents himself or absents himself--and that s the secrer of
Giod—he denudes man and leaves him destitute,
Destitution should ot be contrasied with the magnificence of worship
or with the splendor of hymns. _All of these, on the contrary, are apt o
reveal the infinite abandonment and fragility of the one who performs the
rites. One might even say: destitution before the face of the god is the
\fzrxpé}iem:e of the temple.

48, In the temple. worship, prosiration, celebration take place, Hieratc
postures, sacred recitations, consecrated aciions bring us into contact with
diving mystery, with the nakedness of god himsell, The altars where accord-
ing 10 ritual sacred substances are touched are always basically theatres of
seenity—and places of obscenity in turn are aliars: the eye of Horus

between the thighs of Pharaoh’s wife.
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Henceforth all experience of temple and altar has passed info gxperience
of the obscene. To name God as Bataille did in the heat of fove and in
brothel™ is sl to yield 1o a modern temptation. Altars and temples—does
i need repeating?-—are deserted, Obscenity, 2@*” their agony and their
cestasy, have devolved 1o us alone, as have the dereliction of Dasein or the
disquicting essence of power. There is positively no use wishing 1o find or
name the divine in all that: for the gods have left it all behind for 15,

1 1 say the divine has deserted the temples, that does not mean, as 3
ruse of dialectic is always ready to suggest, that the empiiness of the temples
now offers us the divine. No: it means ;muw%}r and Herally that the temples
are deserted and that_our experience of the divine is our experience of its

desertion. 11 s no zamwr a guestion of meeting God in the desent
this mzzziz this s the desert: we do not encounter God; God has 4
all envounter. Let us not zn‘am;}zmw%} see this as the very sign of the divine

From all the rites and all the liturgies, not the least canticle is left over:
even the believer who prays can only guote his prayer. Mot the least geno :
uflection remains. Music, theater, or the dance have taken it all over. That
is our portion: the fact that the Vdmne can no imwer i’ zmj raf’u%fz amwmm‘
There is no more meditation, — 4,4 - :

Zzimzl{:ﬁz*' s f the ’zpm%fzw of z%zmmm

before the empty temples, These are not mﬁzw%j; the zampiea of the W&%
God died in the West, and because of #t, he died of the reason and the
poeiry of the West, of s cupidity and Rs generosity, of its coldness and
its ardor, of iis hate and i1s love. More perhaps than of anything else, God
died of the love of God, of that intimacy with man—and to this imz’:m
the dead God was still ‘only the God of the West, But mzzmwmm glse,
wherever there can be said 1o be somewhers other than the West. the oids
bave long since—perhaps since the beginning-—exhausted mfzmﬁ
surfeit of signs and powers, in clergies, clans and castes, in the %fﬁpiﬁ?ﬁ%z%
observance and the fzmz ties that %rm the two possible meanings of the
word refigio, — '

If a god can still come, %m can come neither from the East nor from.
zize West, nor through a birt h, nor z%mmgb a decling, {If he comes, e
COmes ;w,i as much in the ries éﬂé the pravers of mm{: who honor gods
as in the indifference and the blasphemy of others, 1T he withdraws, i1 is
just as much from the former as from the latter.) But the mere formulation
of this possibility-""that a god might come”—is devoid of sense. Space
is everywhere open, there is no place wherein to receive either the mystery
“or the splendor of a god. It is granted us to see the limitless openness of
jémi space, it falls 10 our age 10 know-—with a %{mmi;d% more acute than
“even the most penetrating science, more luminous than any consciousness—
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how we are delivered up 10 that ga{&mg naked Tace. it reveals 1o us nothing
but zzswﬁeﬂhﬁ gods nor ﬂzifﬂw%ﬁéz that 100 i3 3 jov.

i

449, What presents iself is destitution, The only 1thing we can il receive
inio ourselves, aside from all the rest (the erotic, the political, the poetic,
the philosophical, the religious) is such a destizution,

We must no longer seek either temples or deserts: we must abandon
meditation, We must let ourselves be delivered up to dispersal and desti-
pution. Yet we must not oven do this: neither the god nor the {émmutmﬁ
of the god can impose any obligationsc God hias no part in law, He simply

indicates this: there is no longer any divine meditation, There are the

heavens, more manifest than ever, and there is our destitution, set apart
from z%ae heavens and the carth.

