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Abstract

This dissertation explores the question
medi ation of I|iterature?0 The question r
l' iterary theorists and particularly in t
to the field of literary studies. | identify a major concern with this trend that has

been largely overlooked: Levinas states that the Other cannot be encountered

through the mediation of literature. With questions of justice towards texts and the
necessy to respect alterity at the forefron
be overlooked. To explore a possible solution to the problem I first consider
Levinasbés concerns with |iterature and al
and literature &ms not so much from the arguments he puts forward but a human
conviction that the ethical is limited to the immediate feeéace encounter. |

suggest that this desire which cannot be fully accounted for by his philosophical

account finds its origin irhie Holocaust but, more than this, can be seen as the

ethical saying interrupting and disturbing his writing.

(
[
I

The answer to the question of the thesis hinges on the interpretation of
both who the Other is and what exactly the encounter with the Other means for

Levinas. Unli ke most | iterary theorists,
ethical work is portrged in literary texts; | am interested in the text as Other and
the readerés responsibility towards it r

faceto-face model. | draw upon Haitde or g Gadamer 6 s her meneut
consider the relation one hagh regard to a text and to clarify who exactly the

Other might be. | conclude by trying to rehabilitate the idea of author but couch

this in Gadamerian terms, it is the world view or horizon of the text that we
encounter as othed. aMyg dc¢omaimeet &t isomdaat hq
confirms that wdeelthat we encounter alterity in literature and he suggests a way

to say something about this that does not annihilate otherness. | then return to the

problem of literature for Levinas and find that | cais\aer the question of the

thesis affirmatively, with some qualification. | argue that the Levinasian encounter

is best understood by analogy to the Kantian sublime. We cannot encounter the

Other at all except through experiences that signify or remind thgssgrimordial

encounter. Lived encounters with the other are structurally similar to and signify

the encounter with the Other which in turn gives the everyday encounters their

meani ng. I combine this interpruaihgati on wi
representation in photography which posits a view of a productive presentation of

the fiction of reality rather than a hollow representation of an absent reality. With

a positive answer to the question of the
short story, O0The Purloined Letterdo to e:
concrete example.
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Introduction : setting the scene

Those interested in literature in the twefitgt century have a difficult task ahead

of them: O6the textd has been expanded to
fashion shows; the borders between literature and other discourses have dissolved;
andmeaning has supposedly been indefinitely deferred. In the wake of

postmodernism a number of literary critics and philosophers of literature seem to

be turning to ethics and questions of the Other in an effort to reconstruct an
understanding of the natuaed function of literature. In particular, the work of

Emmanuel Levinas is being applied more and more to the study of literature to

describe what happens when a reader engages with a literary text.

An initial justification for theshift in attentiorto an ethics of readings
suggested by the fact that ethical notions are often invoked in naive descriptions
of the act of reading. People talk about dqusgiceto the text; we accuse others
of committingviolencein their readingand praise film directarfor faithful
interpretations of novels. With so much of what seemed to make literature special
undermined by postmodern thought it seems a natural and potentially fruitful line
of thought to look tdthowwe interact with literary texts and try to carve au

place for them in terms of this encounter.

It is these concerns that lead me to the aim of this thesis, which is to
i nvesti gat éowcanave lpaueas dncoonter. withithe Other tiiou
t he medi at i oTwo mdin thinkets &vill EErawn upoh t answer this
guestion. Levinasdés account of the encoul
for the phenomenological account of the nature of the encounter with the Other.
HansGeorg Gadamer will be discussed to give a hermeneutic aczliotv this
encounter can produce meaning or an interpretattos.alsoa guiding
hypothesis of this research project that reflection upon the ethics of reading may
reveal something about tinatureof literary texts that direct ontological

interrogaton is unable to account for.



Ethical leanings

Literature and ethics have been entwined for centuries. Plato raised moral

concerns about poetsTie Republic suggesting thmam 1 mitation
the thought of those who hear th@hilis connection between ethics and poetry

was the moral ramifications of representation within poetry on the consumers of

poetry. Aristotle discussed the (moral) character imitated/represented in tragedy

and its role in the kea§ear’mumthédnarEt ggedy sh
of the moral character of the tragic subject is essential to the best tragedy.

Aristotle argues that neither fear nor pity is evoked when a person of outstanding

moral character suffers a change from good to bad fortneeeéd we feel

disgust). Similarly we do not feel pity or fear when someone of poor moral

character comes into good fortune from bad nor when they suffer a change to bad

fortune. Instead, Aristotle continues, the best character for the tragic plot is one

who is not of exceptional moral standing but does not have any moral defects that

cause his fall from graceAristotle was interested in the moral status of the

characters in tragedies but only insofar as

emotional and moraksponse.

Moving forward several centusd_eo Tolstoy, in his 1897 bodkhat is
Art?, argues that common conceptions of art (in which he includes literature) that
focus on its ability to deliver pleasure are incorrect and miss the real concept of
0 a r~ar dalstoy art is more than a simple pleasant experience or even a relief
from Schopenhauer 6s wor | dsameansfunion. Tol st oy
among men, joining them together in the same feelings, and indispensable for the
life and progress toard weltbeing of individuals and of humanitydhe
definition Tolstoy puts forward here includes the moral element oflvegtig of
individuals and humanity. Literature is a means to a moral life. By communicating
feelings through the medium of literad) people are able to understand each other
and this ability to share experiences and feelings, according to Tolstoy, raises the
human above the Obeastso. Certainly writer

! Allan Bloom, The Republic Of Plato: Second Editiirondon: Basic Books, 1991), p. 595b.
2 Aristotle, Poetics trans. by Malcolm Heatfi.ondon: Penguin Books, 1996), p. 20.

3 Aristotle, p. 21.

* Leo Tolstoy,What Is Art(Indianapolis, Ind.: BobbMerrill, 1981), pp. 5152.



of ethics in their works. Questions regaigiright and wrong, what the good life
might be or what makes a person good or bad have been played out in fiction as
di verse as Aesopobs f ablITeeAdvenfuteadktTmpear ed s

Sawyer Mister Pipand uncountable others.

The question ofhe ethical and its relation to literature continued to be
relevant at least up until the 1960s. As deconstructive andvptrn criticism
devel oped and scholars became interested
seemed to be conspicuously alis€avid Parker, in his introduction to
Renegotiating Ethics in Literature, Philosophy, and Thetayms that the book
6starts from the perception that in fAadv:
1970s and 1980s, few topics could have been more uestitey, more dépasse,
less likely to attract budding young theorists, than the topic Ethics and
Li t e r°althaugheParker does go on to suggest that ethics never stopped
being significant to literary studies his summary of the perception of ethics and
literature seems apt. Robert Eaglestone also points to this, at least perceived,
omi ssion of ethics in literary studies di
explicit concern for ethics has been at the heart of literary criticism since its
inceptionin a modern and modernist form at around the time of the First World
War , 6 but that this O0et h°fEaglestongclaimmsndi ng h:
that oO6theoryd, and especially deconstruci

an ethics, of being amarl’ . 6

Geoffrey Galt Harpham i den87)fG esss tdhe
time in which ethics was not deemed relevant to literary thought. He claims that
the various schools of thought arising di
feminismMar xi sm, and psychoanal ysisé) define
Enl i ghtenment ideals such as O6fithe univel
the fisovereign subject, o the Atraditional

ethics, as the discourse which enuates and comments on the various deeds of

® Jane Adamson, Richard Freadman and David PaReregotiating Ethics in Literature,
Philosophy, and TheorCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), p. 1.

® Robert Eaglestoné&thical Criticism Reading after LevingEdinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press, 1997), p. 1.

"Eaglestonep. 1.



this subj ect?dinthese gleals thahgritics waatedeodeave behind.

Moreover, he claims that the turn away from ethics was a result of the insistence

that ethics was based on a universal law. Stiigect of Enlightenment thinking

could justify its actions by recourse to a moral law and this might lead to people

thinking their own desires, actions and interests were necessary under this

uni ver sal | aw and hence t hmrsgienceahile be abl e t o
overriding or del egi tlfiyounactions gre eéxplagnabtel ai ms o f
by a universal moral law then the specifics of the implications of these actions do

not need to be considered in full; the only important factor is thahgwe in fact

foll owed the mor al | aw. For example, you mi
wife. You might know that your neighbour is home alone when someone knocks

on your door to ask where he is. The interlocutor may explain to you that he wants

to murder your neighbour for some past grievance. You decide to follow the

ethical i mperative 6do not |ied which has t
a grieving wife to console. Thus by, perhaps unconsciously, following your own

desires whilst applyinthe moral law, you can maintain a good conscience. As a

result of this kind of argument Harpham cl a

proper name of power® hypocrisy, and unreal

This is one reason Harpham cites for ethics being left off theréotedf
literary studies during this time. He goes on to draw out ways in which this
traditional ethical approach failed in representing the ethical subject along the

l i nes of &Reas bvirtuesF is suppdsediq extM.da helethicald

subject s repeatedly represented as male and it
c o | | d*arguesHarpham, which has led to people such as Jacques Derrida
claiming that the ethics [of the |iving wor

on t o BkaJamesdnard Irigaray, Derrida warned that a discourse that

encouraged submission to a general or universal law lent itself to projects of

mastery whose agendas were not uthiversal, 6 |
Derridabdés pr oj eawmthe Wastem bhilosoptal srdditiomisn g h

8GeoffreyGal t Har p h a @riticald&msHdr Iaterdry, Studyed. by Frank Lentricchia
and Thomas McLaughlin (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995), pi4d@BTp. 387).

° Harpham, p. 387.

% Harpham, p. 387.

" Harpham, p. 388.

2 Harpham, p. 388.

¥ Harpham, p. 388.



logocentric. He argues that the Western philosophical tragtisileges the

spoken word and presence over the written word and absence. Harpham links this

to ethics. He ¢l ai ms t hnataral, ugdanpental,vi | egi ng
p r i nm‘atheyogocentric, Western philosophical tradition is putting the spoken

word forward as ethical and not acknowledging the absence inherent in all

language; spoken and written. All the major players of this time, arguebatap

used ethics as a point of critique of humanist ideals. Thinkers such as Derrida,

Fredric Jameson, Jacques Lacan and Luce Irigaray tended to focus their attention

on exposing the underlying subversive and transgressive drives that had been
coveredupp an et hics of wuniversal |l aw, and 0O

seeing ethics as a combination of mastetrgd e | u¥i on. 6

It is a little surprising then that Parker and Eaglestone remark on a
perceived | ack of engagement with ethics
it. Ethics was seen as an instrument of power and repression and theorists at this
time tended to onlgngage explicitly with ethics to critique the ways in which it
allowed marginalisation of certain people, thoughts or cultures. When ethics was
discussed during this period the focus was on exposing ethics and its claims to
universality and thiswasintun used to justify a more Ot
literature where the text, usually divorced from historical, authorial and political

conditions, was king.

Why Levinas? Why now?

With ethics exposed as an instrument of repression and power during the
0t heoretical eraé6é of the 1970s and 1980s
literature would be necessary in the early twdist century and why would

Emmanuel Levinas be the theorist to centre this thesis on?

Some will argue that ethics neverlhgdeft the conversation around
literature. It has always been relevant and continues to be so. Parker agrees with

Wayne C. Bootho6s argument that the Ot heol

* Harpham, p. 388.
* Harpham, p. 388.



forms of political and posstructuralist criticism that are #te very least

i mpl i ci t™This lieetofraigument sit@ates feminist, aracist and other
discourses on marginalised groups as having an ethical agenda. The argument
claims that attempts to expose ways in which groups have been marginalised,
evenunder the auspices of ethics itself, is inherently ethical. But this view of
ethics is rather weak; ethics is simply the act of deconstructing or exposing ways
in which the ethical is unethical or ways in which ethics constructs binary
oppositions (goodwevil; rich vs poor; white vs blackt ceterpand falls into

logocentric ideology.

Despite the overwhelming difficulties discussed in the above section for
approaching literature from an ethical perspective-f830 there does in fact
seem to be a resurgence of TheBkthiessofest i n this
Readingd 1987), Adam ZNarativa Ethicd1985)y Ganffray s
Ha r p h@ettiggst Right: language, literature, and eth{d992), Robert
Eagke s t obth&d Griticism: reading after Levingd.997) and the collection
Renegotiating Ethics in Literature, Philosophy, and Th€b8®8) all point to a

renewed interest in the connection between ethics and literature.

One theory for this ethical tarcomes from Harpham who points to the
date December 1 1987 as the turning point for ethics and literature. It was on or
around this time that Paul de Mands warti me
Ortwin de Graefwas brought to the attention of the vebiFamously, these
articles were antBemitic in nature and threw academic theorists into a spin. In
American criticism theoreticians faced O6cha
coll aboration in the Hol datawg/ fromtheppor t uni sn
previous debates on metaphor and the nature of literary language. Harpham

describes the outcome of the discovery of the de Man wartime writing:

Deconstruction6s dominance had discou
evaluation of the author; but now that that dominanceraisly
proving to be delusory, the repres$egthics, which had been

repressed, ironically enough, because it was seenageatof

16 Adamson, Freadman and Parker, p. 3.
" Harpham, p. 389.



repression was returning in force, and the American academy
gave itself over to a glut of judgment. Many antitheoisstsmed
simply astonished at their good fortune in finding de Man and
deconstruction vulnerable on ethical grounds, just when they had
nearly given up hope of victory on other grounds. When the last
incontrovertible point was made, one thing, and perhalysame,

was clear: ethics was on the agetfda.

With ethics back on the agenda theorists who accepted the
deconstructionalistsdé critique of ethics
as an agent of repression, and that would allow for the pantiatiention to
textuality anddifférancethat disrupts univocal meaning. The initial critique of
ethics, as we have seen, lies with its insistence on a universal law. It is this
universality that critics claim causes the repressive drive of ethics. theserns
led many posfi990 thinkers to Emmanuel Levinas.

Lev i n atkidgalsvork on the Other initially seems aeatiresource from
which to build a connection between ethics and literature in goosst
structuralistworld® Levi nasés ethics rejects method:
not interested in ethical dilemmas nor does he posit normative edicts; he does not
look to maximise utility nor discuss virtueBistead Levinas is concerned with
describing the ethical encounteith the Other. For Levinas this relation is
primary; he calls it first philosophy, pointing to it as the foundation for all other
aspect®f human endeavour. Chapter Omié investigate the relation to the
Other in more detail but briefly: Levinas argudat the encounter with the Other
iS nd an event we can point to but rather it is part of the structure of human
experience. We live in a world and feel at home in this world. There are things we
can eat, use, throw, manipulag¢ ceteraThese are athings that are for me. |
can incorporate them into my understanding and experience. They do not call my
sense of selfgf selfmastery) into question. Levinassh ar act eri ses t hi s

s a mAllghese things can be made part of the totality of my weanidi

8 Harpham, p. 390.

“The current political climate also points to an
numbers of refugees such that we have not seen since World, \areasing unrest in the

Mi ddl e East and spreading terrorism based upon r e
guestions of otherness offers a mode of relation that might provide a way forward or an

understanding of the political situation arinate in these early years of the*Zentury.



incorporated into my sense of sy contrast the Other is Absolutely Other. |
cannot turn the Other into something for me. In fact, | find myseftieOther.
When | encounter the Other | discover that | am called upon, | am completely
responsiké for the Other. This relationship is characterised by its asymmetry.

The Other is not responsible for me in the sametvalyl am responsible for him.

L e v i wesaiggtien of the encousmt with the Other as a call to
desponsildi i * hastappealed tormimber of theoristfoking to reconcile ethics
with |iterary st udi ebDavidPrHareyferinptanset &6t heor et i
claitmatdéthe structure of the readerds inter
has affinitid¢hgalwirnel at iper'Shssgdsms teo ot hers. 6
intuitively correct, especially if, 1l1ike Ha
framework. As a reader reads a text they find themselves called upon. The reader
must make interpretive decisions and has a respahstbilrespond to the text in
some way. The focus on the relation between the text and reader avoids some of
the concerns raised with ethics by theorists in the 1970s and 1980s. There is no
claim to universality, rather a phenomenological description wfdre relates to

the literary text.

Adam Zachary Newtonisnot her post O0theoretical era
to utilise Levinasés philosophical writing
His focus is on developing a notion of narra@sethics. Like Haney, Newton
claims that there are parallels between texts and the ethical encounter as Levinas
describes it. Newton says O6énarrative situat
framing relations of provocation, call, and response that birdtoaiand listener,
aut hor and c¢har a@Hetakes the genaragistuitienrthatavhedh t e xt . 0
we sit down to read we experience something like an ethical relationship and
identifies the narrative aspect of literature as that which produceslatiem to
the text.

“Emmanuel LevinasT ot al i ty and | nfi ni(Piysbugh, PAnDuffussseay on Ext er i
University Press, 1994), p. 203ited hereafter in line aBl.

“David P. Haney, O6Aesthetics and Ethics in Gadamer,
Phronesi s RMWLA 117 (@999, 34 (p. 38).

22 Adam Zachary Newtorl\arrative Ethic§Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1995), p.
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Robert Eaglestone also looks to Levinas to create an ethical methodology
to interpret texts. Unlike Haney and Newton, Eaglestone does not focus his
attention on the ethical relation with the Other when working with Levinas and
literat ur e. This is the part of Levinasds ac.:
fit the application to literature but Eaglestone identifies a problem with the
application of this aspect of Levinaso6s
this below ad in Chapter Twp and instead looks at the distinction between the
et hical O6sayingdé and the i mmanent Osai do
Briefly the distinction is thus: the O0sal
of the ut tagn amgde.i sThardser to understand
articulate but can be thought of as the desire to say something when with another
i torespond,tospedkb ut t he O0sayingdé itself does nc
0The sayi ng i s hetfateel dd natsimplytremairi thetee f or et
cont empl at i ng .?Leavipas doncentrasep rauchdof his dateri book
Otherwise than Being: or Beyond Essence e x pl ori ng the d&ésayin
The saying disrupts the concrete meaning of the saiitagigstone develops a
met hod of et hical reading which attempts
of language works to disrupt univocal meaning within literary texts which has

certain parallels with Derrida and otherposo d er n t heor i st s0 pr oj ¢

To some extent, then, the idea that L
important aid for understanding literature in the pustern world has already
begunto be exploret,e vi nas6és work is a good candi d:
framework for pospostmodern literary criticism, as he avoids recourse to a
universal moral law which had been criticised as being an agent of repression.
Levinasds notions of the saying and the
disrupt the meaning of the said, allowstagiccept many propositions of the

0t heoretical erad whilst stildl di scussi ni

The Problem

% Emmanuel Levinagthics and Infinity: Conversations with Philippe Ne(®ittsburgh, PA:
Duquesne University Press, 1985), p. 88.



As hinted at above, there is a problem with applyingvi nasd6s wor k t
literary studiesThis is amajor problemwhich israised by Levinas himselffut to

date it has tended to be overlooked by

writing to establish an ethics of literatuteevinas rejects the possibility of an
ethical encounter through the mediation ofitereL evi naso6s r el at i
literature is complicated. He frequently uses literary examples to illustrate points

but at the same time dismisses literature as rhetoric. His dismissal of literature

t

he

t heo

mostly stems from hi s JilnRRokbinsginesadoodé et hi c al

account of the problem in her important wédkered Reading: Levinas and
Literature.She claims that:

This ethical language is repeatedly characterised as having an
exceptionalroiture, that is, straightforwardness, uprightness,
justice; he [Levinas] also call s
privileging such an ethical language, Levinas quite
explicitly...excludes rhetorit as a form of language that is devious,
that is not straight, that does not facand with it, implicitly, ay
language that is figured or troped; he denounces rhetoric as violent
and unjust. The ethical language relation is to be found only in a
vocative or imperative discourse, fareface. It is not then

surprising that Levinas excludes from his conceptiothe ethical

language relation to the other all forms of poetic speaking.

Levinas is also concerned that the absence of the maker of the work of art means

onshi |

| a

thathe aut hor6és expressidm2b/eTbeo mes O6a pl astic

presentation of self becmramasktodd f aced r at hdrhet lnarhea 6fsace

transcendence is somehow blocked, opped, t ur ne>dhesent o i mmanen
claims make the straightforward applicati on
literary study, at the very least, problematic

As indicated in the Introduction above, | intend to explore the question of
ethics and I|iterature using Levinasés pheno
with the Other, but also, due in part to th

24 Jill Robbins Altered ReadingChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), p. 77.
> Robbins, p. 77.
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hermeneutics. Gadamisrmost welknown for his work on hermeneutics. He

rejects a methodological approach to interpretation, discussing understanding in

terms of a O6dialoguedé. Gadamer posits th:
further that it is possible to understantéat whilst maintaining this othernegse

does not give a clear or-tepth definition of otherness and it is clear that the term

does not signify the exact same sense of the Other that Levinas is interested in, but

there is enough ambiguity and similgrib consider his hermeneutics in light of
Levinasds ethics to attempt to understan:i
literature. This thesiaimsto address the question of how we can encounter the

Other in literature by bringing into the op#re divergences between Levinas and

Gadamer, with the aim of reflecting upon and working through their differences

and complementarities towards a emmt view of the question.

Gadamer and Levinas were both heavily
phenomaeological approach iBeing and TimeAs a result, lie two thinkers have
some similarities. Levinas and Gadamer both emphasise the importance of alterity.
Alterity is obviously central to Levinas:t
Ga d ame r 6gsas weh In disgcussing the notion of prejudiGadamer
cl ai ms oneawargehtoft oorbedsd& own bias, so tha
in all its otherness and thus assertitsowntrgttha nst on-e6s own f ore

meani®ngs. 0

Gadamer and Levinas botbipt to the unique status of language in terms
of what we can know. For Levinas language is crucial for the ethical encounter
with the Other. Levinas characterises the ethical encounter as the manifestation of
the face of the Other. The face is expresdioa;,0Other addresses me. As the Other
speaks to me | find a breach in what | know. The Other upsets my feeling of
mastery of the totality of my world. The Other expresses to me something | could
not find out for myself: that | am not the sole possessthreofvorld but that I, in
fact, share it with the OthéfLanguage is also of central importance for Gadamer.
Gadamer 0s hermeneutics relies on the not.

and this dialogue is mediatedto u gh | angu a g allundetgtandinga i ms t h

% HansGeorg Gadamefiruth and Methogtrans. by Joel Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshall
(London: Continuum International Publishing Group, 2004), p. Blé2eafter cited in lin@sTM.

%" Colin Davis,Levinas: An IntroductiofNotre Dame, Ind.University of Notre Dame Press,
1996), p. 47.
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is interpretation, and all interpretation takes place in the medium of a language
that allows the object to come into words and yet is at the saméme

i nterpreter 06TV, po390)Hdisanat gayimgghat@ur ¢nly

experience bthe world is that which is expressiedanguage but that language
@embodies the sole means for carrying out the conversation that we are and that

we hope to con¥ey to each other. o

Gerald L. Bruns draws out a further similarity between Levinas and
Gadamer in hise s @Own théCoherence of Hermeneutics and EtiosEssay
on Gadamer .Hejubtifids biy dngagemeént of the two thinkers by
claiming that they both reject ruleased methods in tmeespective fields. He
s a ylLevjnasian ethis is concerned with the claims other people have on us in
advance of how right we are with respect to rules and beliefs or how in tune we
arewithajus and r at i on &Hegoes ahdorsayd fabeimghumglearg s . 6
claims of history and traditiorather than claims of concepts and rules is central
to Gadamer 6s thinking, which is critical of
understanding inwaysthadbd nci de wi t h °LTdesé poiatsobs pr oj ect .
similarity provide part of the jusication for theengagement witthe two
thinkers in my thesis. The differences in their concerns provide further

justification for placing them in dialogue.

The central question of my thesis requires both a theory of encountering the
Other and a hermeneutics that canedey a theory of relation through the
mediation of literatur¢ hat mai ntains opennestte to alterit
relation between Gadamer and Levinas is not so much one of disagreement as one
of mutually illuminating differences differences thaare paradoxiclf coherent
wi t h o n €lts these ifuminating differences that | hope to exploit in

working through the question of how we encounter the Other in literature.

To further develop my response to the question of this thesis | okldo
Edgar Al l an Poeds short asitdontyh,e d@Ebha@atRuUrsSIugirn

28 Jean Grondinintroduction to Philosophical Hermeneutifisew Haven, CT: Yale University

Press, 1994), p. 121.

®Gerald L. Bruns, 60On the Coherence @hid Her meneuti c
Levin&adamends Repercussions.: Re c,ed byiBdbeer i ng Phi |l os
Krajewski (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004), pp.530(p. 30).

% Bruns, p. 30.

% Bruns, p. 41.

12



its interpretation which includes the work of Lacan, Derrida and Barbara Johnson.

This short story, and its widened boundaries to include the academic dialogue,

provided t he i nitial motivation for this the:
includes accusations of violence to the text and theorists framing readers and

readings. These allegations led me to ask if we have certain obligations in our

readings and if so mat form do they take? | wanted to consider the status of the

literary text and how it might factor in an ethical discussion of interpretation. The
consideration of a literary text allows me to put the theoretical perspectives |

develop into action.

Chapter Summaries

The answer to the question 6écan we have
mediation withli er at ur e? 6 begi wherme Chbapb&rtoneée\
phenomenological account of the encounter with the Other. | aim to produce a
reading of Levinasods ethics that will gr
guestions around respect towards texts it seems important tecprad

i nterpretation of Levinasé6s work that st
in light of this desire | will focus mostly ohotality and Infinityand relevant

sections ofOtherwise than Beind-his Chapter will provide the blueprint for the

encounter with the Other that will occupy the rest of the thesis.

Chapter Twdakes up the problem of literature for Levinas. Levinas
considers works of art, including literary works of art, as occupying a different
ontological status to objects in theal world. He is also wary of the way in which
language operates in literature claiming that rhetorical language does not allow
one to encounter the Other as one does not coméddaee with the Other;
rather the figurative aspect of language meaasdhe approaches, not faice
face, not straightforward but from an angle. In this Chapter | also consider how
Robert Eaglestone attempts to resolve this problem to produce his idea of ethical
criticism which draws upontheseid isnggesto s not |
Eaglestone is unable to sufficiently deal with this concern whilst maintaining the

spirit of Levinasés wor k-tofateiswchntral.h t he i mi
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In ChapterThre¢ begin to consider Gadamer 0s

her

Levinss 6s et hi cal work suggesting the i mpossib

Other through the mediation of literature but a clear phenomenological description
of what the encounter involves | turn to explore the ways in which Gadamer sees
truth functioning in & and then how this applies to literature. This Chapter works
to establish a basis for putting Levinas and Gadamer into dialogue to explore

ways in which we might be able to encounter the Other in literature.

Chagper Four draws upon Chapter Thia®d plaes the two thinkers,
Levinas and Gadamer, into dialogue. | look at the similarities that suggest
compatibility of the two approaches before exploring the differences which

provide a space for otherness to emerge. The discussion of the two philosophers

leads me to answer one of the mainsubn e st i ons of the thesi

S

t hat i s encountered in |Iliterature?d The

Chapter allow me to identify the essential features of what would constitute an

encounter ith the Other.

Thepenultimate chapter, Chapter Fivmally provides an answer to the
main question of the thesis. It looks to a debate in Levinasian scholarship, namely
whether the encounter with the Other is something that is experienced in everyday

life or is rather something transcendental, beyoneespce and primordial. To

S

Ov

n

negotiate these contrasting interpretations

sublime to create an analogy to better

Obet weend the two interpretattheons. Thi

guestion of the thesis positively, with qualification.

Chapter Sixbuilds upon the answer aslished in Chapter Fivend

S

unde

hyp

applies it to a concrete |iterary exampl e,

Poe. In this Chapter | explore the relationw®sdn reader and text as well as the
ways in which secondary texts work to expand the horizon of the original by
considering the famous debate between Jacques Lacan, Jacques Derrida and
Barbara Johnson. This Chapter aims to look at how we can, in facgréahy

something about a text whilst maintaining its otherness.
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Chapter One: The Encounter with the Other

Introduction

Levinas is notoriously difficult to read. Most introductory books on Levinas and

his philosophyinc ude a section on Ohow to read Le
cautionary words for the unsuspecting undergraduate. They point to ways in

which his works resist logical or narrative structures. Jacques Derrida likened
Levinasods writi ng theshordBythés e id sagggstingitigat a gai n
Levinasbés work tends to be repetitive ant
so farasto label his writing circular. Levinas introduces an idea and returns to it

again and again, slowly changing or modifyihg.i Once f ami |l i ar with
main ideas, tropes and themes one feels that they can almost dip into any section

of his work and get a sense of the whol e.
this befored i s common asectigndback encounter |
reintroduced. Where most philosophers give premises that lead to conclusions,

Levinas, on the other hand, uses familiar terms in unusual ways, constantly seems

to modify ideas, and does not offer arguments for his claims nor definitions for his

terms. He approaches ideas from a distance, circles around them; he comes closer

then spirals out again before coming from the opposite direction to circle around

the term again.

It would be dismissive to think Levinas is difficult for the sake of being
difficult. His writing style, with all its repetitions and changing terminology, is
carefully constructed to serve his philosophical project. | will discuss the reasons
for his difficulty later in this chapter but for now it is enough to understand that
we commit a certain violence, ironic considering the thesis question, when we try
to offer a straightforward summary of Le
Other. It is unsettling how easy it is to offer such a summary and for the purposes
ofthethes a sketch of Levinaso6s main ideas i
to give an outline of the encounter with the Other whilst paying attention to ways

in which we commit injustices to Levinas:i

! Jacques Derridalriting and Differencetrans. by Alan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 198), p. 312.
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backgroundto Levindss phi |l osophi cal point of view to
project in which the encounter with the Other is central. | will then move on to

discuss the encounter as described@iatality and Infinitybefore discussing in

brief the progression of thislec ount er i n L eOtherwisegshars | at er wor

Being: Or Beyond Essence

Ethics as First Philosophy

One of Levinas®6s ma jTalality apdlafihitgera, wassikgpeci al | 'y i n
provide a critique of WesternnchRedsaw osophyos
as a privileging of Ontology. Ontology, for
saméldo . 42). He also says, that OWestern p
ontology: a reduction of the other to the same by interposition of a middle and

neutleal term that ensuresTithp. cdBhprehemsnandef
critique is that the subject of Ontology does not encounter anything in its

otherness but rather systematically looks to beings as instances of Being. The

focus and interest has beamunderstanding Being, which Levinas refers to

variously as o6t he “®@eny,inthishraditidha me, or total it
metaphysics, is taken as the starting point, the foundation for other understanding,

and hence everything could be understood astaptre totality of Being. Put

more simply, if you fully understand Being you could understand everything you

encounter, as an aspect of that totality. Levinas likens this philosophical project to
Ulyssesd adventures whi cythoma®Tee, in the end,
philosopher only looks to the world to find how it fits back into the totality of

Being, how the pieces of the puzzle fit to allow us to see the complete picture.

Levinasdéds two greatest influences, Edmun
are induded in the criticism of Western philosophy as Levinas argues that they
too minimise alterity and in doing so help him mount his critique of Ontology and
his response to the problem of reducing otherness to the same. Colin Davis argues

ZDavis, p. 34.

*Emmanuel Levinas, 0 TDeeonstructerc ire Cootdéxt: Litdrature@ridh e r 6 i n
Philosophy ed. by Mark Bylor, trans. by A. Lingis (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986),

pp. 34559 (p. 346).
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t hat Hu 8 dinténbosality, ontthe one hand, provides an account of an

openness to what is outside the $diftentionality says that consciousness (and

here we are speaking about perception rather than sefgitialways conscious

of something and thus hints at objects outside the conscious self. Paul Gorner
describes this aspect of intemsicallyonal i ty |
ref er s b é@mthedther Hasdeirtehtior@lity is not so straightforward.

Hu s s pherdomenological reduction aims to bracket affything that can be

doubted and this can be seen as including the external world. | may be conscious

of something but the object of my consciousness is not guaranteed. It could be a
hallucination or | coulde mistaken. More importantly, if we remain in the

natural standpoint, which takes objects of experience as given, we find ourselves
unable to confirma priorit r ut hs and face a vicious <circ
standpoint takes its own validity for gra & Takedor example mental events. In

the natural standpoint it makes sense to think of bodily causes for these events but

we face a vicious circle when we realise our experience of bodily events is always

via our mental events, which in turn are sasrtaused by bodily events, sdl

onad infinitum® After his phenomenological reduction, Husserl is left with the

certainty of consciousness, a position reminiscent to that taken by René Descartes.

The extent and implications of this reduction are etilfjo different
i nterpretations but the i mportant featur
Husserl is that the focus turns to the consciousness and the discovery of the
transcendent al Ego. This reduction O6reve:
part of an objective natural order, but which actually constitutes the knowable
worl d through ¥Husserlifimds ie bracketma odf the exterhag . 6
natural world that Ot here imtentiondlhe object:

o0 b j e adtlwaibit,s ordy through these objects of consciousness that we know

* Davis, p. 12.

® Paul GornerTwentieth Century German PhilosoptNew York: Oxford University Press,

2000), p. 21.

® Gorner, p. 24.

" The terminology is important here. Husserl does not deny the existence of the external world but

rather calls for it to be put aside or bracketsdsomething that we cannot be completely assured

of . AWe do not actually doubt the existence of e\
inessential t oRdertfCsSolomergoat asentah, Bhil osophy si nc
Rise and Fall of the Sel©xford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1988), p. 135.

8 Solomon, p. 135.

° Solomon, p. 135.

Y Dpavis, p. 11.
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about objects in the external wotfdThe transcendental Ego, which is not the
empiricalme,a3@ omet hi ng year ol d female from New
who thinks or consciousss itself, helps create the knowable world. From his

early readings of Husserl, Levinas raises concerns that the transcendental Ego

cannot be sure of the existence of otHélfsthe transcendental Ego is the only

certain knowledge and constitutes alletexperience, we cannot know for sure

that other egos exist. Levinas initially raised these concerns without much

elaboration but as he began to develop his own thought he continued to struggle

with the possibility of the transcendental Ego encountemythéng other than

itself. If consciousness constitutes the external world or the lesser claim, if we can

only know the external world through the tr
cannot experience, perceive or learn anything that it did not alceadg t*2 i n . 6

The transcendental Ego, then, is blind to otherness.

Hei degger is Levinasds second teacher, a
finds in Heidegger a useful resource for questioning the centrality of
consciousness for Hussé&tHeidegger draws athtion toD a s e (beingthere)
situatedness. While Husserl 6s transcendent a
from a disinterested, uninvolved, ahistoric
it sel Héi degger 6s hi sDasehj cahl yhei ouhéeedhahndry
neither free nor absolute, he s no longer
Levinas sees Heidegger replacing Husserl 6s
historically situatedaseinwhich is firmly rooted in the world and cannot be

understood as anything but part of that world.

Michael L. Morgan argues that Levinas inherited his critical stance
towards Western philosophy from Heidegger, amongst others. Morgan claims that
Heideggerge st i ons t he Western philosophical tra
fundamental or primordial investigation into the being of beings in order to place
science, philosophy, and more in terms of d
than positing a transcdance to account for aspects of the human condition that

 Solomon, p. 137.

2Davis, p. 14.

3 Davis, p. 19.

“Davis, p. 15.

> Davis, p. 15.

18| evinas cited by Davis, p. 16.
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require special kinds of acceéfRobert Solomon puts it more simply, when he

says that Heidegger complains o6that West
Being ever since BWwatonbcehbadoassenseoost:
reality of ourselves in the world but this has been falling away from us since

anci e n¥Heldéggeevedts to reinstate the question of Being as the central

question of metaphysics. Levinas, however, criticisesMestern philosophical

tradition, not for a forgetting of Being, but rather for reducing all otherness to

i nstances of the same/ Being/ tBeingl i ty. He
overexistentss to already decide the essence of philosophg;td subordinate

the relation withsomeongwho is an existent (the ethical relation) to a relation

with theBeing of existentsvhich, impersonabermits the apprehension, the

domination of existents (a relationship of knowing), subordinates justice to

fr e e d ©l,pH45)(

Levinas argues that ethics, the ethical relation, is the proper focus of
metaphysics. By ethics Levinas does not mean normative laws nor a study of the
virtues. Rather, he posits the encounter with the Other as the fundamental aspect

of philosophical endeavour.

The Encounter with the Other; an initial view

The encounter with the OtHéis taken up with vigour iffotality and Infinity
Levinasdéds first major work, published in
with the Otheiis given its most full consideration and this is the justification for

my focus on this text. It is also this from text that most critics who utilise
Levinasdéds philosophy construct their cri.
emphasis on this book this thesis. My purpose in outlining the encounter with

the Other, as discussed by Levinas t wof ol d. The first is t

account well enough to be able to construct a notion of an encounter with the

" Michael L Morgan,The Cambridge Introduction to Emmanuel Levig@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2011), p. 3.
8 Solomon, p. 152.

Y use a capital 6086 for Ot dtrietly Lewifasian sesse,emdss ng ab oL
guoting someone who uses a | ower case 0006. From (
case 0006 to distinguish the empirical encounter \

with the Other.
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Other that can be applied to li#ey texts. The second is to work out if | am
justified in using Levi hwildlsubhsoinZbapter f or t hi s

Two.

To begin to summarise and construct a cl
of the encounter with the Other one finds oneselfiting to give a notion of the
whole in order to be able to understand the individual terms but at the same time
one needs to grasp the particular concepts and terminology to get a sense of the
full picture of the encounter. Levinas himself is not muelphDavis notes the
O0mi sl eadi n Jaalitgana lofioitiwhicherofestes, through chapter
and section headings, to have a clear and |
section sketching out the general themes of Same and Other, a secomdosect
the Same, a third on the Other, a fourth which endeavours to go a step further in
the description of the relations®hip with al
In reality, as noted above, Levinasos writ:.i
repetitive, circular and sometimes strange. He does not outline in a neat little
section what he means by 6Samedé or 060t her 6
concept and then returns to expand or modify this sense. Morgan argues, despite
these difficultiesthat inTotality and Infinity(as well as an earlier workjme and
the Othe}, Levinas does indeed offer an account that can be described as a

Onarrati veod.

It is tempting to equate or at | east con
and 60Otherd and the encounter of the same w
scenario reminiscent @eorg Wilhelm FriedriciHegel or Thomas Hobbes. The
fable or mythicalggsect of Levinasds account raises qu
the encounter with the Other which will be discussed later. The development of
Levinasés ethics, which centres on the enco
beginning with the world of existg things, a pure existence without the
medi ation of consciousness. This beginning
Other is established ifime and thé®therbut not discussed ifotality and
Infinity. Levinas calls existence prior to consciousriegsaor o6t here i sd6. The

t hought o&éexistence prior to consciousness®6

“ Davis, p. 37.
# Morgan, p. 37.
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grasp the idea of existence that has not already been interpreted, intended or

understood? Michael J. Brogan argues that Levinas finds justifidatidineil y a

from Heideggeros®?nobtwenané throwmniesso be
if the existent appeared only in an existence that precedes it, as though existence

were i ndepende*We canfrasp theeidea that tseteggmltl . 0

that exists independent of our existence, one that is prior to our (human) existence

and hence that exists independently of our intentions and conscious thought. We

might be able to imagine the apocalyptic end of the world but the idea of being

pers st s; ibytahLevinas, in tudphenomenological style, looks to

experiences of fatigue and insomnia to describe this pure existence. The

insomniac is aware of the relentlessness of existence as they lie unable to sleep.
Brogan draws a corr eloadfiyaand beafPaile en Levi n:
S a r tadraes@dsa concept developed in his novel of the same name in which the
protagonist, Roquentin, is overcome by a sense of nausea as he intuits the
undifferentiated nature of all existence. Pure existence is loaded with

6foreBodi mng, ®Pmpkehsonahnht 6 ®@hedorrart er ri fyin
attached tdl y a stems from its impersonal or undifferentiated nature. The thought

of slipping into such an i mpersonal exi si
rendered capletely powerless, deprived of all initiative, plunged into

anonyityo.

Levinasés narrative then turnd to con:
ya Consciousness can b é&thsammmymityobthdy o6st and
a. Levinas, inTime andheOther, t al ks about O0the appear an
that is06 and éa ruptur gherei*lieMinas anony mo u:
characterises consciousness as a hypost a:

uni dentifiabl e ac dlnicontas tothedemctioa éfga e xi st en

ZMi chael J BrmtheExperiecadd aftiiél gadd :a Sartre and Levinas o
E x i st Rhilosophy Todayd5 (2001), 14453 (p. 147).

% Emmanuel LevinasTime and the other and additional esséyitsburgh, PA: Duquesne
University Press, 1987), p. 45.

% Morgan, p. 37.

% Davis, p. 23.

% Brogan, p. 147.

' Brogan, p. 147.

% Morgan, p. 38.

?Levinas,Time and the other and additional essgys51.

¥ Davis, p. 23.
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as insomnia, consciousness is the ability to sleep. Consciousness can withdraw

from the indistinct mass of pure existence.
situation where an existent is put in touch with its existy It can reflect upon

itself. Levinas continues his investigation of consciousness from his earlier texts

into Totality and Infinity

The self or 6samed6 finds itself in a wor
disposal. Levinas characterises the primordial way the self relates to the world of
things agouissancgenjoymentf?’as opposed to a Hled deggeri an
110). Levims says, Oenjoyment is the wultimate co
thatfilmylifeii t e mbr a™,e.s111). Tihe seldis gt home in the world;
it dwells in the world and finds satisfaction in the things around it. The self eats,
movesandplay i n the world in which it Iives. The
world are first and forenmbpilOtather experi ence
than representations of things in the world. We enjoy the breeze for the cpolness
not for its ability to cree power. At this point the self has a sense of mastery;
existence is its attribute and it thus has a sense of freedom. In a world full of
things, there is nothing that challenges th

Levinas points out that anythingiat t he sel f enjoys in the wo
into my own identityTas33a thinker or a poss
Everything the self encounters, at this

things that can be assimilated into its own sense of self. | eatna ghle plum is

for me, and it literally becomes a part of me. | enjoy sunshine at the beach, these
are thingd enjoy, they are easily described in terms of my sensation of warmth,
sand under my feet, the smell of salty air | perceive and so on. Notlahgngjes

the conception that the world is a unified place in which | dwell. | can make sense
of everything whilst keeping a firm sense of my identity, through which | can

intuit, perceive, sense and conceive the things around me. Levinas puts it thus:

To be | is, over and beyond any individuation that can be derived from a
system of references, to have identity a

that always remains the same, but is the being whose existing consists in

31 evinas,Time and the other and additional essgys51.
#John Wild, o6Totaliduytamaddl, nif ionty (Piysburgh, Rt Essay on Ext
Duquesne University Press, 1994), pp.204 (p. 12).
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identifying itself in recovering & identity throughout all that happens to it
(TI, p. 36).

To summarise the story so far: Levinas can be seen as beginning by considering
existence prior to consciousness. This is an abhorrent, terrifying unindividuated

exXi stence, aki onofnauseadevinaséehéngelateetlsec r i pt i
emergence of consciousness. The self appears and finds itself in a world there for

its enjoyment. The self is able to greet everything it meets as a [tanvofld.

Not hing chall enges twonrd. Adthid poidt,dhe seliist er y of
alone. It is the master of its own world but this world is the world of things, not

others.

Levinasés account of the self does nof
of things, in fact, it barely begins there. With nothto restrict its freedom or
mastery over the world, nothing to challenge its sense of completeness, the self is
not really a free and individual self. The freedom it experienced up until this point
i's 6ar bitr ar3Thesealfds freeby dault, twithfnothénd that has the
ability to challenge this feeling of freedom and mastery it is meaningless. Levinas
does not literally envisage a world where someone is completely alone. Rather,
Morgan argues that these are aspects of our existencg;lse,sa 6t her e ar e tt
features in our existence or these dimensions of our inhabiting the world, living
within and from it, becoming aware of it and coming to know it and ourselves in

i .0

The self thus far has not encountered anything truly otheselh.iAs we

have seen, the self is able to turn ever:
samedb. The food that | eat, the air 1| Dbr
i ncorporate into the totality eohgsmy wor |l ¢

t o flepd37). The self only finds something truly other when faced with the
Other. The Other is absolutely Other; its alterity cannot be redugcbecoming a
representationr a concept. Levinas does not outline exactly what the Other is, fo
to do so would be to reduce the alterity of this Other but he does offer glimpses of

the Other or the encounter with this Other. | will now turn to some of these

% Davis, p. 49.
% Morgan, p. 39.
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formulations of the Other to develop a fuller understanding of what Levinas may
mean when hepeaks of the Other. Later in this chapter and the next | will add a
further complication to these depictions of the Other when Waésks the Other

encountered if we apply Levinasdés work to |

Levinas says the Ot hedTI(.89.dhelOtheto not f or
Is not something, like a tree, that can be accounted for in relation to myself. To
see the Other as a O0youd which can be spoke
totality in which we are essentially the same, it would reducettierness of the
Other by setting it in opposition to the self. To suggest a relation with the Other is
like seeing the self and Other as separate sides of a coin; they are opposite but still
part of the same coin, Ot htergvisiblefoomd compl et €

t he o Uk s 35da@adhence, consist in an enclosed relation.

Another glimpse of the Other is revealed by Levinas when he describes
him, at least six times ifotality and Infinity as identified by Lisa Guenther in
h er aThe Ethick &d Politics of Otherness: Negotiating Alterity and Racial
Differencé¥as 6t he stranger, fhpe77)wGuénthar, and t he
explains that Levinas is drawing on these figures of social vulnerability to
represent the singular ethicaulnerability of the Other. She continues to explain
that i1t is not these particulam others that
responsible for the impoveristheabandoned, and naked facenyoneno matter

who they are or what they have daffe

Levinas has added another layer to his description of the Other. The Other
is not simply the negation of me. In fact, | cannot understand the Other in relation
to myself. We now see that the Other is particular in its singularity. The Other is
not a membr of a group that | must bear responsibility for, depending on who
they are or what they have done but rather the Other is the face that stands before
me. In discussing the Other as Stranger Levinas expands his notion of the Other.
The Stranger is one whdisturbs my sense of being at horig p. 39). As we
have noted above, before encountering the Other, the self was able to characterise

everything as for itself. It could understand the world as a totality of which it is a

®Lisa Guenther, 6The Ethics aaerityaf®acialt i cs of Ot herne:
Di f f e philaBophid@ A Journal of Continental Feminisin(2011), 195214 (p. 207).
% Guenther, p. 207.
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part. The Other is one who dipts this totality in its particular singularity that
cannot be reduced to an instance of 6the
6over hi mpowed halvecamnot reduce his alterit

commonoé with hinmouhe dgleard@s 6l )( are Oowit

Levinas offers another approach to thi
o t h @lrp649)( Levinasefers to Ren®escartes throughoiibtality and
Infintyand 1 s particularly intereguicklyd i n Des
summarise, Descartes believed he had found an indisputablariori truth: he
exists. This is famously known as the Cogito and Descartes comes to this
foundational truth by taking a path of extreme scepticism. He doubts the truth of
anything coming from the senses as he could be misled or mistaken. As he doubts
he realiseshat he cannot doubt that he thinks. He can think wrong but regardless
of any deception or misunderstanding he
thinks. This | ine of tchgitnekgosumlithink d t o Des
therefore | am. From this priori truth Descartes set out to prove the existence of
God. In the Third Meditation Descartes muses on the idea of God. He argues that
he has the idea of the infinite but is himself finite and something cannot contain
something larger than itself hemsomething infinite (God) must have placed the
idea of the infinite in his mind. Levinas, argues Davis, identifies these two main
movements (the confirmation of the exi st

existence of God) and adapts them for his owppses’

As mentioned above, Levinas finds bot/
existence of God useful for his own ethical thinking. Our interest at this point is
how Descartes helps us understand Levina:
statemeéemte tmdti ndte i STl p #Op Peahbpsid fist el v ot h
guestion that arises is: is the Other God? The infinite was associated with God in
Descartes, whose argument Levinas is borrowing and througbtality and
Infinity Levinas speaks abotlte height of the Other, he speaks of desire for the
600t her andHiogfhlot e Mot and cl aims 6t he id
designates a height anfil padl)raadlne spaakspf, a t r
the Other as he Owhomeaseoaplpp.dShehgbedi O

%" Davis, p. 39.
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These statements certainly make it sound like the Other could be God. Ryan

Ubaro ar gues i n hppoacting theDivine: Levitmas an Godd [ a ]

Rel i gion, l dol atry, and At helhsmdé, that acce
encountering the Other, not God herself; he

is revealeds a trace through the face of the Other to whom the self is talled

serve and |l oved6 and t ha throogh thehunban etheme can on
to wham the self is infinitely responsibUr banodés argument is by n
uncontroversial. Levinas evedlpmales so far a
We can, however, accept Urbanobds argument o

this point. Even if Gd is the Other for Levinas, the theoretical framework can

still stand as a model for an ethical encounter with the Other through the

medi ation of | iterature. I f we accept Ur ba
infinite, for Levinas, is not God, but rar that which gives access to God, or

bracket the question of whether the Other is God, what then is this infinite Other?

My earlier characterisations of the Other draw an image of a distinct
singular presence that interrupts my being at home with mydedfstatement
that the Other is the infinite certainly seems to muddy the wathesinfinite, in
cont rthesstra g or ,6 t he wi d ocenjusesathstractcencepts,p han, 6
like God, as explored above. We can note that the Other, as infirites i8ho
exceeds any attempts to reduce his alterity. The presence that stands before me as
the Other is not able to be understood with reference to the totality, with reference
to the world as | know it. | cannot capture the otherness of the Other inlterms
know, as the Otherds alterity will overfl ow
the infinite, norrepresentational. Any attempt to represent the Other will reduce
his otherness and destroy his alterity. Levinas uses the notion of the infinite Other
to draw out the separation of the self and Other. There is a distance between the
self and Other; the Other is a transcendent
that i s exter i ofTlp. 49k Thanotoe of thd infinits Othen f i ni t e d (
gives us a fuller understanding of the difficulties in trying to explain what the
Other is for Levinas. The Other, as infinite, is undefinable. It will exceed any

attempt to limit it by concepts or terminology. The infinite Other is infinitely

®Ryan Urbano, O6Approaching the Divine: Levinas on G«
Logos: A Journal of Catholic Thought and Cultut® (2012), 5081 (p. 50).
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removed or segrated from the self yet presents itself as the Stranger. For all this,

we are yet to understand @Qobgitpinkhisevi nas dr a\
discussion of the infinite. At this point we need to consideretaion with the

Other.

For Levinas,arguedavi s, Ot he significance of t
in the encounter with the infinite as something beyond knowledge and utterly
resistant to the sol i $3Eeisfiniteis$fomdthing t r ansc
beyond anything the self could understdor to understand is to bring the Other
into familiar terms, to destroy its altel
thought, according to Levinas, is the way in which he is able to establish a relation
bet ween the self ( DEsd}thatdoesadhandihilabe) and t he
either party nor reduce the distance between them. The Cartesian model of
relation with the infinite proves a usef.|
of the encounter with the Other. Descartes finds away fortheseif he 61 6 t o r
to this unknowable infinite whilst maintaining both the unknowable aspect of God
and also without | osing the self in the |
notion of the idea of the Infinite designates a relation with a beingniatains
its total exteriority with respect to him who thinks it. It designates the contact with
the intangible, a contact that does not
(TI, p. 50).

I wi || now t ur mestknownaleseriptions of the Qthem a s 6 s
and one that is crucial to understanding the encounter with the @thesage
0the face.d The face provides Oempwinas a |
50) of the notion of infinity. It allows Levinas to shdww the Other reveals itself.
The encounter with the Ot her-tofacenTheevi nas
Other, the stranger, the widow, the orphan, the infinite, absolute Other, faces. The
Other presents herself. She does not stand as a reptieseisiame but rather |
find myself facetof ace wi th her. 6The way in which
exceeding the idea of the otherinmewe h er e Tl,pas0)eThed Gaheresd  (
there and overflows any attempt | make to reduce her to my concepthe
Ot her. Davis claims that Levinasds pur po:

% Davis, p. 39.
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he needs to develop an understanding of the relationship between the self and

Ot her that 6does nwithtmeitheeforg funddmarntallytikee Ot her i
me) or againstme (therefore oppoddo me and dialectically part of the same

tot afTintey)t.ebr m 6f aced denotes a presence, Ot

to me in an origina%ty and irreducible relat

The description thus far of the face is careful not to edaatsagein a
simple, straightforward way with an actual human face composed of eyes, nose,
mouth, dimples, eyebrowst cetera One di ffi culty in Levinas?©o:
face both does antbes not refer to actual facBdt times he refers to it as
O0sensTl,blped 1(97) and alfp.6&6). BdweverjLavipasfpsr esenced |
clear that the face should be understood as that which overflows, goes beyond its
plastic form. He talks abodtt he mani f estation of the face ¢
and the d6untd@loipmpgoee). foewm fas Tgpeédaks about
of the face. By this he means that the face does not belong to a signifying system,
a system ofishyietf eelefncarsd mott by, erence to
6The face does not point “bifahetacedvere t sel f; it
simply the form of a face in its everyday sense, representing the actual person,
then the Other would be brought initee realm of the same. Something that
belongs to a system, a face that represents a person or signifiehsmgmne
something that can henderstoodUnderstanding, recall, involves fitting the thing
to be understood into a system or totality. In d@agthe alterity of the thing is

reduced to the same of the totality.

To help explain how the face appears in a relation without relation, how it
i's able to maintain otherness, LHvVvinas emph
p. 66). OThvei nfgacper eissenace; it i sThexpression,
66). In doing so Levinas ties the face closely to discourse or language. Davis
argues that the face is a source of meanings as opposed to a perceived meaning
given to something by nféThe fa@ as expression, the face that speaks or the

face as a source of meaning does not refer to the exact words spoken. Levinas

“0Davis, p. 46.
“I Davis, p. 46.
“2Davis, p. 46.
“3Morgan, p. 64.
4 Davis, p. 46.

28



does not mean the everyday sense of expression or language, such as the small
talk you might engage in with a stranger on the bus Hihd of language,
expression, or meaning falls within the realm of the totality; it can be understood
and perceived. The idea of an expression that does not totalise, that cannot be
accounted for by referents and concepts is not easily comprehentied, by
definition it cannot be comprehended.

The face is not meaning as such but rather it is the origin of meaning. The
face is the source of meaning; the beginning of discourse. Before the self
encounters the Other it is the master of its own wotthér@ is nothing in the
space in which it dwells that cannot be understood and perceived intentionally.
We mentioned earlier that one problem with Husserl for Levinas is that the kind
of intentionality he discusses leaves no room for otherness. The famersea
speci al role in interrupting the selfds
questiorf® The Other, by being infinitely other, is able to oppose me. It does not
challenge me to a fight but by facing me as an other resists my power by
institutinglanguage amterpellation.Levinas claims that it is through language
that the relation with Other is revealed, that the Other appears as something that
resists my power and he goes on to argue
as a system of sigise ¢ o n sTi, p. 73). Hecdndinués the argument by
noting that o&é[|l ] anguage prTepd@pgndses i nt el
argues that this relation between interlocutors is formed in language and this is
marked by the ethical. The faceegis but expresses only its own singularity in
an imperative nottokiffLevi nas says o6this infinity, s
already resists us in his face, is his face, is the primagkessionis the first
word: Ayou shal l TljpolB9). dhe @timdr,as faveyasd er 0 6 (
expression, calls upon the self. The self finds itself wholly responsible for the
Other who singles it out by this imperative which is not spoken but rather by
facing, by being presentYwhidhtesstse her O6exp]
sel fdos power by wurging it not to kill bu

|l i ke Aimake room for meod “OThesélfeficoumtars e t he |

“Levinas, 6The Trace of the Other6, p. 350.
“6 Guenther, p. 201.

“"Morgan, p. 71.

“8 Morgan, p. 68.
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the Other who calls the self to responsibility; the self is singled out and finds
herself completely responsible for the Other in ways in which the Other is not
responsible for her. The relation with the Other is asymmetrical; the self is wholly
responsible for the Other that singles her out, but the Other has no reciprocal
responsibility At the base of all meaning, all discourse is this primal ethical

encounter which makes discourse in general possible.

A picture of what the Other is and is not is emerging. | have traced a few
of Levinasds formul ati on dionodfinfinithand Ot her cul n
the face. | have shown that it is difficult to talk about the Other divorced from the
relation between self and Other. To fully understand the idea of the Other as
infinite and to engage with the implications of the face of the Qliierelation
must be discussed. An important aspect of the encounter with the Other for this
project is that this relation with the Other is made possible by language. It is
language that allows contact with the Other without reducing her otherness. This
summary of Levinasds work on the Other i s,
this chapter, only a sketch. There are many nuances and complications that are
beyond the scope of this project. For now it will suffice to accept the preliminary
outline of theOther given here and move to look at how language operates for

Levinas in the encounter with the Other more closely.

Language; the saying and the said

We have already seen that language occupies a special status for Levinas. In
Totality and Infinityheidentifies language as an essential aspect of ethics. For an
ethical relation with the Other to take place there must be a way that the self can
relate to the Other which is not totalising; there must be a way of being aware of

the Other without making han object of my knowledge. For Levinas language

holds the key to this encounter. We have already discussed language as expression
as we describel@ visage The face, Levinas arguas expression. The face issues

a plea; it asks the self to be allowedktare the world with it and, at the same

time commands the self not to kill. Language begins when the self responds to the

summons of the Other. The response of the s
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recogni se t heTlQ.t7%.dhe selfjwves thewodd, pregi@us|y

solely there for her enjoyment to the Other. Morgan identifies two aspects of

| anguage that Levinas thinks are essent.i
the faceto-face encounter: the first is that there is an Othseparate person with

whom to speak; the second is that there must be universality or comfiutniy .

through the facgo-face encounter that we are able to establish this universality;
Levinas says that o6l anguage mmoolinp( i shes
p. 173) and that | anguage Oplwtlg4).inn c o mmo |
establishing language as based in the-fadace encounter, Levinas is able to

ground language in the ethical.

Levinas is acutely aware of the difficulty langeaposes for his project
despite it maintaining a central position in his ethical theory. The major problem
is that whenever we think something in language we thematise it. It becomes an
item of knowledge and hence in the realm of the same/the totaliggn W focus
on | anguage as O6coherenceb6, rather than |
6t he function of | anguage would amount t
t hi s ¢ oM, e.r73.frurtked coripounding these problems is that Levinas
tries to escape traditional ontology but is unable to give up the language of
ontological investigatioJ acques Derrida, in his essay.
Met aphysics: an Essay on the Thought of |
problem. Etienne Feronargués he essent i al point of Derr
AVi ol ence and Metaphysicso] consists in |
can only say the Ot hetDerridaobshreesthanguage of
Levinas cannot free himself from philosophical disse and that to move
beyond the realm of ontology would be a move beyond such a discourse which
cannot happen through | anguage. O6The att
beyond of philosophical discourse, by means of philosophical discourse, which
cannever be shaken off completely, cannot possibly suosébthl a n g G?age 0 .
Levinas is faced with the difficult problem of having to express ideas in a

language and tradition which require a radically different understanding of

“9Morgan, p. 73.

* Davis, p. 38.

*L Feron, cited by Davis, p. 66.

*2 Derrida, Writing and Differencep. 110.
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language and breach withdraon. Robert Bernasconi sums the problem up
concisely: 6in the course of articulating h

so unthematisable, [Levinas]® makes a t heme

Levinas, in 1974, published his second major w@tkerwise than Being
or Beyond Essenc®therwise than Beingontinues the main threadsDdtality
and Infintyand Levi nasodés earlier work but also ta
of inquiry. Some thinkers, such as Davis, Bernasconi and Feron, argue tha
OtherwisethanBeingan be seen as a response to Derri
not es, Levinas does not refer explicitly to
work. A full discussion of this work is well beyond the scope of this project but
we will look at an aspect of language that features strondbtherwise than
Beingwhi ch represents Levinasés attempt to ov
Totality and Infinity the saying and the said. These are important concepts for
addressing the thesis questamd are utilised by Robert Eaglestone and Adam

Zachary Newton in their Levinasian ethical readings.

The saying is, likéevisage one of Levinasds most unexrg
The face cannot be easily explained in words because it is exactly that which is
beyond words. It is the condition of the possibility for language itself. Likewise,
the saying evades meaning; it slips from thematisation and is only present as a
trace. It is exactly that which cannot be defined in language. To begin to engage

with this eencepit is perhaps wise to look at the less complicated said first.

The said is our common understanding of language. It is that aspect of
language that allows theses to be proposed, propositions to be put forward and for
conclusions to be drawn; itise system of signs that allows me to communicate
my thoughts, fears, dreams and hopes to another person. Morgan defines the said
as O6the form and content of PDavgui stic syst
offers a similar definition; he saystheséaid o mpr i ses st atements and

about, for example, the world, truth, protocols of dispute, verification or

“Robert Bernasconi, O0Skept iReReadimgliewnasdhbg Face of Phi |l
Robert Bernasconi and Simon Critchley, Studies in Continental Thought (New York: Bloomsbury

Academic, 1991), pp. 1481 (p. 149).