Where does this take place? Nowhere, if there s no longer any place
for the gods. And yet i does take g;l;zeiz we happen 1o find ourselves
destitute. That opens something up, outside of all places, it makes a spacing
out, 1f we are in #, we do not stand in it: there is no place there—but we
‘ourselves are opened up there, paried from ourselves, from all our places
and all our gods. We are in this place, denuded, before the destitute {dénué)

_face of the god.

56, Does there not remain, in spite of evervthing, a possibility that God
imay rise again, oncs More, “and perhaps again and again?

No doubt this possibility exists, in defiance of everything. It is writien
inio the most stringent logic of our {?%lii%{%}h}, that is 10 54y into the power
of the negative: that God s not “God,” that is divine, That is oniotheo-
Jogical ecstasy, from St. Paul to St. Thomas and from 51 Thomas 10
Eckhart, Luther, and Hegel. Divine is 1hé %ﬂmu; whereby God empties
himself of himself, of his separation from man, of. his abstract absoluteness.
God is precisely that: the negation of his own particularity, his bmamzm
man and corpse, and the negation of that negation—his resurrection, and
his transfiguration into the universally radiant countenance of his own
mystical body.

But the final resurrection of God left upon this counienance some strange
features, God is resurrected a final time with Nietzsche, with the parodic
and dizzying uttering of the inevitgble 1 am God” of sell-consciousness.
1 am Dionysus, the Crucified, and all gods, A sort of monstrous spasm
hzmg» to completion, in Fece Homo, both Hélderlin’s fraternity of gods
sirange 1o the world and the “simple most intimate knowledge of %%f”
where in Megel there resounds *'the harsh word that God himself is ém
God rises again, God gamb 1es his own resurrection in the madness of
sizsche, which combines the madness of Holderlin with that of Hegel:




0 longer perceives or knows anything outside of that night™),
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the madness of derangement in an exhausied calling 10 the gods, and the
imadness of the night of consciousness that knows the Self as zmg%m%%“z%m
harsh expression is the expression of the most-intimate self-knowledge, the
return by consciousness into the depths of the night of Me = Me, which

The last God 1o rise again went mad. His madness is both what arises
at the furthest extreme of the cogito: the “ego sum™ uttered in the negation
of its own substance-—and what is set off, mechanically, in the infisg
reciting of the extreme edge of language, that is to say in the impossibl
naming of all divine Names, which are lacking. God has become the twofold
madness of the absolute subject of utierance (/'énonciation) and of 1
_iaféﬁ%w number of subjects of the utiered {/'énoncey in our logos.

His mouth can no longer smile, his bands can no longer bless, He has
lost charity as well as serenity. Those who can still pray, those who st
understand mercy no longer recognize him, '

The madness of God is not a new death. The mad god can no longer
either die or rise again, He no longer has any freedom, He is fixed, frozen
in his madness, in the absolute logic of 2 being identical 1o its own utierance,
in the implacable automatism of the subject who is himself his own ac
out, enacted

The im-mediate and incommensurable presence, everywhere manifest and
everywhere concealed, before the face of which we are bereft {dénués) of
discourse and of cogito, is not in turn the negation of the mad God, It
does not have that power, and even if it had, it could not use i, for B
does not take place within the logic of the mad God,

That is why we shall not call thiz presence “god,” we shall not even say
it is divine: we shall not say it—we shall leave it to set out the places of
its reserve and its generosity,

51, Divine places, without gods, with no god, are spread out everywhers
around us, open and offered to our coming, 1o our going or 1o our PrESEnce,
given up or promised 1o our visitation, 1o frequentation by those who are
701 men cither, but who are there, in these places: ourselves, alone, out 10
meet that which we are not, and which the gods for their part have never
been. These places, spread out everywhere, vield up and orient new spaces:
they are no Jonger temples, but rather the opening up and the spacing oul
of the temples themselves, a dis-location with no reserve henceforth, with
10 more sacred enclosures—other tracks, other ways, other places for all
who are there,

Transimed by Michae! Holland
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