*Morgan, p. 135.
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di spr@wdntoher al so offers a dosmgar abl e s
refers to the formrad content of any utterance; it can be repreged, analysed,

contextualied, and so fortld® It is the said that allows two speakers to

communi cate ideas and for fields I|ike phi
birthplace of o%Throdghotigesystens of signs of tieesaids ai d . 6
ertities are able to be fixed in time and their essence or being is able to be

theorised about.

Levinas claims that there is another aspect of language not accountable for
by the said. This, he terms, as the désayi
proximity of one to the other, the commitment of an approach, the one for the
ot her, the very si grOBBEypi 5)Weseesthen, ihdtthes i gni f |
saying is the ethical relation with an Of
not fully explain what the saying is and how it differs from the said nor how this
other aspect of language is actually connected to the encounter with the Other.
What exactly does 6proximity of one to t|
Guenther addresses the issfi@roximity in her summary of the encounter with
the Other. She points out that an essential aspect of language, which is drawn out
i n Levinasods thoughts on the said and thi
She ties the fact of the sayingtotleeni on of fabeassihgulare. The 0
precisely in its expressido someonef the command not to murder or negate
singularity® The saying describes the fact that | am called by an Other and in
being called | find myself irreducibly responsible for this Other. Recalling
Levinasds description above, | become 0601
Oresponsi bilaotttyerofé oanmd d6gpaes bxrdo bfeara O6sub:
of one for the otherdé in which one is a
(OBBE p. 6).

In his explanation of the saying Morgan puts forward the idea that

language is more than asystemohsggy (t he sai d) but i s al so

* Davis, p. 75.

* Guenther, p. 201.

> Emmanuel LevinaDtherwise than Being, Or, Beyond Esse(Riésburgh, PA: Duquesne
University Press, 1998), p. 48ereatfter cited in line 83BBE

°8 Guenther, p. 201.
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us to respond and ?Ylangeageidnotustthewomswene anot he
speak and the grammatical forms that allow meaning and sense to be constructed;

it is also a way of sharing our world with@ath her . A way of saying, 0
r oom f oeforeywords@re saldl there négede two people in proximity to

one another and each with an openness towar
social, concrete context for language is the interpersattdhg in which it is

employed, and the ethical core of that interpersonal setting is the call of the other

person to the self to accept and acknowl edg

of bread, o so to spak to share a word with

The sayinghen, is the condition for the possibility of langudtjehe said,
the dimension of language that comprises signs and systems, can only emerge as a
result of the ethical saying. There must be proximity and responsibility for
utterances to be made, heardanunder st ood. Levinas calls th
ori goBBgl 6p.( 5). He argues that Othe respons
saying pri or OBBE pa4l)yDavis inegrets leevirhas @rguing
that the saying 0daesdenathec hSraad dodl ocagi c ahlel ys ap
accessible throughthesdf he saying underlies the said b
r epr es e fPThesdnerprietgtioni sées the said and saying as correlatives but
the question of whether they are merely correlativgains. Levinas himself
ponders the relation of the saying and said
correlative of a said, if its signifyingness is not absorbed in the signification said,
can we not find beyond or on the hither side of the sayingdlsbeing the
signifyingnesBBHp38di achrony?6 (

Levinas is, throughoutherwise than Beindrying to find expression for
that which is beyond Being, not simply a being otherwise, but the absolute Other
which is not simply anothaypeof Being. It is through the saying that Levinas
thinks we catch glimpses of this otherwise than being. He later acknowledges that
60t o expose an otherwise thanOBBEipng wi |l | st

44). The minute one tries to grasp, understangpeak the otherwise than being it

**Morgan, p. 135.
¢ Morgan, p. 135.
®1 Davis, p. 75.
%2 Davis, p 75.
% Davis, p. 75.
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is brought back to the realm of the said, it is fixed as Being. The said requires the

saying, as a condition of its possibility, but Levinas also claims that the saying is
antecedent to t he soasisayingslgafybeforasgnifgisgk s, o6
a saoBBr 6 p( 46) He al so says that the O0sa
(OBBE, p. 45) which indicates, if not a chronological priority, then the precedence

of the saying. He is offering a complication to thagie idea of saying as

correlative to the said and securing the saying as a condition of the possibility for

| anguage. Levinas phrases his question a
signify before signifying aerwseithdn7a8 and a
an apparitor pr es e rOBBEpg46)eVWeseemwithdiisand ent i |
incessant questioning of the signifyingness of saying and its relation to the said

that the saying presents extremethdi fficul
a similar problem to that he struggled withTiotality and Infinity how to speak

the unspeakable. Whenever one tries to clarify what the saying is one find oneself
reducing it to a said. Likewise, whenever the saying signifies it congeals in the

form of the said but one is left with a trace or echo of the saying that exceeds the

said.

In response to these difficulties we can note that the entir€@yhafrwise
than Beingstruggles with and performs the work of the saying. Davis devotes
some time to the&extuality of Otherwise than BeindHe describes the work as
6intenseehgcselbs§6 and claims the strange
employs is an attempt to avoid the problems Derrida had criticised him for in
Totality and Infinity®* Levinas, as Davisotes, begin©therwise than Beingith
an opening note about his use of the ter)
cl aims he Odar eséana@o { as pe d|diff@anddemc ¢ da& 6 s
clarifies that the use of the word refer:
claims he is using it in the senseS#inrather tharSeiendegdicating he is
referring to being (in general) rather than particular instances of being (existents),
so is trying to find expression for that which is beyond being in gen@BBE p.

186, FN1). Davis argues this demonstrates a preoccupation with language from

the beginning. He goes on to argue that 1
point us beyondhe text to the being or essence nameddsgnc@ , but r at her
% Davis, p. 69.
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words are encountered asrds not signs representing something outside of
mar ks on a page, but déinterconnected and in
chain which never quite sucakein capturing that which lies beyond the text or

beyond ®Being. 6

Davis is trying to make a case for Levin
work of the saying in its ability to disrupt the meannmgden said, to leave a trace
which is not reducible tdhe meaning expressed by the words on the page. He
points to several ways in which Levinasods w
discuss how language is more than a system of linguistic signs without reducing
the saying aspect of language to a theme oceqatrto be understood as a part of
totality. Davis mentions idiosyncratic use of dashes and commas, paradox, use of
synonyms rather than definitions and collapsed oppositions as some of the textual
features that mak®therwise than Beingtrange, difficuliand, | argue, at times
performative expression of sayiffff he per f or mati ve aspect of L

the fact that his language and how he uses it is an essential part of the meaning of

the text, is a main thesi sofPhilosctbhiyna Chant er 6
Emmanuel Levinaso6és Otherwise than Beingd in
attention to thevay language is puttoworkn Levi nas6s phil osophy i

short of understanding t he”[Mylitaidsm t hat his w

The question arises then, how does language operate to expose the trace of
the saying? What does the performative aspeCtloérwise than Beingelp us
understand about the encounter with the Other? If our goal is an ethical encounter
with the Other though the mediation of literature, then we must explore the trace
of the saying in the said of the written word. We will need to put the question of
literature aside for now and look at what the role of philosophy is for Levinas to
understand the operatiaf the saying. Levinas, it was noted in the Introduction,
does not offer ethical rules or prescriptive statements about how we should act.

We do find, inOtherwise than Being gesture towardway of doing, reading

and writing, philosophy. Levinasclasn, OEver yt hing is shown by
betraying its meaning, but phil osophy i1 s <ca
% Davis, p. 71.

% Davis, p. 72.

Tina Chanter, 6The BeterlayalvinfasP®tsi Ifdds hehwi sEmigirmn
Philosophy and Social Criticisn23 (1997), 6679 (p. 67).
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(OBBE p. 156). | now turn to examine what Levinas means by betrayal and how
philosophy can reduce it.

We already have enough information to ersfand the betrayal of the
otherwise than being in the said. The otherwise than being, the infinite, the saying,
proximity is unknowable, and unsayable by definition. It is exactly that which
escapes thematisation, that which is beyond concepts andtingmipression.
The instant the otherwise than being shows itself, to use a recurring phrase from
Otherwise than Beinghe instant it becomes intelligible, it is betrayed, it becomes
a being otherwise, reduced to part of the totality, or an object adhmwyledge
and comprehended. Ethics, the ethical encounter, is subsumed by ontology. Sgren
Overgaard describes the betrayal as Ot he
( or wr i%Lev)nasastwellawate ®f.the necessity of the betrayal but
propces, | i ke Husser/| before him, a reduct
an inherent resistance or potential site of resistance to complete sublimation by the
said. Although Levinas readily admits th:
writing,that O6it i s necessar y@GBBEh&3jhealsoyi ng i s
statesthabt he saying is both an af fOBBEmpati on a
44). The fact that the said is always to someone, always also a saying provides

Ot he ienthercraupti on of essenOBBEphdd)t ener gi z

Overgaard describes the redfiomti on as ¢
the said, in which saying is absorbed and froiethe saying that issued in the
saidi a movement back from beingt he fot her wdJhsmayban bei ng
well and good, but in real terms, how cal
attempts to reduce the said will require language, and in doing so create another
said, and will that said itself then need ®reduced? How does one complete the
reduction, a goal Levinas identifies for philosophy, without forming statements,
propositions, and drawing conclusions, all of which take place in the said?
Levinas, Davis argues, i s teon faadetibs i n a p |
to explain the otherwise than being in terms which are inevitably ontological.

Levinas himsel f describes the reduction |

®SRren Overgaard, O6The Ethical Residue of Languac
Philosophy and Social Criticisn33 (2007), 22349 (p. 228).

% Overgaard, p. 229e

" Davis, p. 85.
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of this said unfolds in stated propositions, using copulas, an@nyrturitten,
uni ted anew OBBEm@m443tructuresodo (

Levinas, argues Overgaard, faces a similar objection to the sceptic who
may c¢claim O60there is no such thing as trutho
put forward as a true statement, henceuterar gument to t he sceptic
Likewise, Levinas posits philosophy, words, the said, as the mode of the reduction
to the sayindromthe said and hence creating another said that will need to be
reduced. Levinas clearly states that the reductononly take place through
Owhat shows itself, 6 the manifestation of b
passage from some apparent world to a more

as true or meaningful in the said is true and meaningfule$sence apparent in

the saidst he essence. Rat her, the reduction 0&i s
beyond the logos, beyond being and4hoe i ®OBEE p.(45). What lies beyond
being i-Porthebehéonenvolved i n lrelgsnwihnsi bi |l i ty,

an absolute Other for whom | am singularly responsiDBBE p. 45).

The saying remains as an O6echob6 in the s
does not enter into a themeé is produced ou
enteringintoeitar of t hemd that the OBBEpWME)t i on seeks
The saying, although a correlative of the said, is not merely correlative. The
saying is not like one side of a coin with the said as the other butdsigheary,

a condition forthe postbility of language, the saying a n i mefuses the

present and mani festation, OBBElped#)ds itself
The saying belongs in a split time, what Levinas refers to as diachrony. The

saying echoes every said, the sayinp#& which makes the said possible, the fact

that the said is spokeéa someonéut it is also primordial, originary, and as such

is out of time, retained as 6éa fading echob
possible OBBE p. 44).

A return to Overgaardbés comparison of Le
the sceptic wildl allow us to understand Lev
further our conception of the idea of the saying and said belonging to different
times or orders. Levinasbserves, according to Overgaard, that despite the

standard objection to scepticism it keeps returning, undeterred. Levinas describes
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scepticism as Oinsensitive to the refut af
did not r esoun @BBEp.167h %0, Guergaad ctaimsnial the

(oerpetual return of skepticism testifies to the circumstance that sayihspid

belong to differentd vel s and or der § 0vetgaarddhinésf er ent i1
Levinas is able to admit that the saying reduces the said and also unsays itself, but

he is also able avoid the scepticy pe obj ecti on by arguing tl
to a different orderd and hrencct&iThise.mai ns
means that Levinas can call for the said to be reduced to the saying and in doing

So create another said without having to admit an inherent contradiction.

Philosophy does operate in the realm of the said but it is, at the same time, able t

admit the saying which simultaneously is lost in the said and calls for the said to

be reduced. Davis explains how this relates to the task of philosophy for Levinas,

by arguing that philosophy is unable to ¢
part of the world”® As a part of the world, the philosophical text is comprised of

both saying and said. It thematises the world and this finds expression in the said,

but the saying, which is both a correlative of the said and also something which
belongstm not her time or realm, remains as an
according to Levinas, is to be aware of this trace, this echo that exists beyond

being and that resists philosophyods att el

We have seen that Levinas can megpto the objection that in calling for a
reduction to the saying he is in fact creating another said, itself to be reduced but
the question of how exactly the said can be reduced, how the saying can be
acknowledged, remains. Levinas, it has already heted, does not offer clear
propositions leading to conclusions, nor does he offer clear definitions or
prescriptive statements. Instead, he revisits ideas, slowly expanding them; he
works with paradox and contradiction. We should not be surprised thdaeke
not change his style when it comes to the reduction of the said to the saying.
Levinas, does however, talk about two elements with regard to the reduction of

the said to saying: interruption and interpretation.

" Overgaard, p. 230.
2 Overgaard, p. 230.
3 Davis, p. 90.
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Interruption comes from the fact thahiguage is always a saying (as well
as a said). Every utterance is addressed to someone, to an Other outside or beyond

being, a proximity or relation to the Other underscores all language events and

this ethical relation cannot be thematised inasaid. lems speaks of O0sil en
failure or deliri um0dOBBEPp.&70). Hecampares upt t he di
these interruptions to knots in the thread

discourse found again and recounted in the immanence of the saahaesved

| i ke knots i n OBBEphl7®.dlderetsia eodstaat mavenmedt (

from said to saying and back to said. The saying interrupts the said, the fact of

language occurring between speakers, the fact of an interlocutor, disrupts

languageas simply a system of signs or propositions that can be true or false. The

interruption to the said draws attention to language as saying, the condition for the

possibility for language at all, the ethical relation in proximity to an otherwise

thanbeingLevi nas includes his own text as open
interrupt the ultimate discourse in which all the discourses are stated, in saying to

one that listens to it, and who is situated outside the said that the discourse says,

outside allit n c | WBRBRE6170). The saying simultaneously finds

expression in a said which itself is open to interruption but according to Levinas

the interruptions, which we have seen bel on
the said in which they find exprs s i on . Levinas claims, oO0[t] he
interlocutor permanently breaks through the text that the discourse claims to

weave in themati si ngOBBBp 178)nTheerédocponafg al | t hi
the said to the saying is a movement from saghtong and in the process

another said is created but the break, the interruption, remains as a knot in the

thread of discourse.

The second and related element that plays a part in the reduction of the
said to the saying is interpretation. The fact of leagge, as a saying, as stod
someoneneans that it is open to interpretation and this is especially the case when
the language is writtefi.Chanter claims that philosophy must take the risk of
being misunderstood ot her vattakesiisdlftoor ever ts t

be equivalent to i nf ornPhilosSomhypcomniteitsk nowl edge,

“"More will be said in the following chapter about Leé
> Chanter, p. 72.
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task to paper where the speaker does not face the interlocutor nor hear the
interruptions but still must attend to the saying, to the interruption of ghevho
listens; failing to acknowledge the saying, to mark the text as pure said would be
to deny the ethical relation that not only marks the condition for the possibility of
the text but also underlies all human relagidrevinas is aware of the difficigs

of committing his ideas to paper, of the possibility of his work being interpreted

as pure said:

books have their fate; they belong to a world they do not include, but
recognise by being written and printed, and by being prefaced and getting
themseles preceded with forewords. They are interrupted, and call for
other books and in the end are interpreted in a saying distinct from the said
(OBBE p. 171).

Levinas, argues Davis, wants the philosophical text to be understood as not simply

t hat wlsmit preesttradbl i shed knowl edged but rat
6its own Enigmaé and claims that i f it c;
where something happens; where my own responsibility for the Otred for

the Otheroés t gt owmeisc h fiThe phipsoprdcal txt is

charged with the difficult task of being aware of its own secrets, the underlying

proximity to a neighbour of the saying, its Enigma, and in doing so must attempt

to attend to interruptions that mark ttegyig and relation with the Other.

Levinas, as mentioned earlier, can be seen to be offering a kind of
performative description of the reduction of the said to the sayi@gharwise
thanBeing It has been noted thatndnevi nasds w
reason for this is that he is not just trying to explain something unexplainable (the
saying which is beyond language, or the otherwise than being which is beyond
being) but he is, arguably, attempting to write a philosophical text which is both
philosophical and, at the same time, a text which is aware of its function as an

address, a text which attends to the interruption of the s&ylinig.hard to

separate the content from the form in Le
pointinhisartit e, &é6The other voice: ethics and e
®Davis, p. 91.
"Davis, p. 92.
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Hand claims thaDtherwise thanBeinggar t i al ly as a response to
critique of Totality and Infintyo per at es as Otesti mony that 1is
t hemati si ng knowleesdgee.wh all e Hlieawisdshant hi s sayi n
Being from becoming in its turn another theme is that in addition to its acting in

the text, it actsiponandast he ™ ext . 0

The ambiguities, paradoxes and enigm®tiferwise than Being
continually interrupt the textodos position a
understood as the objective search for truth). The points of occlusion, uncertainty,
or frustration serve to remind the reader that the text is an address, an act of
saying, as wWeas a said. Davis offers a similar analysis of the difficulty of
Levinasds work; he claims that, O6the diffic
understanding that it poses are not tangential to the pointateéyh e FPoi nt . 0
Davis poi ntds ntt@entstee rtedtte@s i on on its own st
ambiguitiesd and claims this reflection hap
an addr es s?®Todlustrate @is point Davis qudtes a lengthy passage
from Chapter V ofOtherwise than Beinm which Levinas draws attention to the
text as address to someone, O0The very discu
el aborating about significationéd and goes
t hat means to be phil os ovnthesi8byralsiagthenas t hen
skeptictypeo bj ect i ons di gthewsrgfactof fermulatnger , 6] b ]
statements, is not the universality of the thematised, that is, of being, confirmed
by the project of the presenhendi scussi onébDo
coherent and phil osophi c@OBBEpTlBYEwe are f ami|l
intense selreflection of the above passage works to unsettle the straightforward
communication of statements and their claim to truth which one would usually
associate wh philosophy. By calling attention to the work as an address,
communicated to someone, and anticipation of objections raised by that someone,
and the questioning of the workos status as
his work with the trace of theaying.

®Seg&n Hand, 6The Other Voice: Et Historgofthend Expressi on
Human Scienced0 (1997), 5668 (p. 59).

" Davis, p. 91.

% Davis, p. 91.
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The foll owing passage, from Chapter 1|1
writing style and will be shown to work in similar ways to the passage Davis

quotes:

But it is not necessary to take literally the metaphor of the interpellation of
the subjecby being which manifests itself. The manifestation of being, the
appearing, is indeed the primary event,thetvery primacy of the primary

is in the presence of the preseitpast more ancient than any present, a
past which was never present and wharsarchical antiquity was never
given in the play of dissimulations and manifestations, a past vatiose
signification remains to be described, signifies over and beyond the
manifestation of being, which thus would convey but a moment of this

signifying dgnification (OBBE p. 24).

The first sentence begins with a conjunc:!
previous statement. He immediately offers a contradiction, telling us we need not

take literally a metaphor which by definition is not usualketaliterally. Levinas

then repeats the term O6manifestoé, at fir:
Omani festation of beingd which is interr.:
l' i sting of synonyms is a réegandoftenng st vyl i ¢

serves to subtly shift or modify the meaning of the preceding terms. He also

frequently uses terms which are not usually recognised as synonyms and in doing

so he takes everyday words and stretches and skews their meaning, Davis
describeslevnas 6s wor k as havi ng?®latheeabave nol ogi ¢
passage he repeats the word O6primary/ pri.
create the tautological statement O6the v
presence of titeeH intprruptsghe bepiriningwohthecstatement with

the repetition of the conjunction, Obut 6
the folding of steel, creating layers of meaning but meaning that does not progress

forward in the manner of propdtisins and conclusions but rather a strengthening

and eventual undermining of sense.

The repetitions andlight alterations or modifications of meaning point to

the interruption of the said; the trace of the saying can be seen to operate in the

8 Davis, p. 91.
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insistent @sire to be heard and understood marked by the repetition but which at

the same time undermines the reader6s abildi
in the following sentence oftheusualyp posi t e terms Opastdé and
present s pastp@aeaackn than@rey present, a past which was never
presentodo again, stopping the reader 1 n her
the original subject of the sentence becomes lost. One mustrhaekland ask

Owhat t hi s pas thaps surpresedso findthat &ve began talking p e

about the manifestation of being and we can then track the manifestation of being
through the passage. This appearing of bein
more ancient than any gprods éretid gamwd st Hine vaepp
play of dissimulation and manifestationd. T
manifestation (of being) which was never given in manifestation (and the play

between revealing and concealing) is not helped greatly by tbeviiod

statement t h a totharsignification aemdins & bet desaribenl,s e

signifies over and beyond the manifestation of being, which thus would convey

but a moment of this signifying significat.i
with repdition in his attempt to speak the unspeakable, to give voice to the echo

of the saying in the said. Passages like the one we have turned our attention to

here are common throughddtherwise thanBeing Levi nasds | anguage |
deliberate and stretcheneaning to its limits in its attempt to both give voice to

the otherwise than being and to produce a reduction of the said to the saying.

The result of Levinasod6s textwuality is a
are so frequently interrupted bycemdary clauses, lists, repetitions and words
used out of their usual contexts that the reader must keep returning to the
beginning of the sentence and trace the progression of the subject through its
modifications to the conclusion. The reader is askedk® a leap of faith when
Levinas speaks of that which cannot find expression in words, the unthematisable.
Both Davis and Hand address the result of the work for the reader. Davis argues
that oO0interrogating Levi-mawmgatiiHexo. becomes
claims that as the reader struggles with specific issues of understanding of
particul ar passages she finds herself al so

guestions: fAWhaty droeessp oLnesvii bnialshatrigeflgon sbl i ps i n

% Davis, p. 91.
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responsibility, how am PThedasmpheissi bl e for
making is that as the reader works to produce meaning with the text she also is

forced to reflect upon how this is applicable to her. The reader is forced to take a
positonofresppsi bi | ity for Levinasods text as sbh
understand Levinasds description of respt
very similar point when he says, O0The vo
of address oDtherwise than Bemor Beyond Essenatrain against their

inherited limits. And the work this obliges the reader to undergo is, of course, an

et hi cal necessity, ®#given the worko6s mess:

Encountering the Other: A summary and application to literature

Levinas has praded us with a phenomenological description of what an
encounter with the Other looks like. It is useful at this point to briefly highlight
the main features of this encounter as a summary before we sketch out how it
could be applied to literature. Levinaas developed an ethical account that he
places at the centre of philosophical enquiry. He identifies the Other with the
infinite. The Other is infinitely Other, the absolute Other. By this we understand
the Other to be unknowable. Levinas explains thiatife Other to be absolutely
Other she cannot become a theme or item of my knowledge; to know the Other is
to reduce her to an object of knowledge, to bring her backhetoealm of what
Levi nas c aWHick is the tdtatity of mymverfdl. Thighds to the
guestion about how any kind of encounter can occur without the Other being

reduced to an instance of the same. Levinas finds an answer in discourse.

The Other manifests itself as o6faced,
expression. The face agre as a command and plea. On the one hand it
commands not to kill and on the other pleas for the one to share her world with it.
Levinas argues that the one who encounters the Other becomes singularly
responsible for that Other. | cannot choose whethketome responsible to this

Other or not, | am elected. This creates an unequal relationship where | am fully

% Davis, p. 91.
% Hand, p. 59.
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responsible for the Other but she is not responsible for me. | respond to the face of
the Other with generosity, by recognising the Other | giveale possession of

my world and share it with her. | may, of course, decide to respond with violence
and even kill the other before me but | realise | can never kill the Other. Levinas
develops his understanding of language in his later work wherernal&tes the

terms saying and said. He argues that language is comprised of these two aspects
with the said naming language as we usually thinkiofitammatical rules,

syntax, statements that can be true or false. The saying is the other aspect of
languae and one which is forgotten. The saying is proximity, the fact that
language is spoken to someone. It is the condition for the possibility for language
at all and as proximity to the Other it is ethical in nature. The saying always finds
itself congealednto a said and because of this the saying is overlooked, it can

only ever be an echo or a trace in the statements, phrases and discourse it provides
the condition for the possibility for. Levinas argues that the goal for philosophy is
to reduce the saith the saying. He thinks attention should be paid to the traces of
the saying, philosophy ought to be aware of the interruption of the saying which

di srupt the discourseds claims to universal

With the outline above we can now apply
ethical encounter to interpretation of texts to sketch a phenomenological
description of an encounter with the Other through the mediation of literature.
There appears to be some defipjte i nt s of correspondence betw
ethical work and the interpretation of literature which is evident in the increasing
number of critics who apply Levinasébés work
following chapter about the applicationodlv i nas 6és wor k by other cr
now | will simply sketch what the encounter with the Other in literature will look
like from a Levinasian point of view and raise questions that will need to be

addressed at a later point in the thesis.

The first sep in applying Levinasian ethics to literature involves asking
who the Other is. The question, at first glance, might seem unnecessary but we
have at least three possibilities: the characters in the text; the author; and the text
itself. The question wilbe taken up later in the thesis and at this stage it will

suffice to assume that leastone of the above optiom®uldstand in the position
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of the Other. This is a controversial claim and many objections can be raised to

each opti on b akethdsewil baputasidammow So, tisere is an

Other to be encountered, be it character, author or text. This Other must speak to

me, call me and imbue me with responsibility toward it. This is less controversial.

When | pick up a book | find mysailfi a position in which | must respond. Sure, |

can put the book down but this in itseltf
who finds she could kill the other who stands before her, she can never kill the

Other and will find herself changed by eackl avery encounter with others. The

characters, author and text make demands upon me. The characters and text

require my interpretation to bring them to life, to make meaning of the words on

the page. To interpret the text, to respond to this Other, |meustlling to be

open to its otherness and share my world with the world of the characters or text.

If the Other is the author, which would be a rather unfashionable position in this
postpostmodern context, | still find myself responsible and feel ttelaw r 6 s

demands. The author requires me to read the words she is not present to speak. To
interpret and complete the meaning of her work and | am still required to respond
with generosity in sharing my world as |
meanng. The responsibility | am bestowed with by the literary

text/ character/ author is, |ike Levinasos
asymmetrical. | am completely responsible for the text | am reading and

interpreting but the text has no responsibildyward me”

The focus on discourse and | anguage i
encounter with the Other only strengthens the argument for borrowing his
phenomenological framework and applying it to literary interpretation. Recall that
the encounter with th®ther is only possible through language. It is language that
allows the one to be in proximity to the Other without destroying her alterity. The
text, like the face, is expression. My only experience of the Other in literature, be
it text, character or dhor, is through language. My access to the text is purely
through the words on the page and the nature of literature means that there is
always something that escapes definition as | work to interpret these words.

Whether we think of language in Levinasig@rms of the saying which leaves its

% For ease of expression | will refer to interpretation of the tegiérahan list all three optioris
text, character, author) in this section but it ¢
encounter in literature?é6 is far from answered at
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trace on the said of the written words but at the same time exceeds that trace and
works to interrupt the straightforward meaning of the said with an ethical

di mensi on or difgeramganeviich heanimgs né\erpeesent but
rather infinitely deferred and marked by difference, current thinking about

language involves a sense of alterity inherent within language itself.

This alterity can be seen in the way meaning overflows or goes beyond
all interpretatia, there is always something (the saying for Levinas; or the absent
terms that give the expressed signifier meaning or the chain of signifiers for
Derrida) that goes beyond attempts to express understanding or meaning, and for
Levinas this is the absolu@ther. So, the text bestows me with responsibility
through language and | respond to the call of the text (to read, interpret, make
meaning) through language. | interpret the text by writing a response, an article,
essay or another literary text. | disctiss text with friends, students, colleagues,
or strangers. An ethical interpretation, us
description, would open my world to the text, make room for it and would not
attempt tounderstandhe text and make it a theme and @ashsan object of my
knowledge. The demand here is huge. One must take full responsibility for the
text and in doing so mustspondbut, at the same time, the text cannot be
understoodto understand the text would be to make it a theme and destroy its
alterity. At this point most theorists, readers and lovers of literature would object.
Understanding the text is one of our major goals, it is what drives interpretation
and is explicit in the meaningf interpretation. Chapter Threell go into more
detail about whether we can conserve the alterity of the text whilst still producing
a response or interpretation and further investigate the ethical demand of this
theory as a tool for assessing literary interpretations. Levinass prdscription
for philosophy, offers a possible method for reading texts without reducing their
otherness. Levinas argues that the goal for philosophy is to reduce the said to the
saying; to read paying attention to ways in which language, as proximity or
address, interrupt the said. So, an ethical interpretation of a literary text may be
one that looks for the ways in which the text is an address, ways in which the text
as proximity is beyond understanding.
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This is a basic phenomenological framework thi#éi form the
benchmark for the continued investigation into the thesis question. We must
identify whothe Other is that is encountered through the mediation of literature
but we have established that the encount
The level of demand is high with the one who reads taking full responsibility for
the textual Other, a responsibility that cannot be delegated. The literary text
designates the responsibility by calling the reader, electing her and bestowing her
with theresponsibility for reading and bringing the work to life. Like Levinas, we
face the problem of trying to say something about that which cannot be
understood. If we are to encounter the Other through literature, then we cannot
turn the Other into an objeof our understanding because then we would only
encounter our own consciousness, oOour own
of philosophy, to reduce the said to the saying, gives a possible point of departure
for a way to approach literary texts withoatlucing the Other to anothestance
of the same. Chapter Thredl take up the hermeneutical questiorhofivwe can
interpret or respond to the literary text without making it an object and reducing

its alterity.

49



Chapter Two: The problem of literature

Introduction

The previous chapter outlined a phenomenological framework for an encounter
with the Other through the mediation of literature based on the philosophical
writings of Emmanuel Levinas. | have drawn attention tanhey points of
correspondence betwekne v i marlsaddksliterary interpretation, such as the
centrality of language, the asymmetrical relationship between self and Other, and
the sense of responsibility toward the Other, and how these points of coafluenc
have resulted in many critics turning to Levinas to provide a theoretical basis for
ethical reading. This chapter will discus®y some of these critiase Levinas in

their interpretations or theoretical writing. The focus will be on how these
theoristshave appropriated e v i mvidtisgGsd the limitations of these

approaches to Levinasian readings of literary texts.

| argue that there are two ways in which Levinas has been adopted by
theorists. The first, and most common, is as a tool to exploreetherexplain
charactersrelationships, and motive$his approach involves texts being
explored in a Levinasian sense; the goal is to produce a Levinasian reading of the
work. The second is teeadin a Levinasian way. The themes need not be
typically Levinasian but the way in which the text is approached will be ethical.
The second approach has been considered to some extent by philosophers in their
reading of philosophical texts but is much less common in literary studies. | will
turn my attention to #hfirst approach before discussing the second.

The second half of this chapter will be concerned with the problem of
literature for Levinas. Levinas takes a view of representation and rhetorical
language that results in his assertion that works of artywardclude literary
works of art in this, have a different ontological status to objects in reality.

Levinas considers artworks as pure representation and argues that they signify the
absence of that which they represent. This means that Levinas sesohantkas
having a lesser ontological status than objects in the real world. Works of art are

argued to be mere replicas that rely upon their signified for their truth value. The
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mediated relation to truth that marks works of art precludes them from the

encounter with the Other, which is characterised by immediacy and presence. |

then | ook at Robert Eaglestoneds ar gumen!
Levinasds philosophy to the study of it
criticism for a&knowledging that there is a problem to be dealt with but | move on

to argue that Eaglestoneds argument does
Eagl estone mistakenly draws a break bet wi

texts produced up tootality and Infinityand the late©therwise than Beirlg

Levinas and literature thus far

Levinasian ethics have emerged as a popular theoretical base for reading works as
di ver se as Ki8dlLadateos pleaanr ect heskdapabie Magrlhere

are common threads to Levinasian readings of these diverse works. The most
obvious and common step theorists take, to produce their Levinasian readings, is
to identify a charactewho occupies the role of the Other. The Levinasian Other

is one thaiescapes definition, she cannot be understood, or grasped as an object of
knowledge and inspires a sense of infinite responsibility in those she faces. This
understanding of the Other provides a theoretical basis for looking at characters in
newways.Prge i ous def i ni treledupontherelationtone ot her 6
hegemonic power structuress in the case of the pestlonial, feminist, queer or
Marxist other; the other is demarcated as other because of its difference to the
powerful or centrelL e v i ©O#her i 80t defined by what it it in which the

focus is as much upon the powerful or the centre as it is upon the Other but rather
the Levinasian Other is remarkable for the way in which it resists simple binary
oppositions; the Other is Other indgglent of its relation to the central power
structures For Levinas,ather than being defined by the centhe self only

emerges as a result of contact with the Other.

'] am restricting my treatment of readers of Levinassiderably. Several philosophers have

given the connection between Levinas and literature considerable thought, particularly Jill

Robbins, Robert Bernasconi and Simon Critchley and although they provide insight into my

reading and discussion there id Bpace to engage with them in depth. Likewise, Maurice

Blanchot is probably the most important reader of Levinas but for this project his work is placed to

one side to allow a fuller exploration of the posc
hemeneutics.
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Janes Kearney, ifmThiis 1290 12b cewseKegl,| 6St r angce
Lear, Ethics,andh e Phenomenol o gdyawsoupon Regimastgni t i ono
explain the effect of Edgar as Poor Tom in the play; Poor Tom is a character
Kearney identifies as borrowed from romance but one, Kearney argues,
occupies the role of the Levinasian Othére ar ney i denti fi es Poor To
that of the stranger or the abject, which are terms used by Levinas to describe the
OtherKear ney notes that the dramatic irony ac
with Poor Tom where the audience knows that tieeneore to the figure on stage
than Lear recognises, has a similarity.te v i mati@ @fghe infinite with
regard to the Other; the Other exceeds what | can know of him. Lear sees an
abject creature but the audience is aware that this creature isendh@n Edgar,

rightful heir to the Earl of Gloucester.

Kearney here illustrates a common theoretical move in producing a
Levinasian reading. He aligns a character with the Other. Kearney identifies two
aspects of Poor Tom/Edgar as fittihge v i rcharactessation of the Other; Poor
Tom is a stranger, abject and there is more to him than meets the eye, the audience
knows that he is really Edgar in disguise. The identification of a character with
these superficial types of descriptions of the Levima§ither can almost be seen
as an essential move in producing Levinasian readings of literary texts. Francesco
Bigagli identifies Bartleby as representing the Other grbading of Herman
Me | v i Baltleby a savener: a Storyof WalBt r e et ar. t ilAnd en,i sé i
Who art ThougFaddwithBarl ebgc¢ce Or Levinas and t he
Bigagli draws upon Levinas to provide a theoretical framework for his reading,
building upon Jeffrey A. Weinstoéks ¢l ai m t hat it thats Bartl eby«
crucial to understanding the ethical obligations one has towards Baitighyg.
second secti on of Bigaglisocuaseshis atterdign omdtlieh e Guest , 6
figure of Bartleby and tries to make a case for Bartleby occupying the role of the
Other. Bigali talks about Bartleby as inviting and eluding interpretation or
knowledge which he attributes to his status as Other. Bigagli also characterises
Bartlebyasocupyi ng t he Braogltd edfy 0tshlie mfyerc s pe@ks t o
I t cal | s? Bugagli names Bantlebyas@®ther and justifies this by aligning

Francesco Bigagl i, 60 As#odFacélith Batlebly; oriliémasiandtiBoy 2 0: Face
Ot h éavidthan: A Journal of Melville Studies2 (2010), 3¥53 (p. 41).
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his strangeness and incomprehensibility wite v i wesgigtien of the Other as

infinite and unknowable.

Josephine Carter also begins her reading with this common theoretical
moveanddistngui shes a Levi nasi anTheQ\taptabte f i gur e
Man. Carter argues that the ghost of Botti Julio embodies the role of the Other.
Carterods reading est abl itgoicatghoststorya me 0 s no v
narratives in whiclthe ghosappears as a temporary fissure in the everyday world.

In this traditional type of ghost story the focus is on the person whaimtdthand

how they are abdrecd ot g elsa wmrrtei g diexy 6r es ol

by contrastinvolves a ghosthat cannot be understood or grasped, much like the

Levinasian Other. Traditionally the ghost interrupts the everyday world of its

hauntee to complete some unfinished busitesst a ghost, | i ke Fr al
beyond comprehension, ungraspable, cannanlerstood and therefore camn

be placatedJa@ant &mr aagnedismgho&t cannot be

appeased or eradicated onceddr*ICartér also draws attention to the fHwit

Juliods ghost , | islspecially eéhardctesedibytlzedaceaim Ot her

neither absent nor present.

Simple Levirasian readings may not move beyond establishing a character
as Ot her , Ke aKing leegrig sne that doesinat grogeess much
beyond this kind of readingfearney takes a few centrarins and concepts from
L e v i marls @adicularly from work up to, and includingetality and Infinity
to explain the role of Poor Tom as well
Tom.Kearneypoor r ows from Levinas t héeOttheerrnds 06 a b |
and applies them to Edgar disguised as Poor Tom. At first glance these seem to
describe Poor Tomwell. Heissdgui sed as a botigtglyr and Lea
does not recognise himasf t hi s worl d andl,4,4xr s hi m as
Poor Tan appears as completely Other before Kent encourages him out of the
shelter. Poor Tom appear s aspovenshede ed . L e
state, asking 0an(d 4a7)tearalbombseneotndéem t o t hi s
would bebetter off deadd [htoJu wer t b e (llt4e98). Althoughnogr av e 6

3Josephine Carter, O6An Ot he rTheAdaptableMén, Ghost Story:
Interdisciplinary Literary Studies: A Journal of Criticism and Thed$ (2011), 4660 (p. 45).
4 Carter, p. 45.
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discussed by Kearney, further strength to the argument of Poor Tom as Other
coudbegi ven by hi s Odandd Hoideglo, depBlessahee from
whirlwind, starb | ast i n g, (llladn5d). Poa Kom spgdks) he diesses
the party of Lear, thedel and Kentbut does not offer a coherent Said. A case
could be made for some of his rambling and ranting teeae agxamples of
Saying in which proximity is experienced but meaniegains evasive.

Kearney identifies Poor Tom as occupying the role of the Other as there is
more to him than Lear sees. At the same time, Kearney correctly notes that Lear is
unable to see Poor Tom at a&eingnstead merely a reflection of himself,
ddlidstt hou gi ve al | (llift4047)dMhgt, hdsdis dpiere r s ? 6
brought hi nmllt4060) Ard, esen @ftar besng i@assured that Poor
Tomhasnal aught er s, L [e]athing sould hlave subdued @aturego, 0O
such a lownesBut his unkind daughterd@ll, 4, 67). Lear does not experience
Poor Tom as the infinite Other but as a mirror to his own suffering. When Lear
doesseeTomhes ees not an infinite Ot h@Br but 6a po
4, 104)which he identifiea stheéingi t sel f 6 and Ourlhd,commodat ec
103).Lear does not see an unknowable Other who exceeds definition but rather a
stripped bare creature whic pr esent s i tsel f aathikgnowabl e, 0
or object that is exactly as ippears. Kearney would respond to remind us of the
dramatic irony of the scene. Lear may not see Edgar as he looks upon Poor Tom
but the audience is well aware that there is more to the beggar than meets the eye.
Does the fact that Poor Tom is Edgar, anduah overflows the figure of Poor

Tom, mean that the audience experiences him as an infinite Other?

The audience is aware that the apparent madman is in fact the dispossessed
heir of Gloucester as they witnessed Edmund
bani shment . Sh a kbetstiposeaoneroperaneausiwitetheoverls ,
and subsequent, would be familiar with the trope of disguise and mistaken
identity. The audience does experience dramatic irony, they know something
those on stage do not, buts more likely that they experience Poor Tom as
Edgar/Poor Tom, a single character, than as some unknowable, infinite Other. The
fact that the audiendenowssomething the players do not confirms idhentity of
Poor Tom/Edgar. The sense of knowing titueh behind the figure of Poor Tom
gives the audience a sense of power in their knowledge; they know the secret and
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in knowing this they feel they know the character fully. It is not an experience of
an unknowable Other but almost the opposite.

Kearneyods identification of Poor Tom
a Levinasian sense, has further problems and these kinds of problems are
applicable to other Levinasian readings.
associating Poor Tom with the Ottee his appearanceab@& ggar , Oabj ect ,
0 st r amd that hebexceeds the appearance as he is really Edgar, son of
Gloucester. | have raised problems with the latter argument above, and relying on

appearance is overly simplistic and depends upaTryaliteral reading of Levinas.

Bigagli and Carter both put forward a more sophisticated and thorough
Levinasian frame for their readings. Bigagli draws upon the notion of hospitality
from both Levinas and Derrida. Bigaglants to explore the relation between
Bartleby as Other and guest and the lawnyarator as self/same and host. Bigagli
develops his case for Bartleby occupying the double, though related role, of Other
and guest by considering the first contact betvwiberscrivener and the lawyer.

The lawyer initially sees Bartleby in much the same way he sees all people, in

terms of his utility whi ¢ch i s n[ipikedwkeypapd Nippegsa g | i1 : 0
Bartlebyispercsied t hr ough ¢t Ahesislineontic t o fwi u thi IBii tgyady |
assertion that Bartleby represents the face, in the Levinasian sense. If the story

strictly followedL e v i ethicl@ecount the lawyer would have immediately

found himself responsible for Bartleby, and found his sense of self quektidae

woul d have felt Bartlebyds demand not to
world with him, instead we discover that the lawyer sees Bartleby as a tool and

attempts to minimise contact by placing him behind a screen. Bigagli draws upon
Derridaat this point to explain the apparent problem. For hospitality to be

possible, the argument runs, a distance must be maintah&ddn the host and

t h e geatanmg mastary of the house prevents hospitality framing into its

di r ect °dhe postsanmnoeexhibit hospitality unless she is in control of the

house, unless the house is hers to give. Bigagli goes on to query whether

hospitalityi s not , i n fgeviogtup thetwible of cnesedfptd tleet e 6

® Bigagli, p. 41.
® Bigagli, p. 41.
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s t r a hTdgescorldsion Bigaglieaches in his contemplation of hospitality is
thatthe narrato@ s host, must withodtexpeniagion®faanyt | eby 6

retdérn. o

Bigagli, in his characterisation of Bartleby as Other, face and guest,
illustrates some common problems with thesegygfd_evinasian readings. He
tries to skew the text to fit the interpretation he wants to give. Bartleby does not
comfortably fit the description of Levinasian Other in the early stages of the story
yet Bigagli insists that Bartlebyccupiestheroleofth f Bae t | @ by és f ace
speakstolte | awyer. | £ WheraBighgt admits that thelawlger m. 6
ate mpt s t o r es tofthedacd ittiskclear tharRigagli eestthatdhe
lawyer, at least initially, does not respond to the Othehé&dahan abandon this
line of investigation, Bigagli employs another theorist, Derrida, to attempt to
explain how the apparent contradiction can be resolved. Although apt, the
discussion regarding hospitality does not help explain why the encounter between
the lawyer and Bartleby, at least initially, does not entail any responsibility from
the lawyer to Bartleby. Even if the lawyer needs to maintain control of his house,
S0 to speak, to be able to offer hospitality to the stranger, he must recognise the
stranger as an Other rather than a tool. The lawyer, at least initiallyinbedaes
not wel coméh Buatr td>pec tbat infaat, quitdtheany r et urn, 6
opposite is true. The narrator meets Bartleby after placing an advertisement
requesting applants for employment. Bartleby is not a guest, he is an employee.
Hed at es that he hoped Bapetate bdnefiddaly 6 sedat ed n
upon the flighty temper of Turkey, andtheé er y o n e!amdfmorébvep per s 6
pl aces Bar t | eilbcase any wifing thingrwasaorbb goriébhe
narrator is singularly interested in what Bartleby can do for him. Bigagli brushes
over the aspects of Melvillebs text that do

apparent problems with more theoretical frags.

" Bigagli, p. 32.

8 Bigagli, p. 42.

° Bigagli, p. 41.

9 Bigagli had earlier identified the restriction of the mobilitytiné face as rendering the face
60 mu,tine & vi werds0 s

! Herman Melville,Selected Writings of Herman Melvi(ldew York: The Modern Library,
1952), p. 11.

2 Melville, p. 11.
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Carter can also be seen to emphasise aspects of the text that fit her
interpretation and minimise those that may cause problems. Her argument has two
strands; the first looking at a form of haunting she claims is caused by spectral
disturbances of visn. She isinspiredbRobert Eagl est oneds not.i

Ohumani sm b e ywhithdlinks thisita the geestidoning of the ego by

the Other in Levinas. Cartero6s assertion
change in the way the characters seethedvorand i n doing so inte
self-i dentity. The point of Eaglestonebs fir

to create a different notion of the ego and its relation with others to construct a
humanism beyond humanism or an account of jestentred on the Other, based
onLevinasds et hithese metaphoms of disuption raveahtse 06
vulng abi l ity of tCaterasgentdtisat tipeseanstaphorsalisrdpt
t he c h a r-identityavithsa@eorgemdtidn towards the @thbut does not

attend to ways in which the novel presents the characters as secure in their self.

Ai sley features twice in Cartero6s ar gl
much effect upon Ai sl eyds soafinssmtheof sel f .
than questionshis&@dnt i ty as someone who hisails to 0
illness being described as unfashionable and he is relbykaid sistetin-law as
being 6outnoonte thesbododaygs ¢Thefsdcended from t .
0 h a u nAtislieynegpériences is a speck in his vision that occludes his vision of
God. Does the movement of God, or the recognition of the speck as stain, rather
t han God, cause a disruption to Aisleyds
imagine a significandentity crisis as a result of a failure of faith but this does not
seem to be the case with Aisley Maude. Aisley, at times, claims that he is more
concerned with his apparent tendencies to bdastioned than God and at others
times he considers himselépressed, obsessed with God and ill at ease.

Throughout the novel he continues to give the appearance of continued faith and
apart from the occasional sense of depression Aisley does not seem to question his
own sense of self. In fact, he seemsrefocussed on his identity and what others

think of him. One gets the impression that Aisley has a clear sense of self, one that

13 Carter, p. 50.
14 Janet FrameThe Adaptable MagAuckland: Vintage, 1993), p. 16.
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he feels others do not know or understand; depths that are hidden by his collar. He
ponders:

What would Jenny and Alwyn think, he waered, if they knew | read

Wordswortl? I, who have lived in the city, walking beside houses, parked

cars, railway lines, bridges, factories; and not once thinking, when a car

passed, driven erratically, O6Ah, the For
it is curious, Aisley thought, to argue that hares, roses, trees are alive while

cars, factories, television aerials are fot?

Aisley concedes to hi nfer@brdswartihisaparhofhssold f ondnes s ¢
fashioned naturéand looks to what others, Jenaryd Alwyn, would think about

him if they knew more about his personal life, likes and dislikes; looking to others

brings Aisley back to his self, to a confirmation of his ego rather than an

interruption by an unknowable Other. Rather than suffering & sd#resfractured

or interrupted ego, Aisley is very aware of his self and sees it as a unified whole.

He may not like or be comfortable with every aspect of himself but he does not

struggle to say Iltodndicate a complete and present ego. This is maodey

|l ater in the novel when the fam#istty is discu
birthday. Ai sldnging totalkimadt sf Allwvyn,nbst ef liniselfo

when he was 'Aislewwantsts assed lais. identity and does not seem

to find it questioned, fractured or disrupted but perhaps considers others do not

see his full identity:

I f only I hadndét become so determined, A
|l isten to me, |l &m not going to preach a
| want yau to know, here, now, thatwhen Ilwastweatpye | t hought | 6d

be a poetl have been twentgne in my life as well as you, Alwyhwas a

young manl. |. Life was not much fun, but who wanted fun, I, % I.

Aisley repeats the first person personal pran@ssertindpis identity, his ego,
even in the |ight of his | oss of faith. Thi

> Frame, p. 91.
' Frame, p. 91.
" Frame, p. 130.
8 Frame, p. 131.
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whicheachchmact er i ntr odu cedminateg isteelrdpeated t h

pronoun:

Each char act e eachfasserinteiyidestity,aheieego wihdleband
uninter upt ed i n t h &aclscharagtérdike lAisldy tn ¢he gbové | 6
section, clamowto assert their part of the world, their ego, to others likewise
consumeawith their own lives, details that Carter omits to strengthen her

argument.

Many more examples, from texts considered here as well as others, could
be given of readings that either ovesiynplify L e v i thaosy@rsthat omit or
skew aspects of the ity work being read to produce a stronger argument or
reading. Of course, this is not just the case with Levinasian readings. | will
consider the series of omissions surrounding Edgar Alae ® s  déloinede P u
Letter o0 i .dwoGltdgopsdf faasto climthat | cannot think of any
theoretical reading, based upon writings from another discipline, be it political,
(for example Marxism), feminist (such as Julia Kristeva or Luce Irigaray) or
psychoanalytic (Freudian or Lacanian) that could not faesame charges.
Jacqe s Der ri da c ardatirgs andthEssvery ctaim] that oeenrdads

violently, is in part what inspires my line of questioning, fdvwe read ethically?

Reading: some problems and thoughts

The standard Levinasian readiatiempts to apply featuresofe v i ethics s
literary works. | claim that this kind of reading results in a violent or unethical
reading insofar as eithére v i ethics thgst be overly simplified or taken too
literally or the text being read must be manipulated by omissions or exaggerated
significance of certain details to fit the theory, or both. | have already noted that

this is not a problem that is specificltevinasian readings. Anytime a theoretical

9 Frame, p. 5.
*Frame, p. 6.
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framework is applied to a text a negotiation occurs between the text and the
framing by the reader. Unless a literary text has been written specifically to

illustrate or explore the ideas of the theorist theréneiler be a perfect match.

If this is a common concern for all readings based on a theoretical
perspective, is it really a problem? | contend the answer to this question depends
on thepurposeof the reading. | see the potential purposes of readingrarly
text from a certain theoretical perspective as falling under one of two categories:
to illustrate the theory itself or to explore new, previously hidden interpretations
or meanings of the literary text. If one reads with the former purposéehtben
skewing of the literary text may not matter. If the purpose is to give an accessible
and concrete illustration of an abstract concept then taking a section of the literary
text out of context, omitting sections that do not mesh with the theory or
otherwisetwisting the text will not necessarily affect how well the piece of
literature demonstrates the theory under consideration. On the other hand, one
could imagine a philosophical argument tredltesupon a reading of a literary
text, and in this case anest" or comprehensive reading of the literary text

would be necessary.

The more common purpose of reading with a theoretical lens is to bring
new, previously overlooked, meaning, significance or interpretations to the text.
The definition of literary thewy is fiercely debated, and by implication so is its
purpose, which is subject to less direct discussion. Literary theory is generally
acceptedto ncl ude at t e mipw kngtage androttiex systemaaf d 6
signs provide frameworks which determinevhoe read, and more generally,
how we make s e #8rempldyingeaxhpoectical Fameveork,
readers are making a choice and statement, at least implicitly, about how we can
understand or perhaps, best read, a given work. | contend the pradagetfsed
with common applications of theory to literature are a concern for those interested
in this end. If one wants to offer an interpretation of a text, omitting sections that
do not mesh with the theory, without acknowledgement, will not provide a

comprehensive interpretation or understanding of the text in question. Even if one

L For want of a better word.
%2 Critical Terms for Literary Studyed. by Frank Lentrithia and Thomas McLaughlin (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1995), p. 1.
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adheres to the view that there is not a fixed meaning to any text, but rather all
literary works are open to multiple interpretations, keeping in mind the pluralist
nature @ literary theory itself, each interpretation or perspective of the text ought
to work with the textoés frame and be
resist the reading if they are to say anything of worth about the text or about how
it should be red One can imagine limiting the application of a theoretical point

of view to one aspect of the text but if that reading is contradicted by other

elements in the work then most would agree the reading is compromised.

There is a further concern with thepdipation ofL e v i ®ethics th & way
that results in the skewing the text, by exaggeration of some features and
omission of others. The very process of fixing meaning with reference to a known
point is analogous to reducing the Other to the samethBoeetical perspective
that frames the reading can be seen to actLlikev i maian @fshe same or the
ego. The reader attempts to understand everything in the text in terms of the
theoreticalpoino f vi ew. EI| e me n fare eithehamtted cn pgues a r
to fit the schema in spite of their resistance to this reduction. If one comes to read
with a theoretical framework then one cannot help but look for elements that fit

the frame and attempt to minimise the features that seem Other.

This raise another concern when utilising a theorist, such as Levinas to
help interpret literary texts. There is an implicit reading of the theorist in every
interpretation. In much the same way that a literary text can be skewed to fit a
t heor i st 6 s pretation klso rigkshaesiolennrea@ing of the theorist. In
order to mesh the literary text with the theoretical frame, one may exaggerate,
mi sinterpret or omit sections of the

interpretation. This, of course, raisesther questions. Does the reader of

literature have the same obligations to produce an honest or ethical reading of the

theorist they employ as we contend they have toward the literary text? What

relation do we see bet weieation of this worklioe or i

a literary text and the resulting interpretation? These, | argueegramportant
guestions that have not yetdmconsidered at length in the field of literary

criticism.
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Reading like an ethical philosopher

The beginning of this chapter stated that there are two ways of applgng i nas 6 s
ethical work to the field of literary criticism. In the above sections | have

considered ways in which Levinasian themed readings are produced, primarily
identifying aspectsf literary texts that resonate with Levinasian ethics. | have
demonstrated a couptd problems that this kind of reading facBgaring in

mind theconsiderable mblems for those wanting to apglgvinasto literary

criticism | nowturn to the second approach | outlined in the introduction to this

chapter which is toeadin a Levinasian way.

In Chapter Oné gave a summary df e v i phalasdplical account of
the encounter with the Other and | return now to develop the notreadigin
a Levinasian way. Chapter Odeaws mainly upoh. e v i plersodenological
account of the encounter with the Othefl otality and Infinityand his deepening
preoccupation with language and its role in the ethical encoungharwise
than Beéng: or Beyond Essenc&o date, most writers look to the later work and
the concepts of the saying and the said when considering the project of reading in
a Levinasian style. Levinas, dtherwise than Being argued, offers something
close to a goal fgphilosophy, to reduce the said to the saying. He urges
philosophy to perform a reduction and attend to ways in which the saying echoes

in the said.

Robert Bernasconi and Simon Critchley, in their introduction to the
collection of essayfe Reading Lewias ask the same question that guides this
thesis. They ask if the response and responsibility that arise from the-face
encount er wappdyheyond the faamw-face, undérstood empirically,
to the relation aeader might have with a tex? Bhey pnder the possibility that
t he Or e iohtlse@mcouptar with thé Other in the saying could suggest the
prospect of a Levinasian hermeneutics, a way of reading and understanding texts

in a way that is true to the spirit bfe v i ethi®l @rsject. They propose that the

“Robert Bernasconi and SiRe®ReadigLdvihnaeet. byeRphert 6 1 ntroduct i
Bernasoni and Simon Critchley, Studies in Continental Thought (New York: Bloomsbury
Academic, 1991), pp. Xi xviii (p. xi).
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mode of this hermeneutics wouldbeh e 6 r ¢oaedeadi’@te dedire to re
read suggests an unending process, where one does not simplyuederstand
togaintheonetruemeang of t he t e sdisfiedtlkanodehadhen st op,

finishe® reading. o

Bernasconi and Critchleyds purpose is
interest lies in regeading Levinas and justifying why Levinas needs to bead
but they do hypothesise about what -agading of Levias might involve. The
first impulse is to contemplate aready tirlkeat t®@ mai ntain an eth
and atrnotdompttasy & hi s et hiP®Thaslrequiresarmponsi bi |l ity
impossible reading in which one does not read to produce a said, anamdiacs
or interpretation. To do any of these things, to say anything about the text,
necessarily encroaches on the ethical space, reduces the alterity of the text and
thus betrays the ethical responsibility in its very response. Bernasconi and
Critchley hen consider whether a reading that betrays Levinas might actually be
necessary. They ask if a reading that works with the economy of betrayal, a
reading that is seffeflexive aboutthenecs sary vi ol entiestoi t ¢ o mmi
respond responsibly toatresponsibility produced dye v i n a s®*Gssthewor k 6
way to respond ethically to Levinas. If all readings will commit violence to the
text then perhaps the only way to ethically respond is to be aware of that violence,

to acknowledge the ways in which your response is betraying the ethical space.

Michelle Boulous Walkeasks the question, from and direttto the field
of phil osophy, ®Shedhraatwsi su piotn tLoe vrienaacs? & o e X
i n et hiShé notede e vmis mamdeerd that philosopHgnowsby
reduci ng alittowoddheegromre sess toor *@nasthecargges andi ngs
that this implicates the way philosoptgads again demolishing any trace of the
Other. Shegoessofars t o us estandove dst €éc hkei gued and
6i nt i nfitadascribetmedvay in which philgsiuical reading performs the

24 Bernasconi and Critchley, p. xi.

% Bernasconi and Critchley, pi.

%6 Bernasconi and Critchley, p. xi.

%" Bernasconi and Critchley, p. xi.

“ZMi chelle Boulous Walker, 6An Et hi chilosophy Readi ng:
Today 50 (2006), 22638 (p. 223).

“'Walker, p. 223.

O'walker, p. 223.

L walker, p. 224.
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act of abolishing alterity, colonising the Other in the name of absolute truth and
objective knowledge. She then looks to how one might read in a way that is open
to otherness that is based on encounter rather than conquastraad

orientation toward the Other.

Walker locates the possibility of ethical readind.ie v i maiian dfghe
saying. The saying opens itself to this application for two reasons. The fsst, it
ethical. An ethical reading clearly requires an@hcomponent and/alker
describes tthe rsiayk ngf asxwosure to the other
sincerity. A3Tde séctnd reasan she saying offers a pdtential line
of inquiry for ethical reading is the way it invites a fieatation and openness to
the Other. Vi | ker des cr i aeaititudelfopesnasg orgogdea s, O
t hat occur s .*8hesoptiastsehe@ag with philosaphical speech
Ghatpresents t sel f as f i n¥ Thibtgpe of apedidiscooragps et e o
critique, whereak e v i Isagisgansites openness, connection with others and,
as a result of this openness, critique. Walker draws upon Bernasconi and
Critchl eyds irendingtconhecteddotthie opennes$ of gayng |
have jus discussed, as well &se v i practicé gself, as the site for a potential
ethical reading. Walker is interested in the wag v i ethics 6f proximity, and
philosophical approach, is always ready toead but not to find a univocal
meaning, nor tcomplete the tex¥. This approach is likely to sit comfortably with
the reader of literature in the twesfigst century but is more controversial in the
field of philosophy where the primary concern is truth. Walker investigates the
question of ethicaleading with a (re)reading of Luce Irigaray. She suggests that
Il rigarayodos readings of Levinas can be seen
than find the truth il e v i mvarks Walker identifies questioning as an
important component of this kind ofa@ing.érhe question arguably approaches
the other/text in a way that opens out any reading towspdee of encounter or
di al #gue. o

2 \Walker, p. 225.
B walker, p. 225.
% Walker, p. 225.
% Walker, p. 225.
% walker, p. 228.
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Bernasconi an@ritchley open the debate regarding a Levinasian way of
reading. They locate the readiness toa&d aghe potential site of an ethical
reading. It is the notion of an unfinished reading, the willingness not to pin down
meaning and put the text aside that opens the possibility of an engagement with
the otherness of the text, that looks to capitalise oreihscription of the facéo-
face encounter frofotality and Infinityin the notion of the saying @therwise
than Being They do not develop a Levinasian hermeneutics but ask what kind of
reading would not betray the ethical space, how one might read in such a way to
avoid the violence of the obliteration of alterity. They suggest that this violence is
impossible to avoidbut that one might read ethically within the economy of
betrayal, that the only way to respond responsibly to Levinas may be to-be self
aware of the violence and betrayal of the response. Walker takes Bernasconi and
Critchleybds musi hgso deréner@dsBiéte develdopmahnay i
of approaching philosophy that is not reductive, that does not seek to annihilate
the Other and alterity in the name of knowledge or understanding but rather as
encounter. Like Bernasconi and Critchley she emsigka reeading as a key
component of an ethical approach to reading but also stresses the importance of

the question in reading to open the reading to dialogue.

L e v i medusti@rsof the said to the saying lends itself to this endeavour.
He acknowledgethe necessary betrayal of the otherwise than being, saying, i
| anguage. H e astohishingrmaying, domds to tightehrodgh the very
gravityd t he quest i OBBE p.d4).Hetrecamrisssahat the salyirdy, (
to be thoubt, questio e d o r d e mustsmead cattared dssamble itself
into essence, posit itself, be hypostatsised, become an eon in consciousness and
knowledge, letitself be seemuwd er go t he ascGBBE@mMMLy of
But, he clpahinso steipdhterrttdiise consi sts, whil
side, in immediately reducing the eon which triumphs in the said and in the
monstrations, and, despite the reduction, retaining an echo of the reduced said in
the formofambigi t y, of di acOBBBp. 44.Lewnaspr essi on
identifies ambiguity and diachronic expression as wayghich the philosopher
ma Jettbeote r wi se t han b ©BBEg. 44).8othahese aationg o n 6
do suggest a type of opemded dialogue or reading. This is further suggest
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when he describes the saying, that which escapes knawedoderstanding, is
produwsaedn @bl ess criti QBBEpP.4Hr sceptici smbd (

L e v i wmiscgssian of the reduction of the said to the saying is strongly
connected to philosophy. Hpessk s about it as philosophydés o6
adventure, 06 he describes the O6phdi |l osopher os
claims the endless critiqieh at pr od uc e s pdsdibke thelolgnessg makes 0
ofp hi | o SOBPREhpy4d) Likewise, Bernascomnd Cr it chl eyds musi ng¢
Levinasian hermeneutics come from a philosophical perspective and seek to
introduce the reader to the concept of the collection-odadingsol. e vi nas 6 s
|l ater wor k. Wael kgeurebsst iionnt,e roewsttaeti ni st hi t t o r e
specifically, 6hoWShaisgrmarilynterested ia fingifgy r ead ? 6
a way of engaging with philosophical texts in ways that do not seek to reduce
otherness but instead apdialogue, embrace ambigudyd reorient the reading
towardsencounter. This naturally raises the question of whether this kind of

reading is only relevant to the field of philosophy.

The goal of philosophy, stated or implied, has traditionally been to come
to an understanding of the truth (in absolute terms treofatter in question).
Philosophy also generally assumes an uncomplicated view of authorship.
Philosophers write texts that argue for their understanding of the truth (of
metaphysics, ethics, aesthetics and so on) and the texts are received as
representig the views, beliefs and opinions of the author. Even postmodernist
philosophers, writing in the pe8arthesian death of the author eraintain a
type of ownership of their ideas, or are consistently returned to as the authority on
their work, on the maning of their work. Take, for instance, Jacques Derrida, one
of the best known philosophers of the twefitgt century, who questions almost
everything philosophy had taken for grantetthe idea of an origin, the self
presence of identity, even meanitgglf, to name but a feivbut whogave many

interviews throughout his life and even starred in a documentary.

Questions put to Derrida during interviews are wideging but include
inquiries that assume that he is the origin of his work, quedt@tpresuppose

that he holds the key to the meaning of the work nthvkiéh his signature, such

$"Walker, p. 224.
66



a syou have often repeated that deconstruction is not a method, that there is no
AiDer r i de aHow,nhen, if anelto take account of your veot{my

italics]. There are, it should be noted, a majority of questions that do not assume
this straightforward correlatigibut the very fact that people are driven back to the
source of the work, the philosopher himself, hints at the perception that the author
of the work/s holds a privileged position with regard to the meaning of the text/s.

It implies there is, least controversially, a preferred reading, or at the extreme, a

univocal answer to the question.

Derrida frequently deconstructs the interview as hégpaates in it and an
argument can be made for much of what he says being under erasure or
deliberately ambiguou$iowever he still comments upon his work from the
position of author or creator. He refers to his work, explaining and develihygng
ideas f or EBnéatahdé&{,atltreeady} of the Al am al
which is something like the general siglum or acronym of the book, it is set
moving again, reinterpreted (with referenc&fmeech and Phenomerasand to
Hegel and Genet), partiarly, at least, on pages-B6 €°®lere Derrida refers
back to one of his works, even citing page numbers as he addresses (answers
would not be the correct terhedommente i nt er
on the increasing importance of thersture forh i s Viypou &re right, it is a
question that traverses most of the latest texts or that in any case has become more
precise since ASignat ur &arfins emmch enGspast ext , O
does therefore the whole work, wittny handwrittenreproduced, and translated
signatu e . It i s a fderglecanybe seenfgivitgelear s e € 6
indications about the importance of the signature in his work and a seemingly
clear interpretation of the status of signatur®largins Although, as | hve
already said, most, if not all, of what Derrida says duringvreess should be
viewed as undesuspcion, nothing should be taken @sar, univocal or
unambiguous, he still assumes the role of author and his readers look to him for

clarification, eyplanation and meaning.

$Jacques Derrida, There is no 6éoned narcissism, 1
<http://hydra.humanities.uci.edu/derrida/narc.html> [acces8elllyy 2015].
% Jacques Derrid&oints . . .: Interviews, 1974994 Mer i di an : Crossing Aesth

CA: Stanford University Fess, 1995), p. 21.
“?Derrida,Points . ., p. 25.
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Phil osophydés search for truth, the gener
found combined with a transparent and straightforward view of the connection
bet ween the authordés intention and the mean
way of reading. Thesewo beliefs suggest a reading that seeks to produce a
univocal meaning, a reading that seeks to unify the work into a coherent whole, a
reading that cannot allow otherneghe combination of the assumption of truth
and transparent connection betweenthé¢eh or 6 s i ntenti on and the
page has resulted in the type of reading that looks to finish reading, to master the
meaning of the treatise and place the book back on the shelf (perhaps after
composing a response that details ways in which théaisto achieve the
coveted truth). This typical approach to philosophical texts is why Walker (and
Levinas in his critique of traditional western metaphysics) claims that the goal of
philosophy is to return otherness to the same; to bring anything texhthat
appears as other under control in the name of truth, or knowledge. If some aspect
of the text reveals alterity, appears contrary to understanding, philosophers try to
turn the otherness into concepts or fit it into categories of understahding t
already exist. With this account of the philosophical project it is easy to see why
Levinas calls for a reduction of the said t
devel opment of Bernasconi and Critchleybs n
based o e v i haterswork attempts to provide an alternate way of reading
philosophical texts. But what of other tex#fd, how might this apply to the
study of literature?

The problem with literature

Levinas is uncharacteristically clear about his dsttaf art works. His early work,

up to and includin@ otality and Infinity,is primarily focussed on his particular

conception of ethics, but he does touch on aesthetics in its relation to his concerns

with ethics in these earlyorks, and evenhasanegsa O Real ity and its S
(1948) which takes aesthetics as its main theme. In the early texts on ethics

Levinas rejects the possibility of an ethical encounter with the Other via the

mediation of a work of art, including literature. He is dismissivigefature and

art in general. This ambivalence has generally been ignored or overlooked by
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theorists applying. e v i nvarlst@liserature. Eaglestone arguedihical

Criticism: Reading after Levinabat inL e v i nuaderétandird of ethics, art is
treated with such great suspicion as to make using his thought in relation to any
artistc di scour se hf Helalboyclaims tabtie eppledtionof. 6

L e vi warlstdliserary discourse often oversimplifies his wrk.

| have already raisedques ons about the | iterary re
producing a fahful, ornonv i ol e nt (b&irerpcd ér imglibit) of the
theorist being utilised in the reading of the literary work. For those who are not
concerned with the authenticity of thethretical reading, but only in exploring
new ways of looking at texts, this may not be a problem. However, | suggest that
the attraction of employing a philosophical perspective and applying it to literary
readings lies in the promise of discovering soine lof truth that relies upon the
overall coherence of the philosophical approach and its application to the work in
question. Even if one does not believemmangl e, uni versal truth
approach to texts, the very use of a theoretical petispesuggests an interest in
both, the ways in which it might apply to the literary work, and what the
theoretical framework says (about human nature, ethics, langtageerg. To
ignoreL e v i tatedd uspicions regarding applying his ethical work to the
study of art, including literature, in some kind of Levinasian ethical criticism
wouldbe,afagl est one s wfathfuhtoLtelvyi mpadstbss i t , O
| acki ng ¢ matteviresamn, not ethigad, to (ci i t*il tarh omid ) . 6
exploreL e v i rancemswith literature and more particularly, his denial that

the ethical encounter can occur through the mediation of literature.

L e v i mekatsodskip to literature is complicatdde frequently uses
literary examples to illustrate points, and has produced readings of literary works
but at the same time he dismisses literature as rhetoric, mere representation and
pure said. Eaglestone is one of the few critics who condigeiaa suspicion
of literature and its connection to his concept of ethics. Eaglestone is interested in
developing an ethical base for criticism in light of what he sees as the erosion of

the ethical foundation of criticism as the field of English has devélopthe

“l Eaglestone, p. 99.
42 Eaglestone, p. 98.
“3Eaglestone, p. 7.
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twentiethcat ur y, [whheatasikss et hi cal critcism after
Eaglestone identifies two connected areas that Levinas bases his objections to

literature on, in works up to and includifigtality and Infinity,and the ways in

which these objections make application of his work to literature at the very least,

deeply problematic and at worst, impossible. The first objection is the ontological

status of literature and the second is the problem of representation. | agree with

Eagles one 60 s ¢ harLaeoti atomicesdaaithiad and wilfprovide a

summary of his argument before considering an element Jill Robins explores that

Eaglestone does not consider.

Eaglestone arguékatLevinas rejects the view of art that claims foa i
privileged ontological status which permits access or knowledge of the absolute,
or which would hold art as prior to ethics or truth in some kind of transcendent
way, or any view of art as constituting an ori¢jicaglestone begins his
discussion of.ev i n arebem withlt er at ure with the 1948 essa
i t s s hkkct Baglestone arguesis aninvestmati i nt otruthbfe o6 non
b e i aegpilie the essay generally being read as a work on aesthEagsestone
works his way from this ebressay tdl otality and Infinitywhich he claims
(ffers a series of interlinked arguments against the achievement of transcendence
through the aestihetielattad ht arglieneat gument
i t s S hbuidsubilér and more compliEXL e v i gamlodestablishing
ethics as first philosophy requires aesthetics to be secondary to ethics as Levinas

wants to maintain that ethics is the only way to achieve transcendence.

Eaglestongg uot es Levinas discus®i mwditcthe i&pri m
@n irreducible structure upon which all other structures rest (and in particular all
those whichseento put us primordially in contact with an impersonal sublimity,
aesthetior o nt o"( Eqigd elwjicy)dhlhdugh | agree with
Ead est oneds identification of the ontologic
as a concern for Levinas, | contend that this concern with the ontological status of

art is a truth that Levinas wants to ardoerather than put forwardsan

4 Eaglestone, p. 2.

5 Eaglestone, p. 99.
“6 Eaglestone, p. 104.
“"Eaglestone, p. 111.
“8 Eaglestone, p. 112.
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argumehnagainst artinitself at | east i n O Baglastonet y and it
struggleste ay mor e ab o uitthe thiead st. edvdii theeghittbiato n 6
questions art based on its ontological stattiean what is stated hrebut contends

thatthes econd oOtleis eet obobnr &pr esentwithison, 1 s 0
question. The issue of representation in artworks is the major argument or analysis

that Levinas workstiru gh i n O Re al iahdythroaigh éhtdotdlity S h ad o w

and Infinityonthe question of aesthetics.

The problem with art, for Levinas, can be summarised as a problem with
representation due topaivileging of presence. Recalat, for Levinas, ethics
resides in the faet-face encounter with an Other. This presupposeprésence
of both parties for one to stand fatweface. An artwork is the representation of
something else; when one stands before an artwork (or reads a literary work of art)
one faces but is not faced. Eaglestone argussithhis early work, Levinas
dnsists that all art is mme £° Artis siinply representation of a presence; the

copy of reality.

Levinas is most explicit in his discussiof art and representation in
O0Real i ty anLdvinaststates @tliha blegimnibhg of the essay that he is
intending to questionthe g e ner al | y  heldvew ofthe fiotoa of &rty 6
as s ometpnolomgg, andjloets deyond, cdPmsierr percept
that we can see the connection between art as representation and the denial of a
privilegedontological status of artworks. Art has traditionally healued as
somet hing which i s Oseteitsdaf p askrowledtetofahe r eal i |
a b s o 1 Arttvarks ldave been valued as a means of transcendence, a portal to
absolute knowledge or kwledge of ultimate reality but Levinas refgthis
noti on an dheamosygelementary pracddureof art consists in
substit t i ng f or t h & Levilag enstructs his essay im a kjinel of 0
parallel to Martin HeiWernglgaaenltmgkdT,h@ Or i gi

arguments to questions concerning the relationship between art, truth antf being.

9 Eaglestone, p. 99.

®Emmanuel Levinas, 6 REhalevitayReadétkford, Uk Wignadowo, i n
1989), pp. 12843 (p. 130).
Levinas, O6Reality and Its Shadowéd, p. 130.

“Levi Real i by and Its Shadowé, p. 132.
%3 Eaglestone, p. 105.
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Hei degger discusses artworks as opening
painting of peasantsoO shoetsepeatsi ch he shows
womani h e r  dtrwdgelthyougb the fespreading and ev uniform furrows of
t he ¥ iBgdordrést, Levinas undertakes a phenomenological exploration of
art as representation which leads him to consider the idea of resemblance.

Eaglestone arguébkat Levinas questions the commonly held opinion that

resemblance is the link between the object and its image which holds that the

image resembles the object and this ties the two together. In this line of thought

the image can be seen astransptirit | eads diealeldectf y t o t he 0
Levinas likens it to a window through whicheonan go directly to the image

6i nto the wo®al deifterreenpcree steonthkse,iocdegger 6 s not

world.

Levinas@a gues, on t heesemmbhe@cehasdnotkéahedr esu
comparison between an i mageenenthatt he ori gi na
engender s°Haflestonemagres tfands t hesesnblanseissayi ng th
not the comparison between object and image, but the ggairtde imge
e xi st i Wigevinad exparid$ hisddea by claiming that reality waldd be
6i t s s had d°Eaglestonesargiesithathis déscussion of resemblance is
a result of the parallel argumd@mte Levinas i
Originoft h e Wo r Keviods defelopa.diStinction between neart items
and artistic imaged.he idea that reality is both itself and its shadowsimage
posits the object and its image as phenomena. Witkartarbjects, Eaglestone
argues, the relationship between the object and its image is such that when put to
ue, It s t #ochtam agmisdbodawimgfrdm Heidegger, causes the
appeaanceof the image to slip away. The classic example, used by both
Heidegger and Eaglestone, is the hammer. When one is hammering the hammer as

object is concealed and the hammer as equipment, or-ted@ynd, is revealed.

*Martin Heidegger, 0Th e CdinentaiAesthetits: Romanticigvoto k of Art 6,
Postmodernism: An AnthologBlackwell Philosphy Anthologies, 12 (Malden, MA: Blackwell

Publishers, 2001), pp. 18211 (p. 189).

% Eaglestone, p. 105.

*Levinas, 6Reality and Its Shadowé, p. 135,
Levinas, O6Reality and Its Shadowé, p. 135,
8 Eaglestone, p. 105.

*Levinas, O6Reality and Its Shadowdéd, p. 135,
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Art images have a differen¢lationship to theiobjects. Levinas states that

@he consciousness of the representation lies in krgpthiat the object is not
t het e.

a r wevaserawase obthe absence @ tbject: thebject has abandoned

i n

t he

Wnlike nonart objects in which the object andintsage are present,

i “met-gmagedare pure image. They are pure representation and signal

the absence of the object. Levin@sdribes the ait ma g e

as

of the object. He speaks of the-aldject, which is sigriked asabsent by its image

as

language in these descriptions hints at his antipathy towards artworks.

havi

ng

6d

edod,

b e e®by thelagtworkaHise d 6

Eaglestone explains that art as objectless images are not concerned with

truth, and certainly not the kind of privileged access to absolute knowledge

mentioned earlier by Levinas, but rather Levinas sees art as pegtairtino

strange not r u*tLre.vé nas Ks

t al

about

art

Ke 6ol d g
or odi
6 a

as Oshad

6 o b s c.UFoi Heidegger, redl, art reveals thevorld but for Levinas it is a
ing
work ofa r does @ot lead us beyond the given reality [of the artwork], but

P’ Ehe workofeart does

Go ub |

of

r ewehich ctegtes bryambiguity/Levinasasgys the

somehow to the hither side ibflt is a symbo

not lead us to reality beyond thema g e ,
%%tiie work of artsakes ys durther from the object of the

density

n
t

i s pantingghasbaw n

representation, not closer. Aesthetics, and art in gewarabe seen as a

real

secondary concern for Levinas. Artworks do not reveal truth; they do not give a

special insight into reality. They are pure représton, the shadow of reality,

dhe caricature, allegory or picturesque element whéality bears on itswn

f a & and mark the absence of their object.

Added to the problem of representation of artworksesv i na s 0 s

understanding of time. Bal e st on e

®Levinas,
®L Eaglestone, p. 107.
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and time which, in@ditiontothenost r ut h o feadalretinés titish at 0

aver si on t d°Edglestonearacsstthe sdue of timé badkdistence

and Existentsvritten during the Second World War and thus fairly

contemporaneous Reality and its Shadaw. e v i mralershasding of time is

related o his concept ol y a, discussed in Chapter Qrieevinas traed the

noti on of atsthte of dndifferentiaed exsstene through the experience

of insomnia and fatigue where he argues it is felt and is hence open to a

phenomenologa investigtion. In Chapter One explored thel y a as existence

prior to consciousness and likened it to JBam u | Sartrebs concept of
Eaglestonedms out t he | mpl i foraabhunderstandiogfof t he Ot her e
time. Tempor al idreated byan endity tgking up beingrér outof

t hi s an on { Temposlitysaccartirg todhis argument, is something

thatbeginswhen a consciousness emerges from the undifferentiated existence of

theil y arather than an objective reality. Tenis inaugurated by the existent and

this existent takes up being in every instant. Additionalhy most importantly,

the consciousness must attendgdnistorical self, who has existed in previous

instances, and foresee a future in which they wiltioole to emergé. Without a

past or a future there is no hope or freedom, the self mastbk earry an thé

self-reflexive relationship wit o n €is whicli fieedom is responding to the

historical self and foreseeing a future ihieh it can contine to emerge.

Levinas connectshiswd er st anding of time to art in
S h a dio lwsidiscussion of art as statue. He claims that all artworks, in the end,
are statues. Artayr ks, for Levinas, i'hThewoka t he O6stop
art istrapped in an instant but unlike an existent that takdseu, in an instant,
f r o mtherehige thedvork of art does not gain life fathe 6 i nnswvhiehiit is 6
trapppd i s &6i mper s oamdWithanfduredganecesgaryo u s 6
component of @resentm st ance) . Al | thegparadoxmfrak instantn v ol ve 0
t hat endur es "Whe artwarkuekistsan afkindtofuextended instant,

Levinas explainsgg Mona Li sa wi | [e]termaihy, theesmieofthe nal | yo; o

O Eaglestone, p. 107.
"L Eaglestone, p. 107.
"2 Eaglestone, p. 108.
3 Eaglestone, p. 107.
“Levinas, OReal

ity
“Levinas, O6Reality



Mona Lisa abuttobroad e n  wi | | "hhwttit ismot sinaply thenphysical,
enduring existence of the work of art that Levinas is referring to. The Mona Lisa
has no future. She will never broaden her smile, she do¢skeotesponsibility

f or a npraaes shepreft forward to future presents. Levinas again uses
language with rather negative connotations when he discusses the life given to a
work ofartbyan ar t i st , alifeless lifd, ademaary life tvhich is not
master bitself, a caricature of | f ‘eHe goes on to describe the instanthef t

work of art ®as a oO6nightmare. o

Levinas anticipates the couni@rgument that some art forms, such as
music or narratives, introduce an element of time into their form but responds that
characters in novelfyr instance, are fated to repeat the same tasks, they are
trapped in the notime of the narrative. We can see here that the way in which
artworks exist, as somewhat trapped in a timeless, eternal, instant means that, for
Levinas, t hey ameoftldgd@aglestonmsums up the ppoplem:
Orhe time of art is not our time and, as a consequence, the shadd&ingrof
art is not | ike our bmeelreg.s0A waorak pefd arutt
t i rfP@hedvork of art is both netruth, it is a shadow of reality and hence does
not exist like people exist and it is of a different time, the work of art cannot take
up a position in time but rather etdsn an eternal neh i me for L8wnas, 0
t here i s caoteadhiabogttha maloér ¥ d. 0

Levinas does not deal with aesthetics or art thematically or systematically
in Totality and Infinityp ut t he ¢ o nRealitymarsl trsa i Sbedd d mé 6
echoed throughout the work. Eagt one goes Slotalthand as t o ar
Infinity offers a series of interlinked arguments against the achievement of
trasmcendence t hr &Thelestheticds nat a smdjohteeme af the
work, however, as Eaglestone intimates, Levinas is concerned to establish ethics,

as he sees it, as the onlyyta achieve transcendence and this involves arguing

“Levinasjt§Rand Its Shadowd, p. 138.
"Levinas, O6Reality and |Its Shadowd, p. 138
“Levinas, O6Reality and |Its Shadowd, p. 139

" Eaglestone, p. 108.
8 Eaglestone, p. 108.
8. Eaglestone, p. 108.
8 Eaglestone, p. 111.
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against other possible areas that have traditionally been seen as routes to
transcendence, aesthetics having been a major contender for this role historically.

Eaglestone identifies a passage in SedtBrb: dDiscourse and Ethiéas
aparalleltd.evi mrgumnést i n OReal i.lhthisseaiah i t s Shadowd
Levinas discusses the representation of obj
about the form of the object disappearing as it id@uteor rather, disappearing
Obeneat h TIp.g5).evifancamhére lfe seen as making a similar
argument to the earlier account of the hammer. When the hammer is being used a
a hammer, when -toh aaipheeeygesan@ms, the eady
representaton of t he odbgodbedtinthe accomplishment of thes 6
functi on f or whlipcrh).Hg here ihtroduses theaickbas of fir(ality
as that function that allows the object to disappeardibnts form; and nudity
whi sthedurplusof[anobjct 6 s] bei ngTlov7d)levinass finality
frequently describes the face as naked. It is only when one encounters the object

as an object, not in use, that it stands out as a thing in itself.

Levinas then goes on to cader the beautiful. The beautiful object is
clothed inits form. It does nothavesse ot her t h anntradicesaf or m, bea
new finality, an internal finality, into this nakedo r 1Tl 74).The work of art
is problematic because it reclassifibe object ly its form alone. Art requires
dringing form to light and drawing the objectto ugh i ts fo¥m into a t
Levinas thinks artworks, as objects disclosed andssifiled by their forms,
requirefitting t he obj ect alsi tawhichitasrapprehendedoby a 6t ot a
its beauty. This echoes the problem with art astnath that Levinas explored in
60Real i ty anTte work af artSshpare repreéentation, defined by its
form and secondary to reality. The argumentatality and Infinityadds the issue
of art placing objects into a totality in which they are defined by reference to the

same and hence incapable of producing transcendence.

Eaglestone draws out an important distinction Levinas makes in this
section between theesthetic and language. The work of art places the object in
relation to a totality whereas language is relatith the nudity of the face

6di sengaged fTH,p M) eangeage alldwe acaess to the ethical,

8 Eaglestone, p. 113.
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to the transcendental relation witie Other whereas art results in the same,

tot al i ty. E a gl distibction leetweeh farm sl \atilids ibesyond

but t hr &isgohtindedin sedion IIl ofotality and Infinity Levinas, in
section lll, reflects on the manifestation of the face, which he wants to maintain is
not representation. He needs to establish the face as operating in some other way
than representation to explain how the fadbékey to transcendence apposed

to mere representations. Levinas, we have already seen, has concerns with
representation; he aligns it to rtmth and establishes it as of a secondary order,
unrelated to reality. Eaglestone claims that in section lllwecabhsee i nas 6 s

problems with representation very clearly.

In order to speak about the manifestation of the fac®a®presentation
he is forced to use awkward and strapger ases to describe it s
representation, 6 6nudi t*3Eaglesomedlaidshatr y st r ai
Levinas is trying to show that although the face is made manifest in the way
objeck are made manifest i t®Tocarvenlitthe o6beyond
special ontological status of the face and its relation to infinity and ethicsasev
must distinguish its representation from the type of representation of arfworks
otherwise the aesthetic would give access to transcendence in the same way ethics
doesf o it woul@dnot masquerade as infinite, like a persbut actually be
i e g um mamalpes o .1 IGevinas is careful to limit the ethical relation with the
Otherto the faceo-f ace e nwittmut ntt dare éd nt er medTl,pry of a
200). This provides a clear problem for my concern with the ethical encounter

mediated throughterature.

Eaglestone continues his earlier argumentlthatv i prabdéem with art
can be seen as a tvgtranded one; a problem with representation and the problem
of the ontological status of art. | maintained that the problem with representation
is best seen as an attempt to justify the ontological status Lewaats to
prescribe to art i Astrangeecadeiotappwoksiad it s Sh a

having a particular ontological status can be seen as being meakality and

8 Eaglestone, p. 114.
% Eaglestone, p. 114.
% Eaglestone, p. 114.
8" Eaglestone, p. 114.
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Infinity. Eaglestone cims that Levinas speaks about artworks as objects like any

other. He quotes:

Aesthetic orientation man gives to the whole of his world represents a

return to enjoyment é The world of thing
intellectual accession to being moves iatpoyment, in which the Infinity

of the idea is idolized in the finite, but sufficient, image. All art is

plastic e They are playthings: the fine
adorned by the decorative arts; they are immersed in the beautiful, where

every going beyond enjoyment reverts to enjoyniént.

Eaglestone reads this as Levinas arguing that works of art have the same status as

other objects, such as cigarettes and cars. The work of art, like all objects, is to be

enjoyed but does not give accesshe transcendent. Eaglestone does not, at this

point, consider the ways in which artworks have been establishéfeasrd to

regul ar obj ect s i mand&lBesviaeleimotality and ldfiniiyt s Shadowb
On the one hand, a work of art is an ahj@ painting on a wall, a book on a shelf

or a statue in a town square but on the other hand it differs to objects like

cigarettes and cars in the way it exists as pure form or pure representation. It

doubles reality, signifying the absence of its obgtd creates a neruth in ways

that regular objects do not.

Eaglestone, in the above quote, makes two omisSjdhe second of
which is slightly concerning. The full passage is as follows with the omitted
sections in ltalics:

The aesthetic orientatioman gives to the whole of his world represents a
return to enjoymerand to the elemental on a higher plai@&e world of
things calls for art, in which intellectual accession to being moves into
enjoyment, in which the Infinity of the idea is idolisexcthe finite, but
sufficient image. All art is plastid.ools and implements, which themselves
presuppose enjoyment, offer themselves to enjoyment in theif bay.

are playthings: the fine cigarette lighter, the fine car. They are adorned by

8 Eaglestone, p. 115.
8 Eaglestonealsomisse t he word 6lighterd: 6fine cigaretted as
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the decorave arts; they are immersed in the beautiful, where every going
beyond enjoyment reverts to enjoyméni, p. 140)

The compari son t o supgestothedocua of this éxeeyptiissnote nt s 6
so much on art or aesthetics as on a kind of aesthetle ofdoeing. Levinas

begins withthe hr as e 06 a e st Wwhich resalts im enjogmerit which ke n 6

has characterised as the way pe@péin the world, our primary modef being.

The use of t heherevsuggdsts beoisconeennedanithiiaynnd

which people approach the world. The idea of an aesthetic orientation or aesthetic
consciousness is a common theme in aesthetics and philosophy of art. Immanuel

Kant, for instance, proposed an aesthetic consciousness of disinterestedness in
whichworks of art should be viewed in a completely disinterested way, to the

point where the existence of the object should not be a consideration of its beauty.

Levinas seems to be arguing in this passage that an aesthetic mode is the
way in which people appach, not just artworks but the wabrl i t[§he!l f , 0
aesthetic orientatioman gives to the whole of his wdb[dchy italics] (TI, p. 140)
clearly indicatesthims ot i on . The $ecaisnsBakneymentandir s i n 0
r e pr e s avhich &utthersuports the suggestion that the emphasis is on an
aesthetic mode of being rather than actual works of art as Levinas is interested, in
this section, inspetiy i ng t he r el thetlife bivesaddithp fadbaft ween 0O
l i viThp®.( Eagl estoneds omission of the se
implements makes the passage seem more squarely focussed on the aesthetic with
regard to works of art. RecallatEaglestone is trying to find support for
L e v i mekegatior of works of art tthe same ontological status of objects.
Levinas does not want artworks to give access to transcendence, to the ethical
relation with the Other or the idea of infinity, which has been a traditionally held
view. By omitting the sentence about tools he igs abdirectly connect the idea
that oall art i s thehaet pt a Fagledtohegakdde st at e
t he connect rtissmpeyathihgi ac ifitp | adyhbdhjotimng o
mo r °8ln tide end, | agree with Eaglestone, that Levisaseiating art and other
objects as having the same ontological status in this passage but rather than

dealing with works of art and establishing their particular status as resulting in

% Eaglestone, p. 115.
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immanence rather than transcendencenstead useaesthetic conscisness to
discuss the way in which objects are encountered in the mode of enjoyment.

Eaglestone claims that the two strands he has been following through
L e v i mwaerls thesproblem of representation for works of art and the ontological
status of the workf art, are brought togetherine first part of Section lll,
@ensibility and the Fa e léevinas, Eaglestone maintains, asks a key questien,
answer to whhecdieot olmips i aesobninTotalfy t he aest he
and Infinity 6 h ow ecpa rp hfatnhye as a f atibaewhichbe di ffer ent
characterises all our sensible exper n ¢'@he Pade holds a special position in
L e v i warks & €hapter Onédiscussed the enigma of the face in some detail
I the face is expression, nudity, the encounter with the other, it is epiphany, and
the face does not belong to a signifying system. As infinite or absolutely Other,
the face cannot signify in the same vesyother sensible objects. To be a part of a
system of references it would mean the face could only ever signify the same,
totality.L e v i muesi@nsthen, is how can the face be made manifest, how can
we experience the fage-face encounter when tli@ce does not signify, it is not a

representation, it does not appear like other objects?

Eaglestone traces the argument Levinas makes for the difference between
how the face appears compared to regular objects. Despite a slightly different
focus to the ther sections in which art or aesthetics is discussed Eaglestone
discovers the same conclusions regardirgy v i wviews énsart. The work of art
is defined by its form and representation. Eaglestone argues, that like other
sensible objects, the work oft@a& made manifest, accong to Levinas, through
' ight, Ovision TH,mpea8)Thelighshowever,lsrotd | ght 6 (
0 s 0 me that can pednade manifest, it is the horizon upon which we kré¢cab
enter into r el alightalwswstd dee objscts,ntallowsi n g 6
relati ons bet apersnothmdthat lweyord thenget wolldtbe 6
absolutell,y pot i®rld .( Eagl ethehorizenofdoens cr i bes | i ¢
ad t hus of .?Eghtiseseee asthawaiy whittdobjects are made
manifest; it allows objects to become sensible, to be seen and touched with

reference to other objects, Levinas claims,

%L Eaglestone, p. 116.
92 Eaglestone, p. 116.
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Light conditions the relations between data; it makes possible the
signification of objects that border oneather. It does not enable one to
approach them face to face. Intuition, taken in this very general sense, is
not opposed to the thought of relations. It is already relationship, since it is
vision; it catches sight of the space across which things aispteted

toward one another. Space, instead of transporting beyond, simply ensures
the condition for théateral signification of things within the san{é&l, p.

191)

Foll owing Eaglestoneds argument we can s
the sigifying system of the totality; they appear in light as form and

representation. Things come to light, are made manifest, as a result of their

relation to totality; objects do not come from nowhere but rather, everything

sensible is defined by its form arsdrecognisable and able to be enjoyed as part

of the totality in which things appear in relation to others. By contrast, saigge

argues that Levinas claims that light is itself not an object; it isoroethinghat

appears or that can be made manidesl the light does not reveal anything that is

beymd totality. alfjehtciitse sn eleadweidn,@92)scee t he
Eaglst one ar gueshoi zan loif g orims atdiddyr @ pr es en
appearsor epr esent s oirti geinf o 0rilike edjetistthateane . 0

made manifest in the horizon of formdan r e pr esent ati on, t he Ot
form an'dhli @hthed ap p e ahorizonagascordingtopr i mor di a
Eaglestone, which is to say, it presents itself natubhn fom or representation

but ritatsheémhad by whHich |ight appears. o

Eaglestone argues that Levinas sets up a contrast between altiegity
light needed to see the lightand art which is pure form, seen as a resiuihe
light. He claims,fod.e vi nas, f or mitsoert maaifgsgation,t sel f i n
congealing in(lo @. p6 @ignaes the aktaxioriiy ®f the
ot h@lrpo®)bea u s e , i n c o n faceassaaliving ppesenae;ritis, t he N
ex pr e s(Eli om.8° A i6 alignéd to the idea ohe facade. Levinas claims
t h & is artdhat endows things with something liklaeadé Tl,(p. 192) Facade

% Eaglestone, p. 116.
% Eaglestone, p. 116.
% Eaglestone, p. 116.
% Eaglestone, p. 116.
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is claimed to establish the beautjftd which Levinas attbutes the following

g u al iintiffeerse:ncod 6 s pbeontour éealsockhimditsi | enced. H
Ccaptivates by its grace asbygnae ¢, but doesTLp.&@d3) r eveal it sel
Eaglestone argues that this assessment of artwahesbeautiful and facadeis

acontn@t i on of t he Reaiyumeandt i hwitglLSvnasdro wd

ascribing akindfnont r ut h t o twlhe klseadt arof &n object 6
not relate back to anything but its form, it has no ontological status save as

f o r¥nThedwork of art is pure representation; it signalsaibgence of the object

and does not give access to transcendence.

Eagl est one 6 % eas$ sandudianasraigoosréading but |
think he puts more emphasis on art than Levinas does in this section. Levinas
essentially raises different possibéii for transcendence; the conneaedcepts,
drawn from classicallplosophy, of vision, the light or sun. The sun features
famously in Platobs metaphor of the sun as
the common understanding of the sun as light ageting which gives access to
knowledge and a possible routetatrs cendenc e . kbdhe figura i ms t he s
ofevery rel ati on Tini I9suggdsteng thelssndnds beereseen (
as that absolute (knowledge, God, the Good) which wouldagigess to

transcendence when one is inrelatiatnwvh i t , but [bj@itigoes on t o s
onlyafigureThe | i ght as Tispul®2)Hesuggests tbabratleec t 6  (

than being that which allows us to see reality, to enter into a transcendental
relationship with an absolute, the sun or |
6totalityd. Rather than giving access to an

exterior, it reveals what we already know. Levinas then asks if scientific or

mathematical thaght,a priori or idealist (he cites Léon Brunschvicg the idealist

philosopher), provides something outside the sensible, some knowledge that does

not appear as sense data and hence defined by form and megiresdout

c oncl ud eralittedplaysciorhathematical science reach derive their

meaning from procedurésh at pr oceed TirpoldR)ihtheeends ensi bl ed
this kind of knowledge is based upon the sensible world and as such cannot give

access to the transcendent. Levinas concltigesection with a quick

investigation of the facade which he connects to the beautiful which has been

9" Eaglestone, p. 117.
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exploredabovd. e vi nas 6s f i natheraaimeithshm®thet |1 s t hat

aloneintrodues a di mensi onTlL,@fl93) r anscendenced (

L e v i mergidnsn this section is to establish that the face of the Other,
revealed in speecistheonfaccess t o transcendence as i
a n ds vidion is the vision of the weopenness of being,duts across the vision
of f oIl pn$98) E(ery other type of knowledge or experience is grounded
in sensibility and part of the same or totality. The argument in this section is
clearly, as Eaglestone argues, a problem for those wanting to develop a way of
reading literary texts basexh L e v i ®thics 6us$ is not specific to artistic works.
Levinas is attempting, first and foremost, to establish the face as having a special
ontological status thatallav it t o & c ut anétberingpbcationdoe nsi bi | i
artworks (and all other gdctsands e ns e dat a) secwndannhat i1t hol
derivative andese nt i al | y s u {Eagldstone do@d a gpod jshiof i on . 6
drawing out the implications for art from this section but | think it is a stretch to
say that wit hthecordohli esv isreacst G 0]n @ascadunt of t |
L e v i statedd Ppreject is to establish ethics as first philosophy and the clear
implication of this is that other types of knowledge or experience are secondary

and this is explored elsewhereTintality and Infinity,

the establishing of this primacy of the ethical, that is, of the relationship of
man to man signification, teaching, and justi¢ea primacy of an

irreducible structure upon which all other structures rest (and in particular
all those whictseem to put us primordially in contact with an impersonal
sublimity, aesthetic or ontological), is one of the objectives of the present
work (Tl, p. 79)

His argument in Section Il A is primarily regarding the face, not the status of art
perseEaglstn e apt | y n o tdeesnot, ihfact, argue forithis e 6

face as that which cuts across sensiljility at her , he'j ust asserts

I have already noted Eaglestoneds cl ai

explaining how the face is made manifest whilst maintaining it does not belong to

% Eaglestone, p. 117.
% Eaglestone, p. 116.
190 Eaglestone, p. 117.
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the same structure of representation as objects, including artworks. Levinas, to be
sure, is clearly antgthetic towards artworks and the occasions when he speaks
about artworks ifmotality and Infinityecho the same arguments centring on the

role of representation and the ontological status of works odiged in the
earlier essay, G Raglastometconsiders the argtinentsS h a d o w
outlined here as a somewhat scathing attack on artworks, however | think that the
argument against art is rather an attempt to argue for the relation with the Other,
characterised by the revelation of the face in laggy by showing how other

possible ways of achieving transcendence lead only to the totality or the same.
Eaglestone is correct in claiming that Levinas does not put forward an argument
for how or why the face cuts across sensibility and | suggest tleaigages in a

rather ironic rhetorical situation where he masks the lack of argument for the
privileged position of the face by throwing up and knocking down other potential
sites of transcendence. | think the problems raised with art are a strategicrmove o
L evi bhehafdhe is able to set up a model of what transcendence is not and
makes it seem like the face, a strange and ambiguous term, is the only way to

encounter something truly exterior.

There is, however, a more positive and specific arguangainst art
present in this section and carried on in t
Faced. Levi naocsf, twhe nf as-paedagbiivateglbyaits gnece t hat it
asbyma g iTE @ 198) This is reminiscent of his description of thestketic in
O0Real i ty anbiscussingthe$drasotlan image and its connedtio
passi vity L[@hekexceptonalcstruatirems aesthétic existence
invokes this singular term magi&* He relates the effect of poetryo écapt i vati on
or i nc a'ffltednad isosharé concerned with the way in which the work of art
charmgheartc onsumer / obektever a §hate@ehdaiher bei ng whi
the form of ¢ onsrcm ooufs nuenscsoéf? lseemaanyslesee sf S0
that when begled by the charm or rhythm of poetry the description of the state
of being of the artonsumer as consciousness no longer appliegtoas it loses

ma s t e r stripped of its prerogdtive to assume, its powdSimilarly, it

Wievi nas, 6Reality and Its Shadowd, p. 132.
2 evinas, O6Reality and Its Shadowd, p 133
¥ evinas, O6Reality and Its Shadowé, p 133
L evinas, O6Reality and Its Shadow6é, p 133
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would not be correcbtascribe the mode oklng to unconsciousness as the

whol e si tpresent®oné i s

The | is present to the captivation of poetry, it may be drawn in by the
rhythm of the poetry but this does not happen in an unconscious state in which the
I is unawareof the relation to the artwork. Levinas finds artworks, which he sees
as beguiling, and objects thatcharpnbma gi ¢, pr o bdamomgt i ¢, as
thingsasati ng, as par t*°Thesbubjechiedraspidotheaan!| e . 6
truth of the representatio of t he wor k of art, that is 1
and in being drawn in, charmed or beguiled, no longer operates as a self but rather
the self assumes a position toward the artwork that is analogous to the way things
relate to other things. Téiclearly stands in marked contrast to the-ftackace
encounter in which the self is put into question by the unknowable Other but at
the same time becomes aware of itself as a self, the subject. An analogy used by
Levinas, and drawn out by Eaglestorecharacterise the difference between
works of art and the fae®-face ethical encounter is to equate the face with the
icon and wor ks ddtisconstit we d hby diod sl, 39 et hi cs

An interesting distinction arises from considematof the way in which
poetry (and other art forms, particularly literary artworks and musical wisrks)
marked by rhythm that charms or beguiles the subject, and the ethical encounter
with the face, made possiblethrtug | anguage, whitcthr é &8 amad k e
Obreaking of rhythmdé anT,p&d3)Leynasican t he ¢ h;
be seen as distinguishing between the language of ethics and the rhetorical
language of artworks. Jill Robbins gives a good account of the problem in her

important vork Altered Reading: Levinas and Literatuf&he claims that:

This ethical language is repeatedly characterised as having an exceptional

droiture, that is, straightforwardness, uprightness, justice; he [Levinas]

al so calls it nsirivilegmgsudhgnethicai f r ankness.
language, Levinas quite explicitly...excludes rhetoras a form of

language that is devious, that is not straight, that does nadt fau with

it, implicitly, any language that is figured or troped; he denounces rhetoric

%) evinas, O6Reality and |
%) evinas, O6Reality and |
197 Eaglestone, p. 119.
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asviolent and unjust. The ethical language relation is to be found only in a
vocative or imperative discourse, fateface. It is not then surprising that
Levinas excludes from his conception of the ethical language relation to

the other all forms of poet&peaking®

The importance of language for Levinas hiasaaly been noted in Chapter Oite

is language that allows the self to encounter the Other, to stantbffme

without engulfing the Other, without reducing the infinity of the @tioethe

total ity [pahguagd ehick doesengt touch the other, even tangentially,

reaches the other by calling upon him or by commanding him or by obeying him,

with all the straigft or war dness oTlLpteB)Reobd bi @als@dt i onsod (
assessment @fevi n aasgansent, on the surface, suggests that the ethical

language of the faem-face encounter is straightforward, upright and just. The

face somehow inaugurates an ethical language in contrast to poetic language

which is devious in the way it is figuree, it does not mean what it says. Levinas

repeatedly refers to the fat@face encounter as marked by straightforwardness

but does not specifically call language straightforward except in the quote
above!®Robbi nso6 extr aptoface ememterfwhiahimmarke@ f ac e

by presence andnme di acy, i t fdces 'Bfoshe larguagehhtd and O
makes this encounter possiieh e way i n which the self <can

without het ouchingé

Ethical language is privileged over poetic langgidy Levinas for similar
reasonshe distrusts artworks themselves. Poetic language, characterised as
figurative, is indirect and symbolic. Instead of addressing dexci approaches
from an angle. A straightforward statement mighe oudsiall not comiih
mu r d“eitrséys what it means. It is a direct address between two people who
look at each other, one issuing a command and the other realising the

impossibility of murder. A poetic statement, one that does not face but rather

198 Robbins, p. 77.

evinasTot al ity and | nfi ni,ppy62,:78, 288, 2M0,s262a203, 214, Ext eri or i t
262 and 264.

119 Robbins, p. 76.

1 This would be the quintessential ethical statement for Levinas as what the face expresses in the

faceto-face encounter. Questions of whether it is in fact éfegny rhetorical features will be put

aside for the argumentdéds sake.
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appoaches from an angiei g h t[a] dowghball®f laughter leaped from his
throat dragging aftsrt a rattl i n'fOrchain of phlegm. o6

We shall go on to the end, we shall fight in France, we shall fight on the

seas and oceans, we shall fight with growing confidence and growing

strength in the air, we shall defend our Island, whatever the cost may be,

we shall fight on the beachase shall fight on the landing grounds, we

shall fight in the fields and in the streets, we shall fight in the hills; we

shall never surrender, and evkérwhich | do not for a moment believe,

this Island or a large part of it were subjugated and starving, then our

Empire beyond the seas, armed and guarded by the British Fleet, would
carry on the struggle, wuntil ,l in Godb©d
its power and might, steps forth to the resane the liberation of the

Old 113

Or pemMagmhbse, sheddh born May b elrhesetkidds ofMay b el | i
poetic statements do not seek to directly express, in fact they stand in the absence

of the actor and author; they operate within a system of signification and reference.
Levinas may argue they beguile with their rhythm and seek to charauttience,

the line from Joyce describes the unpleasant image of a man coughing up phlegm

in a lyrical, and beautiful way, perhaps working its magic with alliteration,

onomatopoeia and metaphor. Churchill famously seeks to win over the English

public in he face of great military losses and the very real possibility of invasion

with parallel structuread t he per sonal.andwfrceutsetiper o n o un
Maybelline Company hopes to bewitch the consumer public into believing their

product will producehte desired effect that may not come naturally to all.

Levinas, arguably, sees poetic language as having the same structure as
works of art themselves; poetic language, like a work of art is indirect, marked by
absence, mediation and representation arstegurely in the realm of sensibility.

It cannot lead beyond this world to exteriority whereas ethical language is

inseparable from the ethical encounter in which it occurs. Language, as expression,

112 3ames JoycéJlyssegMineola, NY: Dover, 2002), p. 36.

Wi nston Churchill, 6We Shall Fight on the Beach
<http://www.winstonchurchill.org/resources/speeches/1édinesthour/weshaltfight-on-the-

beaches> [accessed Bdgust 2015].

14 Churchill.

87



is written into the very structure bfe v i ®ethics.®he ethical encounter can
only eventuate as a result of the language that allows the self to reach the Other

without reducing her to the same.

Levinas does not discuss ethical language specifically in a kind of binary
opposition to poetic language as Risbsuggests in the diar extract, but rather
hol ds [@amgtabeiincaspedial position due to its work in the ethical
encounter. Levinas goes to lengths to criticise poetic language, on the other hand,
to help further his argument that one canmmoeinter exteriority through works
of art. Levinas seems to acknowledge the intuition many have that works of art
offer an experience that could be characterised as transcendent but needs to prove
this is not the case if he wants to maintain the faceeasrily access to exteriority.
| suggest one of the ways he does this is by argheign intrinsically ethical
language exists in the fate-face encounter which somehow excludes the
possibility of rhetoric or figurative language. By interweaving lagguas
expression, with the fackevinas is able to reserve the ethical as the only site for

transcendence.

It is not, however, clear that Levinas is successful in his argument. His

argument relies upon the immediacy of the faeéace and the claim thghe face,

as expression, only expressesthpiemr at i ve, O6do onmethapg o mmi t
itonly expressesexpres on it sel f . thefesvcomeatef ex pl ai ns,
exprs si on i s the expr kesimas conilates expressianwith( T 1

the notion of ethical language, widnoiture, straightforwardness. The face does

not seek to deceive, nor trick, beguile or chaR@member thahefaceto-face
encountecan be seen as the structure v i ©ance(d of the saying is built
around. The étical language is expression itself, the fact that something is said to
someone, the desire to communicate. If this is the case, then all language,
including rhetorical or figurative utterances, as said, contains tisgbpibg of the

ethical saying.

Eag AOOT 1 A0 OAODI T OA
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Eaglestone completes his consideratioh & v i wiews énsaesthetics, which

hecemt res ar ound O R eadTatalityandlmfiaity vithtee Shad o wo

c o nc | u s[flaleevintadhimthesedvorks, it is impossible to spetkcally

aboutart,sae t o say t h'@andrtblodk®radethicsdii cal 0
criticisminL e vi markswbosu | d appear 't°bhepicturea dead end
according to Eaglestone, looks bleak for any attempts to develop an ethical

criticism basd on Levinasian notions. He does not, however, stop with these texts.
Eaglestone identifies what he referstdas vi nas 6s d@fwhiohchei st i ¢ t u
situates irL e v i 194 viok,Otherwise than Being or Beyond Essendaich

canbe seendse v i measspbosn s e t o D e Totalitydaaddndinityc r i t i qu e
Eagl estone traces Der riTotaliéysnd tnfinityand que of |
Levi dandsver 6 to the problem: he turns to
the saying and the said. The reductad the said to the sayinghich | discussed

in Chapter Ongand the sense in which the saying overflows and interrupts the

said marks the site in which Eaglestone sees potential for a theoretical framework

for his development of an ethical criticismegpite the seemingly rich textual

possibilities that. e v i nvitisg@s language opens for readers of literature and

more specifically for Eagl , dheadmitattadbs pr oj e

Levinas continues to resist admitting artworks in®ethical realm.

Eaglestone claims thate v i ma@aurdt sf aesthetics, evenGtherwise
than Beingmakes application of the saying and saidtomwk s of art O6hi gh
pr obl &%evinds stales h falrt is éhe preeminent exhibition in which the
sadisreducedtoaputecheme, t o absoOBBE®R40pxpositi oneé:¢
maintaining that artworks are pure said, or,torecalltht er ms of &6 Real i t y
S h a d anefotality and Infinity works of art are pure representation, they
belong to a signifying system and the world of sensibility. Artworks do not
transcenda s E a gl e s fajpt noenpripes onky essence, it does not go over

into the otherwise thameing: it exists only asasi '&. 6

115 Eaglestone, p. 124.
116 Eaglestone, p. 125.
17 Eaglestone, p. 138.
18 Eaglestone, p. 152.
19 Eaglestone, p. 152.
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Eaglestone argues that desjpite v i @apparehtscontinued antipathy
towards art irDtherwise than Beinthis work, with its intense focus on language,
does allow the development of an ethical criticism. Eaglestone puts forward three
arguments agastL e v i wmlairs thas works of art are pure said and as such do
not partake of the ethical. The first argument Eaglestone makes is to claim
Levinas contradicts himself when he casts literary language as only comprising of
the said and unable to intepiithe said with the saying. He states that the saying
and the said, for Levinas, are the elements that make up language. Levinas sees
language as consisting of both the said and the saying which can be seen as the
condition for the possibility of languagfself. Levinas wants to maintain that
only philosophical discourse can interrupt the said and reveal the saying but if all
language is composed of the saying and the said then it follongeheaty
| anguage woimprised afthe saying ancetBaid, the condition of
language, and it, too, should exhib t he amphi b ¢lEagpstoneof | anguag
cites several occasions of Levinas talking about language or discourse in general
with reference to the revelation of the saying, which supportsdira thatall
language andverydiscourse contains the saying with the possibility to interrupt

the said. He does, however, consider a possible problem with this argument.

On the face of it, all language is comprised of the saying and said and as a
resultall language, including the literary language of literary works, can be seen
as holding the potential for the ethical, the interruption or overflowing of the said
by the saying. Eaglestone admits that this may not be the cdsefori na s 6 s
account. Hecan der s t he possi oflileraryworké agrnot t he or ef e
bet he Ot her but r atotlheiryat’'Eaygl| may dthepenyspodod
is the case, if literary language opens to this anonymous insistent neutrality which
is the bare expamce of existence and not to the other, to the horizon of ethics,
thenliteratu e has no ac c?eEaglesttne doésmat referdbackta g . 6
Otherwise than Beintp support this supposition and allows it to appear as if from
nowhere. Instead, he referstb@ novel,Thomas the Obscurer i t t en by Levinas
contemporary andignd, Maurice Blanchoi&nd claims that Blanchot tries to

evoke thehere isat the being tthe novel. The connection between art and the

120 Eaglestone, p. 157.
121 Eaglestone, p. 158.
122 Eaglestone, p. 158.
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there ishas beennotddy Gabr i el Rifnelrhae iPro shsiisbidg sayy ,of
Poetic Saido in dtuhseirow ,s eort hBal newhBeehiontg i(nAlL
he argues that the work of art gives accessdd tha a sexistence whout a

w o r P lsliBlimits this construction of the aesthetidt® v i ralisrdverk,
particularly,Existence and Existenté The idea that literature opens, not onto the

Other but rather thnere ishas been argued as creatihg space for literature by

Michael Faga b | at wh o c¢ | a samshdly das the vBry spacedi ot O
literature, the occasion when writing betrays its marriage to means&arch of

a | ife ®BtLevinasdoesmavexpliéitly connect tihe awith works of art

in Otherwise than Beingut the concept remains an important one in this later

work;nea t he end of doebpoetrpaaiceddinheducirgshke s, 0O

rhet oOBBE ? ¢ . ( 182) éanEdv erreystphamdgs téhat c¢cl ai ms
elsewhere, even the marvels of which essence itself is capable, even the surprising
possibilities of renewal by technology al

heartrending bustling of thteere isrecanmencingbem d every negati on.

Levi nas c ar rfonk the meaning a thesotharis @recusable,
and forbids the reclusion and-eatry into the shell of the self. A voice comes
from the other shore. A voice interruptsh e sayi ng ofOBBHHEe al read
183).This suggests that Levinas does want to maintain the encounter with the
Other, or proximity, in the vocabulary @ftherwise than Bein@s the only access
to the ethical. It is the voice of the Other, coming from the absolutely exterior, that
interrupts the said whereas poetry seems to remain on the hither side. It is hard to
tell if Eaglestone considers the argument that literary language does not partake of
the ethical because of its connection tottiexe isseriously as he simply suggests
it as a counteargumentandecoc edes t hat thefwordsbfawask true t h
of literature, resounding as the essence of words, could only serve either to recall

us to our essence in the world of essence formed by the said, or toge stra

12j evinasciteditGabri el Riera, O6fAThe iROtsesnisbthanBeing of t he P
(Al'lusi on, or BDiaaritics, 34(2004), 4436 (® ¥7). nas ) 6,

124 e goes on to argue a shift from this understanding of the aesthetic to an ethical orientation in

Otherwise than Being

Mi chael Fagenblat, 6Back to the Other Levinas: .
The Artwork and the Probl em oCollodquy: Tektdmeence i n Bl ar
Critique, 10 (2005), 298313 (p. 301).
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fisus men if o t Fleefore buklining awb fairther arguments for why he

thinksL e v i ha&rswdrk marks a movement that opens literature to the ethical.

Eaglestone makdw/o arguments for wh@ptherwise than Beingrovides
the theoretical background he @oking for in the development of his ethical
criticism (and thaf otality and Infinitydefinitively did not allow) the first
argument is thatevinas uses literature in his philosophical discussionfaad
second is thaDtherwise than Beingtself, canbe seen as a work of literature.
Eaglestondopes to use these arguments to counter the objection raised above and
demonstrate that literature does in fact open to the ethical saying rather than return

to theil y a.**’

Eaglestone maintains that by appeglia literature, Levinas implies that
literary works pertain to the saying as muchicathephilosophical discourse
which Levinas explicitly privileges. He identifies two uses of literature in
Otherwise than Beinditerary example and appeals to litetar e as Oaut hori tyo
Oex pert andclhimsetisastieeygattto disrupt the said, echbiegv i nas 6 s
project for philosophy?® Eaglestone singles out a sentence from Dostoyevsky as
an example of e v i mse sfditsrature as an appeal to authorityxqreet

witness to his argument. Levinas writes:

The subjectivity of the subject, as being subject to everything, is a pre

originary susceptibility, before all freedom and outside of every present. It

is accused in uneasiness or the unconditionafitile accusative, in the

A her e mevor)wbich (s obedience to the glory of the Infinite that
orders to me to the other. fAEach of wus i
everyone, and | more thanBrdathere ot her s, 0 w
KaramazovThe subjectivity of the subject is persecution and martyrdom

(OBBE p. 146)

It is open to interpretation as to whether Levinas is using the quote from
Dostoyevsky as an example, an illustration of his point, or some kind of truth or

appeal to authorityotfurther his argument. Regardless, Eaglestone maintains that

126 Eaglestone, p. 158.
127 Eaglestone, p. 158.
128 Eaglestonep. 160.
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L e v i nmse sfditerature iDtherwise than Beindiffers substantially from
references to literary works irotality and Infinity This is a necessary point for
Eagl est one 6s mludgswnhe ertd ofdis investgatiordotality
and Infinitythat Levinas closes the door for ethical criticism but a shift in
Otherwise than Beinhakes the project of a Levinasian ethical approach to

literature tenable.

| do not thinkL e v i misedf ldesature differs significantly in his later

work; take the following passage frohotality and Infinity for example:

Suicide is tragic, for death does not bring a resolution to all the problems

to which birth gave rise, and is powerless to humiliagevalues of the

eathi whence Macbethés final cry in conf
the universe is not destroyed at the same time as his life. Suffering at the

same time despairs for being riveted to bé&imgnd loves the being to

which it is riveted(TI, p. 146)

In both appeals to literaturBrothers KaramazoandMacbeth Levinas

illustrates his point and uses the literary example to continue or expand the
argument. Whether they are primarily illustrative, providing concrete examples
with which most people would be familiar, or somehow used to witness or
provide authority, | do not think Levinas is required to change his view that
literature is pure representation or pure said. If art is mimetic, representations of
the world of sensibility, thesurely works of art can illustrate the ethical without
partaking of the ethical. The work of art can represent or illustrate an idea without
going beyond to the idea, for example, | can behold the Mona Lisa without going
beyond the image timurteenthcentury France and the world of Liszherardini

or Leonardo da Vinci. Levinas might maintain that | cannot say, having gazed
upon her ambiguous smile, fixed for all time, that | have known her or
encountered her or discovered some truth about human nadoraot think

Levi nsesfésl i terature, as emeamhdcensidecsr O0e X pe
them as providing access to the ethical saying. As mimesis works of art can
illustrate the ethical but it does not follow that they go beyond the sensible world

to give access to the transcendent, to the absolute exteriority of the Other.
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Eaglestoneds second argument for | iterat
in Otherwise than Beingather than thénhere is is that the work itself is a work of
|l iterature. This ar gume nrotalitganeélinfimityf r om Der r i d
OVi ol ence anadn dMeBRlaapnhcyhsoitcéss6 musi ngs on Levin
Eaglestone takes Derri daywdangudgsieandfart i ons abo
Levi prajsdts and Bl anchot 6s r“tanditriesitoanglie a 6 gi f t
thatL e v i mwarls éspeciallyOtherwise than Beings a work of literature that
performatively enacts the interruption of the said by thengayie enumerates
literary aspects df e v i nvidtisgbTe first of these is the use of metaphors,
particularly those related to speech and language, including the use of linguistic
terms. Eaglestone claintisat L e v i nwaitsn@ laysntetaphor on dizzng
me t a p*hHe notedthalt e v i st@esobviting, the extasive use of
met aphor s wi t lkontasts his edrkrwithccommoreundarsténdings
of philosophical discoursé' Eaglestone also pointskoe vi nasds habit of o&v
I n g u eas danothemasd@therwise than Beingan be seen as situated in the
realm of literature, rather than philosophy. Earlier in this chapter | discussed
Mi chell e Boul ous Wal ker nsd rReosbpeans eB etran aSicromn
cal | -r te aLevidaseWaker was interested in reading philosophical works in
such a way as to not colonise alterity in the name of truth. The question was of
central importance to her project as to question opens up meaning, dialogue and
perhaps creates a space for othernesgwise, Eaglestone seese v i ms ef 0 s
questions alesea orfdf pshall otstgihrmoceal di scussi on
performativeopwsuhi 8§ whscbuhseg®Bnalty, i nterrupt.
Eaglestone claims that Levinas is constantly redefiningdtees in his work.
Levinas does not let meaning settle; Eaglestoygaeghis is to disrupt

conventional philosophical discourse and the fixed, materiality of the said.

My response: why literature is still problematic

129 Blanchot cited irEaglestone, p. 161.
130 Eaglestoe, p. 161.
131 Eaglestone, p. 161.
132 Eaglestone, p. 162.
133 Eaglestone, p. 161.
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DoesOtherwise than Beingit more comfortably under the appellation of

literature than philosophy? Eaglestone, clearly, answers in the affirpiativie a
focus on language, use of metaphor and a questioning style enough to mark this
wor k as 8 Nietzasohe nzakes extewd use of metaphor, as does Derrida
and numerous other philosophers from the Continental tradition. One might argue
that works of these types, likee v i tezt,éog under the umbrella of

literature rather than philosophy. Other, less controvegidhsophers can be

found who employ metaphor, some extensively, in their writing: Plato, John
Stuart Mill, Thomas Hobbes, Donna Haraway and the list could g ®he use

of metaphor, even in an extended way, does not seesslitt in a work acquiring

the label of literatureThinkers in the twentieth and twemrtfiyst centuriesand
particularly in the Continental tradition place an emphasis on language and turn

their attention to the ways in which language operates.

Following the revolutionary work of Fdinand de Saussurepublished
posthumously a€ourse in General Linguistiaa which the arbitrariness of the
sign was argued fdar philosophers began to think about language as a maa soc
and active agent in thereationof meaningwhich is charactésed by difference as
well as look at ways in which languafgéls.* It is not surprising, then, that
Otherwise than Beingvrittenatt he hei ght of deconstructio
response to Derridads readinggeiof probl e m:
Totality and Infinity takes language as a central focus. Levinas, like readers and
writers such as Derrida, Martin Heidegger, H&e or g Gada mer , Paul F
and Roland Barthes, sees language as inextricably connected to other aspects of

human cultve, thought and meaning, and specifically, in his case, ethics.

L e v i mse sfonstaphor and way of redefining and returning to key
ter ms, can definitel Jlevmnasisawarmnfthas Oper f or me
impossibility of representing in language theiootof the otherwise than being,
he pushes language to its limit in an attempt to describe the indescribable. As
Eaglestone argues, Levinas does seem to be attempting to enact an interruption of

the said or perhaps a demonstration or rehabilitation cfaji@g but does this

134 Admittedly not all ofthese figures use metaphor without problems or controvettsy point
here is that metaphor is a common trope utilised by philosophers.
¥Think, for ex diffgranaeand thefarbieeiness ofdhe signified.
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mark the work literature? Levinas, as | have already noted, sees the reduction of

the said to the saying as the job of philosophy. Eaglestone is guilty of begging the

guestion, assuming what he is arguing for. He h@mdy assumed dh a text that
Griestomcover t he t r*imaekstheonbrk das literarydat thatis g 0

the very claimunderireyst i gati on. bl gying te ¢scapeghes t at es, 0
said of philosophy, by trying ues be an dédunh
towards literature, carrying more than the implication that literary texts san al

escape and r ietistheresuggdsting thahthedperformativity of

L e v i warls its sttempts to demonstrate the difficulties of language and the

redudion that Levinas advocates, not only marks it as literary but also that this

means literary works give access to the saying. Eaglestone again demonstrates the
assumption that performativity is correlative, perhaps a sufficient but not

necesary conditiont o | i t ehe text, like awork of Jiterdture, explicitly

performsitself, andasaseu | t s, echoes™Thefllemngry writingéo
paragr aph bsega nisgiwitt“hotherpise]thae Beinig part ef 0

literature, a litearys ay i ng and s“4dHaglestgne assumesadhatthé o6

performative aspect &f e v i meat & 6ne of the features that aligns it with

literature but then uses this assumption to argue that literature can give access to

the saying on the basis tHatvin a s 6 s  @tterartceeatteanpty té perform the

reduction of the said to the saying.

Levinas considers his project philosophical and | have already argued that
he is explicit in his goal of philosophy. | quote again,

But is also necessary that theisgycall for philosophyin order that the

light that occurs not congeal into essence what is beyond essence, and that

the hypostasis of an eon not be set up as an Ee#sophymakes this

astonishing adventureshowing and recounting as an essdnce

intelligible, by loosening this gripofbeing. phi | osopher 6s effort
unnatural positionconsists, while showing the hither side, in immediately

reducing the eon which triumphs in the said and in the monstrations, and,

136 Eaglestone, p. 162.
137 Eaglestone, p. 162.
138 Eaglestone, p. 162.
139 Eaglestone borrows this phrase from Blanchot.
190 Eaglestone, p. 162.
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despite the reduction, réténg an echo of the reduced said in the form of
ambiguity, of diachronic expressi¢@BBE p. 44) [My italics]

It is the role of the philosopher, understood in Levinasian terms, rather than what
he would consider the Western ontological tradition, tocedhe said to the

saying, to be aware of the echo of the saying, the beyond essence, which
necessarily congeals into an essence or sign. Artworks, including literary works,
are still excluded fromet hi ¢cs f or L e wrtiisrthee preemiheat c | ai ms ,
exhibition in which the said is reduced to a pure theme, to absolute exposition,
even to shamelessness capable of holding all looks for which it is exclusively
destined. The said is reduced to the Beautiful, which supports Western gnéolog
(OBBE p. 40).Eaglestone, we have seen, thinks that Levinas is incorrect in his
exclusion of artworks from the saying. It would seem that if language is composed
of the saying and the said thalhlanguage should have the potential to give

access to the saying, evesewf language, including literary language, has a
saying component and is then open to the reduction. Eaglestone also firmly
characterisek e v i marls @agicularly his attempts to give voice to the saying,

to enact the reduction, as literary in nature

Is Eaglestone correct in his assessment of Levinas as misguided about the
sayingbébs relation to I|Iiterary works? Eag|
break betweeh e vi n@sad$ yo6 wor k, t Headityangg t o and i
Infinity, and his later work, particularftherwise than Beingeaglestone, recall,
had reached the conclusion at the end of his consideratiootalfty and Infinity
thatLevi vaed®ws on art make any attempts to I
his work immpssible Otherwise thanBeing on t he ot her hand, i s
di f fé¥wweavidbnasods e aapresergsra prafeundkshifdined i 1 as 6 s
t h o u*gabcording to Eaglestone. Eaglestone requierwise than Beintp
represent a substantial shiftL e v i mhaughd te allow the objections of
Totality and Infinityto be put aside. | maintgiby contrastthatthere is not a
clear break betweenhotality and InfinityandOtherwise than Beind.evinas
introduces the concepts he discussd&3threrwise than Beingn Totality and

Infinity theydonotmd& a separ at i @nebobndtooneanocthee,r t hey

141 Eaglestone, p. 138.
142 Eaglestone, p. 137.
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compam ons , | i ke t WeRicharaA Cdahensin his &arewardit@e . 6
Otherwise than Beind e s ¢ r i b e s augrentatibn expanspextengion,
magnification, intensification, enlargement, ak i€ v i tagersvait;igs were
commentaries on the earlier ones. A sentence becomes a section, which in turn

expands into dn entire chapter. o

Take, for instance, the notion of the sayirQgis is the main aspect of
L e v i waerlkstliasEaglestone explorésvhich is introduced i otality and
Infinity. Levinas uses the term to describe thr el at i onshi piswi t h the O
"saying to the Oth&d this relationship with the Other as interlocutor, this
relation with an existedt precedes all ontology; it the ultimate relation in
Bei MMgdé p( 48) . Utptee mohle aofguiiessa,yi®go or of A
itself hides while uncovering, saysdsilences the inexpressible, harasses and
provokes. ThetiAisayiyndghe alpd 26p)These equi vocal €
are clearly early thoughts on the notions of the saying and the said but embryonic
versions of the later fully developedneeptsThe first citation contains the idea
of proximity associated with the sayingt involves a relation with the Other as
interlocutor and is preymbolic. Likewisejn the second gsage | have quoted
t he saying 0hi dlkethedaker accent ofithecsaymg asisaory , 6
as it is manifest it is concealed, fixed in an essence, lost in the said. The Preface is
more explicit in the expressiaf these concepts that domin#te later work,

Levinas says:

The word by way of preface which seeks toalréhrough the screen
stretched between the author and the reader by the book itself does not
give itself out as a word of honour. But it belongs to the very essence of
language, which consists in continually undoing its phrase by the foreword
or the exegsis, in unsaying the said, in attempting to restate without
ceremonies what has already been ill understood in the inevitable

ceremaial in which the said delight3 [, p. 30)

Adr i an Peper z atlis ppefade anhainces the develo@ment af
Levin a digtieiction between the Sayiifig dire),the Saidle dit), the Unsaying

“Richard A. Co hetherwisétRao Beingy O Beyond EssgrimeEmmanuel
Levinas (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1998), p. xi.
%4 Cohen, p. xi.
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or denial(dedire)and the Sayinggain(redire)o*?® These initial glimpses of the

saying and said ifiotality and InfinitysuggesthatCohen is correct in his

assessment @therwise thanBeing s O e x pans i o nobthexarlgr 6 e xt e n s
work. This suggests that the two works are complementary; the initial thoughts of

Totality and Infinityare not to be discounted as Levinas shifts focus to expand

certain ideas in the lat@rork. The very concepts that Eaglestone sees as a turn in

L e v i marksadesntroduced iifotality and Infinitysuggesting a continuation of

ideas from one text to the other

Levinasdoes employ new vocabulary i@therwise than Beinmp an
attempt togive expression to the impossibility of discussing, representing or
comprehending the otherwise than beimgwever some echoes frofiotality
and Infinitycan be heard; wherethereh i er wor k di,shelaterses t he
shifts to deosucrTlée relationshipevithdhe ©thegiiothlity and
Infinitye nt ai | e drespamdnp | vhiclgfids itself recast as being held
Ohostaged and c¢ har.dheerountes witd thaGtherovpasear s e c u t |
key experience in the earlier textthuh i s 1 s r ep | dancthethterby o6 pr oxi
Peperzak suggests the shift in vocabulary is due to a shift of attention from the
Other to the subject? a claim which Colin Davis rejects, arguing the change in
terminology i s a reluetdntedorstablismandonfaimai L e vi nas 0
ri gi d conc e p'tNeither ofthrese sLggestad keasons for the change
in vocabulary inOtherwise than Beingntails a break from the earlier work but
rather point to an attempt to reimagine the ethical reldtipriat grounds
philosophy in light of the specific problems that arise from that very work.
Eaglestone cannot simply discount the concerns frotality and Infinity The
saying and the said, the ideas that Eagl
critici smoé are introduced in the earlier wor
resolving the problem with literature. Levinas does not reject his earlier
formulation of ethics butxpandsreworks and reimagines it, working with the

difficulties present to create the strange and diffiediherwise than Being

145 Adriaan Theodoor Peperzako the other: an introduction to the philosophy of Emmanuel
Levinas(West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press, 1993), p. 122.

15 peperzak, p. 17.

" Davis, p. 70.
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| contend that to draw a hard and fast line betwiegality and Infinity
andOtherwise than Beingrould also have an undesiralslensequence. Although
Il have argued above that Eaglestone is inco
later work as different enough to the earlier work to allow for a complete shift in
its relation to works of art, particularly literature, even if we wereoncede the
concerns fronTotality and Infinitywere no longer problematic in light of
Levinasds o6linguistic turnd | think the res
necessarily miss out on much of what we instinctively see as ethical in our
interacton wi t h | i terature. Eagl estoneds Oethica
methodological but rather picks up the call from Levinas to expose the saying
congealed in the said, but nevertheless overflowing this confinement, only
manifest again as said as soaritas revealed, thought or spoken of. His
approach sounds not dissimilar to Derridastyled interpretation. An ethical
criticism, according to Eaglestone will &6co
i nt er rMOme coubdrsee dhis as looking foripis of rupture, where the
saying overflows the language of the text, the sense that meaning slips between
the words on the page in ever ungraspable ways. Eaglestone is emphatic that
6t here can be no | ast word, nmnEthicdlnal i nterp
criticism is a continuous process of interrupting the ontological said by the ethical
saying. On the face of it, Eagl estoneds eth
than ethics. The notion of interpretation as interruption is reminiscent of
demnstructive readings that look for ways in which the text operates to say
otherwise; the reader works with the internal logic of the text to demonstrate ways
in which it denies univocal meaning or is marked by difference and deferral.
Think of abDdeirnrgi doand sFrraenz Kaf kabs O0Before the
story to see the ways in which it refers to itself, denies the possibility of any
singular meaning; he reads the text to see how it frames itself or speaks about

itself as text. Derrida claims:

ThestoryBefore the Lavdoes not tell or describe anything but itself as

text. It does only this or does also this. Not within an assured specular

148 Eaglestone, p. 167.
199 Eaglestone, p. 168.
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reflection of some selfeferential transparendyand | must stress this

pointi but in the unreadability of ehtext'*

Derrida is here looking at the way the text interrupts itself to tell the story of its

own unreadability it tells the story oflifférance The actual ethical component

of Eaglestoneds ethical <criticicsaesr el i es
for the saying ifTotality and Infinty Eagl est one c¢l aims, O6[t]
| angtfagddohe connects this to &iwhigh exposu
is the fundamental ethical drive of the earlier work. The ethical component of

langua@ cannot be disconnected from the idea of proximity, exposure to the

Ot her, for it implies presence and i mmed,:
representation, temporality and rhetoric do not suddenly disappear. Eaglestone, in

his attempt to sidstep the isues with artworks, and literature in particular and,

by centring his ethical criticism on the interaction between the saying and said,

ri sks losing the very ethical el ements t|

readers of literature.

In the end, Levinas seems to be rejecting works of art because he wants to
maintain that ethical relations should be reserved for people. The political,
historical and cul tural milieu to Levina:
Jewish Frenchman imé¢ 1930s Levinas experienced the horrors of World War I
first-hand. He wrote the notes that were to becmistence and Existends a
prisoner of war and lost members of his family in the Holocaust. It is not hard to
understand the impetus to carve awgpecial place for the human in matters of
ethics. One can bring to mind multiple images of prisoners in concentration camps
from the Second World War; emaciated bodies, sunken cheeks but eyes that look
straight at the camera. In that look the viewerelslhThe atrocities of the war are
written clear upon the face that appears to plead with the viewer. It pleads for
mercy, for justice, for its life and to be recognised as a person who deserves a
world, a life, justice. The viewer cannot help but be movedOn e 6s wor |l dvi ew
shifts when facéo-face with one of these images. The viewer feels responsible.

As human beings we must face the responsibility that these horrific acts were

130 Jacques Derridacts of Literatur§New York: Routledge, 1992), p. 211.
151 Eaglestone, p. 168.
152 Eaglestone, p. 169.
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perpetrated by our own kind. We must reassess our beliefs about what we think

humans are capable of and in doing so ask deep questions about our own selves.

One can only begin to imagine experiencing the concentration camps and the

faces of the prisoners first hand and it is
which is characterigeby singularity, responsibility and the fatmeface encounter,

emerged in the middle of the twentieth century.

It is understandable that Levinas might want to restrict the ethical to the
Other, to the unknowable, infinite, to the faogface and neighdur. An artistic
image of a prisoner does not have the same immediate effect. The mediated image
does approach from an angle; the artist has an opinion, agbeiigw, an
interpretation. The artist may want to convey the very thoughts that inspire
Levinss 6s et hics but they still seek to bring
doing so the person represented becomes a trope. They become a figure
representing something bigger than themselves, or something other than
themselves, the atrocities of the warhuman endurance, and so on, and in doing
so the singular person is lost. The image exists because the person is absent. It is
also not surprising that Levinas is suspicious of rhetoric given the significant role
propaganda played during the Second Wu@vlar. | am not trying here to make
some kind ofad hominenargument. Levinas, in his own idiosyncratic way, does
put forward arguments to support his claims and draws upon the philosophical
tradition and other phil os ondHusserbawd wor k, suc
takes part in the philosophical debate. You could, perhaps, see his wartime
experiences as motivation for following his line of thinking. The fi@ekace
encounters he had with other prisoners of war could be seen as the
phenomenological gerience that Levinas wants to explore. | think these
experiences during the Second World War are
philosophical works. The desire to say something, the sense of proximity and
responsibility that interrupt the ontological said.

Summary
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We are left in a difficult position. We have a phenomenological framework for the
encounter with the Other but i1t is not cl
with art is forthcoming. | have spent considerable time trying to flesh out

L e v i sraeceuit of the ethical as well as the problem of art and literature. If we

do have a responsibility to the otherness of the text then it seems important to
address Levinasods texts in their singul al
the tempt#on to brush over inconsistencies to make them fit our own purpose.

The question for me now is can we make u:
encounter with the Other and the reduction of the said to the saying in reading

literature without destroying thetatity of his work?
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Chapter Threeq, ' AAAT AO6O ( Aol AT AOOEAO
Introduction

| begin Chapter Thre@i t h Levinasds concern with | itera
application of the encounter with the Other to literary text, still unanswered. This

means that my guiding question, can we have an encounter with the Other through

the mediation of literaturenust still be answered in the negative at this point. In

his 1961 work;Totality andinfinity, Levinasis utterly clear in his belief that the

transcendental experience of encountering an Other is reserved for the face

face encounteihe later workOtherwise than Being or Beyond Essengih its

focus on language, can be seen as muddying thespaiei_evinas is still

adamant that artworks, including literary works, cannot give access to the

transcendental. As he explores the ethical in languag&mdsesuggests that the

goal of philosophy is to perform a reduction of the said to the saying. This goal

could be seen to provide an apparent contradiction, or at least a problem, for

Levinas if he wants to maintain his claim that works of art cannathgadf the

ethical. If all language contains both the saying and the said then it would follow

that literary language, the words that make up a poem or novel, for instance,

would also contain the ethical saying. If it is possible to trace the echo of the

saying in a philosophical text and context then surely the ethical saying is

similarlypreseni n | i t er atur e. Levinasds antipathy t
by his regular referral to literature to illustrate his arguments as well as his

01l i t e leafphildsopkyt Despite these complions | concluded Chapter

Twoby | eaving Levinasds assertion, that work

ethical, standing, though | did suggest it was a somewhat fragile position.

There is enough continuity frofotality and Infinitywith its unambiguous
assertion that artworks, including literary artworks, are mimetic and pure
representation and thus cannot give access to the ethical, to conclude that in the
later work,Otherwise than Beind.evinas has not offedeany perceptible change
in his position on art. By identifying the reduction as the goal for philosophy,
Levinas can maintain works of art as occupying a different role to philosophical

texts; art is mimetic whereas philosophy holds a different statetaition to
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reality and, by implication, truthAt this point it is worth remembering that ethics
is first philosophy for Levinas. Ethics and philosophy are, in a way, synonymous
i philosophy is based on the ethics of the feetaceil so the special pte

reserved for philosophy, especially in relation to art, is not surprising.

The question now is how to proceed? The temptation, and the route taken
by Robert Eaglestone, is to try to either find a loophole to allow one to adapt
Levinas for use in literg studies or to solve the apparent contradictions, and
show how Levinas is incorrect to exclude literature from the ethical encounter.
This is the way academic work operates in many cases. Thinker A presents a
problem. Theorist B shows how the problemas really a problem or solves the
problem. B may employ another thinker, C, to help fix the issue. It is especially
the case when you are presented with an apparent contradiction or inconsistency
i n a theoristds wor k. P madittionsangp hy cannot
inconsistencies; logical consistency is a key goal for most academic pursuits. This
is exactly the kind of reading thistichelle Boulous Walker identifies in the
article hat | discussed in Chapter Twloevinas can, potentially, be seen as
offering inconsistent or irrational arguments against the inclusion of works of art
in the ethical and one could attempt to correct his reasoning. To minimise the
discrepancies apparent in his thought might result in an account of encountering
the Other thiais philosophically more robust. To read Levinas in this way would
be placing his work firmly in the philosophical tradition, as well as the response
produced. This kind of reading would also work to minimise the otherness of
Levinas 6 wor k.ptl tt a sé uhisdakrinsateaticudadlight. The
philosophically logical reading | have described tries to solve any apparent
contradictions or lapses in the text/s that do not conform to the shape the genre
perceives is appropriate. The focus islo®m argument of the work, rather than the

expression of the text.

! This is also reflected in his ideas about language. Philosophy might be able to enact the reduction
because the language used in philosophy is straightforwardhetorical. It says what it means

and works towards truth. Literary language, on the dthed, is rhetorical, it is figurative in

nature and does not mean what is says. Literary language seeks to obscure or embellish whereas
philosophical language might be seen as more transparent. This is obviously a contentious point of
view and regardlesd the assertion of the goal of philosophy, Levinas privileges speech and
presence over writing and absence and might consider philosophy a spoken task given his ideas
about approaching one via oneds worKks.
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The et hical i mperative apparent in Levin
seems to initially appeal to literary theorists who look to Levinas to inform their
ethical readings, is to maintaint@tness, to recognise the way in which the Other
calls to me without trying to master the Other. Levinas identifies a key moment in
which someone in need looks at you, and your humanity requires that you
recognise the Other as a person who shares youd Widris Other and their plea
for help or recognition involves a stepping
self. This questioning is a result of encountering something completely different,
fully outside the self in a way thatisot s i pmpeldy. OTnhoet Ot her é6s i nf i
fractures the selfds world, drawing attenti
unknowable that transcends the self. These observations are based on systematic
reflection on human consciousness and are gesyienched in the philosophical
tradition, but there is a feeling that Levi
ethics of the Other stems from his experiences as a prisoner of war in the Second

World War in which members of his family were victims loé tHolocaust

Levinas goes to great lengths to carve out the ethical encounter as an
exclusively human experience. He does not frequently mention the Holocaust by
name inTotality and Infinityor Otherwise than Beingut many commentators,
including Leorard Grob, Richard Bernstein, Tina ChanMichael Bernard
Donals and Daniel Epstein, consider the Holocaust, the horrors of Auschwitz and
hatredofantiSe mi t i sm o6t he primary thrust of Levin
understood as his response to thedr of evil that erupted in the twentieth
centiThepverdsof1939 945 were clearly on Levinasos

dedicate®©therwise than Being

To the memory of those who were closest among the six million
assassinated by the National Socialists, drideomillions on millions of

all confessions and all nations, victims of the same hatred of the other man,
the same ansemitism OBBE.

And under this he also dedicates, in Hebrew, the text to his family:

2 Levinas lost his two brothers, mother and fathall were executed by machine gun fire in
Kaunas.

% The Cambridge Companion to Levin@ambridge Companions (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2002), p. 253.
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To the nemory of my father and master, Rabbi Yehiel son of Abraham the
Levite, my mother and guide, Dvora daughter of Rabbi Moshe, my
brothers Dov son of Rabbi Yehiel the Levite and Aminidav son of Yehiel
the Levite, my fathem-law Rabbi Shmuel son of Rabbi Gleos the

Levite and my mothein-law Malka daughter of Rabbi Chaim

The dedications help support my thesis al
intell ectual bi ography, which he sums wup
and the memory of the Nazi horrdThe desire to maintain the ethical as a

primarily human phenomenon means that ethics, for Levinas, is what it is to be

human and cannot be experienced through mediation of objects, including works

of art. This desire c sponsds®theNaei horract.s one 01

Levinas says, in an interview, O6[r] es|
attribute of subjectivity, as if the latter already existed in itself, before the ethical
r el at i°Hdispsofedt ipvoldes the attempt to base philosophy upon
something essential, something that is the condition for the possibility of
philosophy itself. By establishing ethics as first philosophy Levinas pthees
notion of responsibility ahe centre ohuman experience. For Levinas,
subjectivity is only possible as a result of the ethical relationship. The primal,
ontological, faceo-face encounter expresses the pain and horror and enduring
belief in humanity that follows the atrocities of the Secorm/d/\War. The Other
issues a command but at the same time is destitute. The Other appears as
expression and infinity, not something to be understood or mastered but that
which inaugurates subjectivity and respol
in the Western philosophical tradition by discounting his statements regarding art
and literature which may appear not to logically follow from his arguments
regarding language is possibly akin to reducing the Other tgatihe. The Shoah
i's the egithatal pdsmgat es Levinasds wor k.
days cutting wood as a prisoner of war, the fear for his family, followed by the

awful knowledge of their execution, the awareness of crematoria nearby making

* Levinas, translated b§alomon MalkaEmmanuel Levinas: His Life and Legg@jttsburgh, PA:
Duquesne University Press, 2006), p. 80.

® Emmanuel Levinaifficult Freedom: Essgs on JudaisniBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1997), p. 291.

® Levinas,Ethics and Infinity: Conversationsith Philippe Nempp. 96.
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genocide an industrial endeavothis saying works behind the text of his work,

it is the desire to say somethjng Levi nas s ay stthesayingig he saying
the fact that before the face | do not simply remain there contemplating it, |

respond to ité | tn issondeiofnfeidckuelpti Btace dbsee dsoirlkesn, t
as philosophical textscontain the ethical saying. The texts that bear his signature

can be seen as Levinasds response, before t
To insist on the inclusion of works of artthe ethical encounter and saying is to

reduce this desire and responsibility to the Other to the words on the page, a finite

said.

The question | raised at the beginning of this section appears again, how to
proceed? How does o nakirearigoeogsephilsoghibal Levi nas o6 s
and serious way without succumbing to the temptation to treat his thought in the
traditional approach that will destroy the otherness of the texts? And if we are not
to treat his wor k i n t hespoddttoritaThimaintainnal 6 way,
the otherness inherent in Levinasods work, t
apparent contradictions, the ethical saying, whilst attempting both to understand
his oeuvre, treating it with the proper respect as well asinaiway to reconcile
the application of his thoughts on ethics to literature? | have chosen to proceed by
placing Levinas alongside another philosopher, Haesrg Gadamer. | do not
seek to plug holes in Levinasés thought wit
amalgamation of the two projects. Rather, | will brnintp the open the
divergences between Levinas and Gadamer, with the aim of reflectinghgmo
differences and complementarities towards a coherent vidve afiea of
encountering the Other via theediation of literature that maintains the integrity

of both philosophers

Why Gadamer?

" Levinas,Ethics and Infinity: Conversations with Philippe Nemo88.

8 Levinas maintais that language is composed of both saying and said. The implication is that this
is spoken language but he does make allowances for philosophy to perform a reduction from the
said to the saying. He rejects the idea that works of art in general, aadyldgemworks in

particular, give access to the ethical.
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Gadamer and Levinas were both heavily 1 nf
phenomenological approachBeing and TimeThe two thinkers have some

similaritiesthat justify my decision to open a dialogue between the two in

response to the thesis questibavinas and Gadamer both emphasise the

i mportance of alterity. Al teri jbutgisi s obvi ¢
an i mportant a bigkiegas well. in ditasdirgg the motos of t
prejudiceGadamer cl| ai msawanree ooufg haan etbos boewnd bi a s
text can present itseith all its othernessand thus assert its own trutbaanst

oneods eaneanings TV, e 272) [My italicg].

Another similarity betweeGadamer and Levinas that theyboth point to
the unique status of languageterms of what we can know. | have already
established that language is crucial for Levimdscharacterises the ethical
encounter as the manitation of the face of the Other. The face is expression; the
Other addresses me. As the Other speaks to me | find a breach in what | know.
The Other upsets my feeling of mastery of the totality of my world. The Other
expresses to me something | could mad fout for myself: that | am not the sole
possessor of the world but that I, in fact, share it with the Gthés.through
expression, and the ethical saying that | can know myself as aasifuage is
al so of central i mp o rs heameresticsfrelies onGreed a me r .
notion that we understand through dialogue and this dialogue is mediategtth
| anguage. Had undetstandingss intetpretation) and all interpretation
takes place in the medium of a language that allows thetdbjeome into words
and yetis atthe sametimeh e i nt er pr et BHedsotsayingthhtan gu a g ¢
our only experience of the world is that which is expregséghguage but that
| a n g wermbgpdes the sole means for carrying out the conversatbnve are

andthatw hope to conVey to each other. o

Gerald L. Bruns draws out a further similarity between Levinas and
GadamerHe justifies his engagement of the two thinkers by claiming that they
both reject ruldbased methods in theespective fied s . H devmasigns , O

ethics is concerned with the claims other people have on us in advance of how

° Davis, p. 47.
19 Gadamer cited in Patricia Johns@n GadamefBelmont, CA: Wadsworth, 2000), p. 40.
1 Grondin, p. 121.
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right we are with respect to rules and beliefs or how in tune we are withangus

rati onal o¥He rg md s t deingnigder.climsfdistory and

tradition rather than c¢claims of concepts an
which is critical of subjectivist accounts of human understanding in ways that

coi nci de with £esépoiatsd similgrity pryvidecpart i

justification for the engagement of the two thinkeese The differences in their

concerns provide further justification for placing them in dialogue.

Gadamer z an introduction

Gadamer 0s project differs conopetdiosr ably fron
as first philosophy. Gadamer is concerned largely with developing philosophical

hermeneutics and exploring how we understand rather than providing a base or
grounding for subsequent philosophical disc
Truthand Methd( 196 0) , takes up the twentieth cent
and in particular the scientific method which he sees as being applied to areas that

cannot be treated or understood with this methodadlaggre specifically, the

humanities, which he saas becoming increasingly looked at through the lens of

thescientific method. Paul Gorner claims that although there is an element of

Oputting sci eTmutheandMathoflGadamer ik rotaetdallyiamti

science, rat her dreceriais experiegceds ohtyith whiclado 6t her e

not depend on the application of method, which indeed are distorted by the

appl i cat i dThealassioezampleotitht Gadamer uses is art (and

literature).

Gadamer and Levinas both discuss art as mimesisdme to quite
different conclusions about what mimesis means and the consequences for the
ontological status of works of art. We have seen how the mimetic aspect of art, for
Levinas, is problematic. Levinas sees art as pure representation, an attempt at
reproduction, and as such it is marked by absence of the object represented. This
leads him to posit art as having a different (and lesser) ontological status to other

2Bruns, p. 30.
3 Bruns, p. 30.
4 Gorner, p. 130.

110



objects. The ontological status of the work of art, including literary works of art,

was one of the problems we encountered in
literature. As works of art were seen as pure representation, they could not give

access to the transcendental. Gadamer takes up the question of representation in

art in his famousliscussion of play.

Gadamer uses the notion of play to discuss the mode of being of the work
of art, connecting play with the ontological status of artworks from the beginning
of his argument, he says, Owhencewfe speak
art, this means neither the orientation nor even the state of mind of the creator or
of those enjoying the work of artébut thi
(TM, p. 102). The initial observation of play that Gadamer reflects upon ig that i
involves a to and fro movement. He enumerates metaphors in which the term
Oplayé is used, giving examples such as,
the play of gears or parts of machinery, the interplay of limbs, the play of forces,
theplayolgnat s, even &M, p. l0&)yFromrnhese exantped (
Gadamer is able to define the characteristics of play; the to and fro movement is
one of these, and the other is that play is not tied to a goal, the accomplishment of
which would cease theg). Rather, the movement of play renews itself in
repetition. As the waves are simply returning to shore, renewing themselves in the
to and fro, so too does play, in general, renew itself in the movement backwards
and forwards. There is not an egdal inwhich play will be complete and end. A
third observation about play, in general, that Gadamer makes is that it is not tied
to the subject. Gadamer goes soitifar to s
irrelevant whether or not there is a subjebta p | &M, p. 104)x He dges not
regard play as being something that requires a playful subjectivity; it is not
necessary for there to be a person who plays for play to exist. Gadamer points to
linguistic uses of the wor8piel(play) in which it isnot reliant on a subject, for
exampl e, 06 s o me spiel) somewhese ofiapsbnaeytimenthad  (
something is going orir\i Spiele ist @M, (p. 104). He also draws upon
ant hropol ogi cal research that seayms t o s

i nvolves a O6primacy of pl ayTMppvX5). t he con:

By reflecting on the nature of play as being marked by a to and fro
movement, without a distinct end and understood in the medial s@tesgers are
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caught up in the playeither controlling the play by their consciousness nor

giving up their subjectivity altogether and experience play as effortless and

relaxation TM, p. 105)i Gadamer is able to draw a comparison between play and

t he work of art .fthdworkoladis cosnectedwiththe bei ng o
medial sense of play (Spiel: also, game and drama). Inasmuch as nature is without
purpose and intentions, just as it is without exertion, it is a constantly self

renewing play, and can therefore appear as a modal foff M p. (05).

Gadamer sees two ways in which play offers a useful model for the work of art.

The first has to do with representation and the second with the interaction of

spectator and player.

Mimesis, representation and the spectator

| have alredy indicated that mimesis is an important concept for Gadamer, just as

it was for Levinas. Gadamer notes that when one plays, one sets tasks for oneself,

and it is not so much the achieving of these goals that is the purpose of setting

them but ratherthath ey gi ve shape to the game. Think
The child sets tasks; she might set up a table with her wares to sell. A cash register,

full of Monopoly money, is available and she sets the task to sell her assorted

goods to her younger btar, large teddy and reluctant father. The game is shaped

by this goal, her brother, teddy and father
tasks she has set, but the game does not succeed or fail depending on how

successfully she completes her task; theeggdoes not rely upon her successful

sale of every item, her ability to turn a profit or launch a franchise. Rather

Gadamer notes that Operfor miMpml08. t ask succe
He goes on to argue that the mode of being of play igpsstentation. The game

or play is not the fulfilment of certain tasks but rather the presentations# tho

tasks. G a d a rhe selfpresentatidn of the game ivplvieg the

pl ayer 6s achi evi n greseataionibytplaying ree , his own sel
presenting something. Only because play is always presentation is human play

able to make represent®BWp 108) Thetdiffegzende t he t ask

between the child absorbed in the presentation of a game and work of art, for
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instance, a plays that the work of art is presenti someone whereas the child
at play plays for herself.

At this point Gadamer introduces the second aspect of play that is relevant
to his understanding of works of art, the role of the spectator. The two become
intet wi ned at this point; to understand hov
Levinas6és we must consider the fact that
for an audience. Gadamer observes that play, as presentation, always has the
potential to be agpresentation, a presentation for someone. It is this potential that
0i's the character iT8tpi108).ftisbetauseall of art as
presentation is potentially a representation, because all play can be presented to
someone, which charactees art as play. The spectator, however, is not simply
outside the play, peering in, untouched by the representation. The audience
Opartici pat &M p.008), whizht constitutregwihat Gadamer calls a
directedness that he sets aside from thatabrbing representation that marks a
childdés play. The question of representai
completes the play for Gadamer. Whilst the players are absorbed in the
presentation they also o6reprefdMegpnt a meani
109). Gadamer expands on this idea by referring to the fourth wall. He argues that
it is not the absence of this wall, the ability for the audience to observe the action
that all ows the play to be a shorw, but r
part of the closedness of the play. The audience only complete what the play as
s u c hTM; ps X9).(The audience igart of the play; it is required for the play
to be a play as such. The play comprises both the players who represent and the
audence for whom they represent. In this structure in which the play consists of
players and spectators, it is the spectators, not the players, who are fully absorbed

by the play.

z ~ A

&O01T i AEEI AdO pPi Au O61 AO0O

The movement from human play, in the general seéas®t, involves what
Ga d a me rtransfarrhation inté structu@ TM, p. 110) in which the play is

0detached from the representing activity
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pure appearance (Er scheiTNMpMy)) Theshift what t hey
to representing for an audience in which the spectator is part of the closed world

of the play marks this transformation in which the play becomes a work. When
considering a play one asks O6what does it n
with the identity of the players who to all intents and purposes disagpdap (

111). Itis here that questions of representation, truth and mimesis reoccur.

Gadamer tries to work from art as play to speak about its ontological status with

reference taruth. As structure (a work, a dramatic performance) the play creates

it s own TMUne HE).uWOnedodes (ot simply enter another world (the

world of the play) but this world of the play has its own truth that does not need to

be related backtorgalt y t o veri fy itself. He argues th
permits of any comparison with reality as the secret measure of all verisimilitude.

It is raised above all such comparisérend hence also above the question of

whether itis all red becausea superi or tr UM p 11R2)pHer@k s from i |
we see Gadamer making a bold claim about the nature of artivtitkyg do not

just give access to truth but he seems to indicate they reveal a transcendental truth.

Hei deggerds infl damee @amulkeres Hden ngs pGa sent
what is emerges. It produces and brings to light what is otherwise constantly

hi dden andTMyp.11B)dr awn d (

Gadamer brings two concepts into play here to justify his position on the
ontological status of works art. The first is the idea of imitation (or mimesis)
and the second the notion of recognition. The idea of imitation, mimesis or
representation has already been touched upon but Gadamer explores the idea in
more detail and, as we have seen, comes togpesite position regarding the
conseqguences of art as mimesis to Levinas. Gadamer does acknowledge that play
(and works of art, insofar as they can be understood as play) is representation or
mi metic in nature but he tolimitatiorfcancbe t hi s by
used to describe the play of art only if one keeps in mind the cognitive import of
i mitation. The t AWM p.dl3pWhrere beninagaliggésted t her e d (
artworks mark the absence of the represented object, Gadamer is &b pales
the opposite view. The representation is there, the play or work of art, produces a
world in which the object is, in fact, present. He makes an important

epistemological point which justifies his ontological viewtteé work of art
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ar gui nwlhenh @aparson injtates something, he allows what he knows to

exi st and to exi st TMap. 11B).dtiswathecaskthat he kn
someone blindly copies reality but rather, one represents their understanding of

the world. The artist uncaeals an aspect of reality and those who view it

recognise a truth that could not have appeared otherwise in some other form.

Added to this is that the player or arti:
imitation but rather intends for what they prodtce act ual ly exist. G
example is of the child who plays drags. She represents what she knows and in

doing so is able to affirm her own sense of self. She does not, however, hope to

simply represent her dressag self (be it a nurse, vet, prirese soldier) but to
bringthataltee go i nt o exi stence. The childbds ga
feelings hurt, if the onlooker were to immediately see behind the disguise to

recognise the child rather than the representation. The child does not tnply si

signify a nurse (or vet, princess, soldier) but rather wishes for that nurse to exist in

her embodi ment of the disguise. The stat.
differs significantly from the notion of imitation or mimesis as a mere copy of an

absent reality. Gadamer argues that imitation involves the bringing into existence

of what one knows and that the world of the representation has an existence of its

own.
Central to Gadamer6s account of i mitai

morespec f i cal ly the concept of recognition;

imitation | i &N p. L13). Thethbing that attractous @ wdrks of

art, according to Gadamer, is that we know and recognise something within that
work. The basicundert andi ng of recognition as o6kno\
what Gadamer means here but rather O6[i]n
if iluminated, from all the contingent and variable circumstances that condition it;

it i s gr aspé€mM,p.ilb3). Wedo not reesely find something

familiar in works of art but rather we recognise the truth of the work and discover

t hat the 6joy of r ecomaréatthiaomn iiss aé rtelaa yj d°
(TM, p. 113). One discovers the essence ludtwneknows, of what is familiar, in

contemplating an artwork and comes to know more than wkahy familiar.

Gorner gives a portrait @ example. One might recognise a familiar figure in a

portrait but discover more than what is familiar; onelhigpme to know the
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essence of the figure through her representation by the artist who unconceals the

truth of the figure. It is the spectator who plays his part that allows the play to

mean something through recognition. The work of art, in confirmirigetstity as

a work, Oissues a challenge which expects t
an a n'slhismecéssary to the identity of the work of art, as a work, that it is

intended for someone. Gadamer ties the idea of imitation to recognitidhen

spectator, Olmitation and representation ar
knowl edge of the essence. Because they are
forth, o they imply a spectator as well . The

relation t o everyone for whoMpp.ild)e representati o

The ontological status of works of literary art

So far | have sketched out three features of the work of art for Gadamer and it is
useful to bring them together here in summary with art@ylee main question
underlying this thesis. Gadamer, like Levinas, sees art as representation. He gives
a robust account of art as imitation which is based on the idea of art as play. In
play the player presents something. They do not attempt to simgsgm the
appearance of something but rather what they presésits The particular nature

of play is that the presentation always has the potential to be represeintation
presentatiorior someone. The structure of art as play is such that its
epistemabgical value relies upon the spectator who is not an outsider looking in,
but rather that which completes the work, an integral part of the whole. The
spectator relates to the work through recognition. The work does not simply
present a truth that is indepdent of everything else (different iterations or
performances of the same work, different audiences, etc.) but rather it issues a
challenge, it asks to be understood. The work of art, as imitation, implies a
spectator who answers the challenge. The apmatliscovers the essence of what
they know and more than what they know in the recognition they experience
when they are drawn to the work of art. The

regarding art as representation are immediately apparent. Gaskzasdhe work

* HansGeorg Gadameflhe Relevance of the Beautiful and Other Essaysby Robert
Bernasconi (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 198@§.p.
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of art as having a special ontological status in which that which is represented
exists in the world of the play and t

for its validity.

The nature of the representation found in artworks mighinderstood as
that of mimesis or imitation for Gadamer as well as Levinas, but Gadamer does

not believe that this means that works of art are of a lower ontological or

epi stemological status to items in the

Gadamer des not discuss the transcendental in relation to art he does suggest that

works of art have a special relationship to truth. | have already mentioned that

S

0 |

Gadamer, expanding on Heidegger s thought

present, or bringfotan 6essenced which suggests
perspective but he goes so far as to claim that the presentation in works of art,
understood as presenting an essence,
necessari | W, p¥E4)eddanerpas wehave seen, uses the role of
the spectator (the person the representation is presented for) to help his argument
that art as representation does not have a reduced ontological status (of a mere

copy of reality). Gadamer, then, presents qaitkfferent conclusion to his

t houghts on art to Levinas. One might,

on art presented here is rather specific to dramatic performances. He begins his
musings on art with the notion of play and then moves to disinagnatic plays.

The role of the spectator is central to his argument which ensures art as an
example of truth (that does not work with the scientific method) and this seems
unique to a limited number of art formsiamely dramatic art and musical

performance.

Gadamer takes the model of representation he has developed in his
consideration of play (in general and as dramatic performance) and checks its
application for other media. He attempts to consider the picture (and other plastic
arts) from a differenperspective than contemporary understandings of paintings
that see them framed and hung in galleries. He critiques historical theories of art

to be able to ask questions not about the nature of art from-#eary point of

view, but rathertoinqura bout i ts ontol ogi cal status.

the present conceptual analysisé has
ont olTMgoyl82). (This distinction allows him to consider how well the
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notion of play (and all that goes with it)@es to the plastic arts. Gadamer claims

he is only interested in the related questions of how the picture differs to a copy

and how it relates to its world. In his approach to the first question, how the

picture differs from a copy, Gadamer argues thithbagh it might seem that a

picture is dédontol ogi callMp. 133)ybécausetter t o what
original, the item represented or copied, has a distinctly independent existence to

the representation in the picture. To argue against picigrestologically

inferior copies, Gadamer returns to the question of representation and argues that

the representation or picture has its own reality (much like the play which is no

less real for presenting something to someone but rather, has its orowor

reality). Because of this, Gadamer argues, the picture/original relationship is quite

different to the copy/original relationship. In the case of the picture, there is no

6di mi nut i dM, p.d35) ab the pictgré hag a being of its own \its o

world or reality and the original, ggesentegdis not dependent on the
representation but at the same time O6by bei
anincrease in being TM, p. 135). The presentation of the original in the work of

art becomes part of its being, it does not take away from its being nor does the

presentation lack being as a result of dependence on the original. Echoes of the

Opl ayé model can be detected here. Gadamer

In countering this subjectivist attitude of modeersthetics | developed the
concept oplay as the event of art proper. This approach has now proved
its value, in that the pictuieand with it the whole of art that is not
dependent on being reproduced and perforimedan event of being and
thereforecannot be properly understood as an object of aesthetic
consciousness; rather, it is to be grasped in its ontological structure by

starting from such phenomena as that of presentafidng. 138).

Gadamer has argued convincingly to include plastic ahissimodel of art as

oplayé. At this point it is tempting to sin
category of o6art that is not dd@endent on b
138) and assume that his ontological analysis in which artworks havé@yaota

their own andncreasethe being of the represented reality applies equally to

literary artworks.
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Gadamer considers literature aside from dramatic and musical art and the
plastic arts. His reason fortappearm!| i ng oul
be any presentation that coul @l aim an
153) Literature does not appear to involve an evemlike a chamber music
performance or a Beckett play in which there is a spectator who experiences the
contingent condition of the artwork, rather with the case of literature, the reader
reads silently, internally, with seemingly no mediation for the artwork to reach the
readerds mind, O6reading ITMd p.d53pGadaekry i nt e
isquickb reject such a view claiming that o6r
a kind of reproducti on, Th p 053)oinsafa asete, and
involves these processes, literature can be seen as being an event, open to the
same ebbs and flenas art as play, as presenting or revealing truth which is not
measured by reference back to reality. Like dramatic art and the plastic arts,

Gadamer argues that the reader, who occupies the role of the spectator, is

important to understanding the artwork

The main difference, it would seem, between literary art and other works
of art is the fact that its medium is the written word. Gadamer notes that all
written works have the same ontological status as literature; some written works
occupy a particulamole as literary art and in doing so they stand in a special
relation to history, tradition and institan which in turn helps mark them as
literary artworks. Gadamer talks about the tradition of preserving and handing
down 6cl assicsés.ayHe oOt[heenv egno etsh ooung ht conl y |
value of its own as art is declared to belong to world literature, the concept of
literature is far wider than that of the literary work of art. All written texts share in
t he mode of b dam, p @55)oGadamer teflectsaaupan famgdage|
and the written word in particular, to argue that it is not the fothe language in
which the work is composédbe it scientific, scholarly, literary or historical, that
marks the difference between them, bubratr 6t he essenti al di ff
these various Al anguageso obviously Iies

bet ween the cl ai ms TM®.166).ut h t hat each mal

Part of Gadamerds justification for |«
Is toinvestigate ways in which truth is presented but which the scientific method

does not work for and he is clearly arguing that the experiencing art, including
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literary artworks, is experiencing truth, a claim Levinas would disagree with

shoul d @&kemtormeardtranseendental ttith Gadamer 6s view of wi
however, which echoes a rather Platonic view of the written word in which it is
considered O6sedMndpar y3 94 )oNgpni86)rididy add o (
suggests a similar starting point to Levina
Gadamer does, however, afford literary works a truth value in the same way that

dramatic and plastic works of art present an essence and suggests they do not have

a lesser ontolgical status to other works of art. The literary work of art, for

Gadamer, is O6uniqued and déincomparabl ed6 as
and what partakes ofiitliteraturei is the intelligibility of mind transferred to the

most ali e mpdi t&,m6) ( As the written word is
it is also hugely O&6depefMmbsb).lmn t he under st
6deci phering and interpretingd the written
takes place: the transformation of sonmaghalien and dead into total

contemporanei tiW@abhl). familiarityo (

Thus far | have spoken about play and what this teaches us about the
ontological status of the work of art for Gadamer. The consideration of play as
chil dés pl a yoricaliuse bfthe wondesucim astplaypohlight or waves,
indicates that an important feature is the movement, back and forth. The game is
not goatorientated,; it is the presentation and regulation of movement that is
i mportant. The pltodhg gtroctuig efthe plajtheteffodlesd e d 6 i n
regulated movemenT M, p. 105). | have also spoken about the spectator insofar
as it was relevant to the discussion of representation and the ontological status of
the work of art. The progression from playgeneral to play as art involves the
presentation for an audience. The spectator becomes an integral part of the whole
of the play. In fact, it is no longer the player who gets absorbed by the play but the
spectator. | have discussed how Gadamer usestios rof play to develop his
understanding of representation and truth in dramatic arts and then applies it in
turn to the plastic arts and literary works. The way in which artworks represent
results in Gadamer giving them a special relation to truth aadhat is

essentially diametrically opposed to the view of Levinas in which artworks are

18 evinas would maintain that the work of art can only ever be a copy of reality, marking the
absence of its original and hence unable to reveal anything beyond its representation.
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ontologically inferior to reality and only represent the absence of the object they
depict. | have also given a summary of the reason why Gadamer sees literary
worksas unique; it is the fact that they exist in the written word, which must be
translated back into living, familiar and present thought. | will turn now to discuss

the hermeneutical implications of the written text.

Understanding z the miracle of transfor mation and the role of
hermeneutics

Gadamer is perhaps most famous for his hermeneutics. Gorner argues that

Gadamer 6s writing on hermeneutics shoul d
forward his own technique for interpreting texts but rather, he arGasgmer is
interested in the O6conditions of the pos:
as s'Urbishsbould not come as a surprise given the position | described above

with the literary work (as a written work) requiring a miracle of decipheaindy

interpretation to bring it from what is alien and dead to what is familiar and
contemporaneoug M, p. 156). There cannot be a set method to blindly apply to

any given text with perfect understanding as the result. The act of understanding

and interpetation, and the nature of truth in written texts are not like truths in

empirical science to which one can employ an objective method. Gadamer is

firstly interested in how we can know anything at all and only then questions how

we can understand and irgest texts. From the beginning of the discussion of

play, the question of understanding has been lurking in the shadows. It marks the
relationship between the spectator and t|
only when it i s ftheliterangwotk efcirdidreatiseddonly i k e wi s ¢
when OTMegall7). The spectator fulfils the work by understanding,

reading, interpreting working to answer the challenge of the text; the question of
understanding i s cent r atlaltotthe questiah afimesr 6 s t h «

thesis.

| am interested in finding a way of encountering the Other in literature.

Levinas has given a phenomenological account of what an encounter with the

" Gorner, p. 138.
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Other would involve. His ethical imperative, if one can use suahsterith

reference to Levinas, is to not reduce the Other to the same; to trace the echo of

the saying in the said. Levinas has set an incredibly high benchmark for the

ethical encounter but the desire to maintain the alterity of the Other is what

intriguesand attracts literary critics to his work. Eaglestone and Adam Zachary

Newton both embrace Levinasds notion of the
encounter is the condition for the possibility for language at all, whilst many other

critics such as FrancesBagagli or A. C. Goodson look for presentation of the

ethical encounter in the characters from stories or poems. The concept of an Other,

something completely unknowable and outside of the totality of the self, appears

to O6ring tr ue dretnwithit theaudderstandirg thatinithe e r a t

ethical encounter one finds oneself facing the unknowable Other and in coming

facetof ace with the Other oneds subjectivity i
o0 n e 0 snastew.lLikewise, writers have found aviresian ethical encounter

and account of subjectivity compelling, take for example Man Booker Prize

winner, TheSea by John Banville which incorporates an eerily closely argued

Levinasian account of the Other and subjectivity:

In her | had my first expence of theabsolute otherness of other peaple

It is not too much to s@ywell, it is, but | shall say it anywéythat in
Chloethe world was first manifest for me as an objective emtibt my
father and mother, my teachers, other children, not ConmieeGrerself,

no one had yet been real in the way that Chloe wad.if she was real, so,
suddenly, was. She was | believe the true origin in me of-self
consciousnes8efore, there had been one thing and | was part of it, now
there was me and all thatas not me. But here too there is a torsion, a
kink of complexity. In severing me from the world and making me realise
myself in being thus severed, she expelled me from that sense of the
immanence of all things, the all things that had included me, inhwgc

to then | had dwelt, in more or less blissful ignorari®@efore, | had been
housed, now | was in the open, in the clearing, with no shelter in'Sight.

[My italicg].

'8 John BanvilleThe SedLondon: Picador, 2005), pp. 161768.
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Thephenomenological framework | have sketched from Levinas with its

difficulties for literature and high benchmark for the ethical encounter needs to be
supplemented with a theory of understanding or interpretation if it is to be applied

to literary texts. The movement to discuss theories of interpretation or

understanding is already ohaky ground with reference to what has been
established so far with Levinaso6s ethics
The encounter with the Other is ethical because | cannot understand the Other.

The Other is beyond all understanding, all krexlge, this is what makes the

Ot her, Other. Gadamerodos concept of wunder :
will have to allow for the Other to somehow remain Other, potentially unknown,

if the main thrust of Levinaedssusset hi cs i

Gadamer 6s concept of wunderstanding with

Hermeneutics

Gadamer is best known for his contribution to what is commonly referred to as
philosophical hermeneutics. Hermeneutics itself has a long history, originally the
field of interpreting biblical texts and increasingly generalised to the conditions
for the posibility of understanding at all during the twentieth century. Gadamer
reflects upon the history of hermeneutics that sees it make this progression from
the narrow field of biblical interpretation to encompass the study of interpretation
of all texts and nderstanding in general. Key figures in this movement are
Friedrich Schleiermacher who argues that hermeneutics should be applied to all
texts, not just biblical texts and advocates a psychological interpretation in which
t he aut hor 6 s pnownadut and ¢ithelm Bilthay whoe n i
influenced by Schleiermacher, argues for interpretation freed from dogma which

focuses on the development of a historical conscioushess.

Gadamer is interested in how meaning occurs, the condition for the
possibility d understanding anything at all, and continues the tradition of general
hermeneutics from Schleiermacher but rejects his psychological interpretation in

which the authords psychology needs to c

Y Gorner, p. 138.
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the text. Inthisview he i nterpreter iIs concerned with

putting herself in the aut Abirlétsheoy@d@xce to re
attention to what the text says i s, as we W
rejects Dil t hldigtdrical consdiohsnedsovhichgnvobves an

attempt to put oneb6és own ideas, values and

its own historical situation. Both these hermeneutic positions involve an attempt at
recreation, of the¢ haeuttlrexnt ®s moisntororcavi eswta
neutralising the role of the interpreter. E
own historical situation, culture and point of view to step into that of the author or

text.

Gadamer offers a completely unique aodhplicated phenomenology of
understanding. He is at pains to point out that he is not putting forward a method
of interpretation but rather, as | have already said, he is interested in how we can
understand anything at aphicalncer mbee nbimes
I owi || now give a brief sketch of some of t
account of understanding before moving on to place Gadamer and Levinas in

dialogue.

Gadamer 0s hermeneutics involves an accou
hermeneutics $elf. The significance of this move will become clear as we follow
Gadamer 6s understanding of wunderstanding. A
tradition for Gadamer is the notion of the hermeneutic circle. The hermeneutic
circle is traditionally the ide that the whole can be understood in terms of its
parts and the parts understood in terms of the whole. Take, for instance, a poem.
You understand the poem overall by understanding theiptrésfigures of
speech, the various lines, the words chosersarah. Likewise, the overall
meaning of the poem colours your understanding of these parts. Understanding
involves a movement backwards and forwards between the parts and thé& whole
it is a circle rather than a linear progression from one to the otteghitional
understanding of the hermeneutical circle, argues Gadamer, imagined movement
backward and forward between part and whol e
under sTM®@3 Bhis Conception of the hermeneutic circle marks an

2 Gorner, p. 140.
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important part of thelevelopment of hermeneutics but Gadamer draws upon
Hei degger 6s reimagining of the hermeneuti

Heidegger applies the basic understanding of the hermeneutical circle to
understanding in general. To be able to know anything at all, to have access to
reality, one must already be in the world and have individual experiences and
circumstances. To be aliteknow (in general) requires fereeanings or in
Gadamer 6s vocabul ary, prejudices. Hei deg
circle to argue against thabula rasamodel of human understanding suggested
by De sogito. Theosvrd as we are, into a lgunage, tradition, culture and
family, we cannot understand without these fore@anings with which we

interpret the world:

Gadamer takes Heideggerds ontological
hermeneutical circle, with its acknowledgement of the oblere-meanings in
understanding, and argues for the role of tradition in interpretation. It might be
hel pful here to consider Gadamer s proj e
Cartesian thinking subject (and possibly a model of subjectivity andlkdge
that stretches much further back) who is able to step outside himself to be an
objective subject disconnected from his situation and history. Not only does much
of Western Philosophy build itself upon this model but so too does the kind of
knowledgethis disembodied thinker is said to hold. The model of truth built upon
this is such that there are objective truths that one can discover irrespective of
time, place, or circumstance. Gadamer, on the other hand, sees the role of tradition
as a part of uerstanding. This is part of the ontological aspect of understanding
in that every part of human life is involved with understanding, you cannot step
outside your tradition, | anguage and cul 1
as human beingswedree i ngs t hat wunderstand. Gadamer
situated wi TMyp. B83)Thisdedds Gadamersadarg(e for a

rehabilitation of the idea of prejudice.

L Chris Lawn,Gadamer: A Guide for the Perplexethe Guides for the Perplexed Series
(London: Continuum, 2006), p. 56.
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Unprejudicing prejudice

To understand Gadamer 0 s idearofgorejockcaitis f or r ehabi
helpful to consider the idea of tradition or history in a little more detail. As beings

that are always already situated in a tradition we are unable stand outside our

historical and cultural circumstances to investigate itoraoko 6 obj ect i vel y6 at
world. Tradition plays a part in Gadamer 06s
Gadamer argues, O[t]he circle, then, is not
nor objective, but describes understanding as the interplay ofahhement of

tradition and the moV e 298)nAsweréaddtexewel nt er pr et
anticipate the whole of the meaning from the individual parts and understanding

the individual parts in relation to the whole meaning of the text (the traditiona

formulation of the circle) but with the Heideggerian inspired reformulation of the

circle the role of the interpreter, the tradition that she is born into becomes

essential to understanding the interpretation of texts. The fact that we assume and

anticipate meanings is not, for Gadamer, a subjective element of interpretation but

rather a fact of our O6commiMpnpeaa93)ty t hat bind
Gadamer discusses the nature of this commonality of tradition and sees it not as a

fixed preconditn but rather as something dynamic and that is produced by the

interpreter as she understands. The tradition evolves in the process of

understanding.

Gadamer is able to further justify his claim that the hermeneutical
approach he takes to texts is notetmod. The traditional hermeneutical circle
seems to offer something of a method to understand texts in which full
understanding will result. Gadamerds insi st
which grounds understanding resists any methodologicabagipr This is
important to remember as we discuss understanding and interpretation of texts
Gadamer is not advocating a method by which to unlock the true meaning of texts
and does not think such a method would be appropriate for the human sciences,
including the reading of literature.
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The fact t hat *?iwatima,place ane culhue dnd endbie

to step outside of this to view the world from a fpdace of objectivity, or as

Gadamer argues, Ohistory ddk,.2r8t bel ong

means that we are prejudiced beings. In the twentieth century, whilst Gadamer
was completingruth and Methogbrejudice was being fought in the Civil Rights
movement in the United States of America. The world was still reeling from the

effects ofprejudice shockingly played out during the Second World War;

prejudice was as dirty a word as one coul

dogma, authority and tradition gave birth to a prejudice against prejudice.

Gadamer reminds us that there is aifie aspect to prejudice, the word simply
meaning prgudgement. For Gadamer, humans, as finite creatures living in a time
and place, are unable to avoidpres d ge me nt s . He c¢cl ai ms it
fundamentally rehabilitate the concept of prejudicg acknowledge the fact that
there are | egilTM, p.ard)t letherehabilitatidni otpeejsidice, (

Gadamer draws upon Heideggero6s concept

As a finite being living in a time and place | come to any interpretive act
or act of uderstanding with preconceptions, ideas about what might be meant
based upon the world as | have known it. The tradition | know and belong to
structures my understanding. If | have grown up in rural New Zealand during the
1980s, for instance, | might havéanch of foremeanings or prudgements that
mean when presented with information on Hereford cattle | anticipate certain
meanings based upon my prior experience of angry Hereford bulls. An example of
more relevance to this thesis would be that as a&reddVestern literature in the
later parts of the twentieth century and early twdingt century, | come to any
novel | read with certain prejudice. One of these will be the expectation that the
novel has some kind of narrative; another might be thapresents a complete
whole and even the prejudiced belief that it was crafted by an author. My
expectations may prove incorrect but these are the prejudices that arise from the

history and tradition to which I belong

The acknowledgement of prejudice asumavoidable part of
understanding is one of the reasons for the ontological status of understanding that

2 Lawn, p. 65.
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| suggested in connection to the hermeneutic circle. This is important implication
forGadamerGadamer 6 s starting poingasbasicHet he noti o
thinks that one cannot get behind undenstd i ng t o s o medécauseng mor e b
the something more basic would itself have tabederstood*6There is not some

mystical preunderstanding time or state of being. This view does not sit

combrtably with Levinasés ethics as first ph
encounter with the Other creates a break in understanding, should understanding

have ever been possible before the encounter in the first place. The Other is

completely Other, infinite ahunknowable but at the same time by challenging

the selfmastery of the same brings about subjectivity. | will return to this point of

tension in the following chapter. The combination of understanding as basic and

humanso i nabi | i torymeéns tha for&spdameuundestandingrisa d i t i

ontological. Understanding is part of our very being.

As finite beings that understand and that are situated always in history that
is happening and in a tradition that is forever being played out, we are also
prejudiced beings. This does not mean that we are destined to dogmatism or that
we are unable to revise our grelgements. It also does not make all prejudices
legitimate. Despite the prominence of the role of history and tradition in
Gadamer 6 s okurderktandirg he does not advocate a hermeneutics
based on historical consciousness. It is not the historical situation of the author or
text that needs to be understood and acknowledged but that of the interpreter. So,
understanding does not involvegioatism or the justification of all prejudices

and it does not require a historical consciousness but what does it involve?

The fusion of horizons

The first point to remember is that Gadamer is not putting forward a method for
understanding artworks,dal statutes, literary texts, and so on. To do so would be
to forget the place of tradition and overlook the finitude of human consciousness.
A method does not pay attention to specific circumstances, the situated history the
interpreter finds herself it does not allow the text to speak otherwise to

% Gorner, p. 131.
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different times and people. Gadamer is attempting to describe understanding and

the preconditions for it in the light of the history of hermeneutics and

Hei deggerian phenomenol osgtanding Bwldes mer 6 s ac
acknowledgement of the situatedness of the human being who understands and, in

fact, describes this as a precondition for understanding. A person must be situated

in the world along with the object/idea/person to be understood in ordiefo

item to show up as something to be understood. Gadamer, when discussing

hi storical consciousness and historicall:
always already affected by history. It determines in advance both what seems to

us worth inquiringg b out and what will appdhlr as an
p. 300).

Gadamer 6s portrayal of humans as prej
already part of tradition means that we are an effect of history. In all our
understanding, af fueacGadbmbBliMpt30d).hei s at
will turn soon to discuss the idea of historically effected consciousness but first |
will look at the idea of horizons and more particularly, the fusion of horizons.

Gadamer cl ai ms 6t laecouptofthp formdatiom bf fusidnef wh ol e
horizons was to show how histdMipcal ly ef

337). We will look at these notions briefly to give ourselves a good footing to

di scuss historically efrfiezdred@ iconsact omnew,
be found in Friedrich NieTMp80h)eThand Edmul
term draws uponthelapywe ani ng of the | imit of what o]
i n a phenomenol ogical sense, il oneds wol

world. Horizon is clearly connected to being situated in a time and place; my

worl dview is created by where | am, the
contribution to the concept of horizon is the way in which he applies it to

understanding, pacularly understanding the past or historical texts. The question

of historical consciousness arises again. How does one with a particular horizon
understand something, say a text from the past, which comes from another

worldview or horizon?

Oneview,wh ch Gadamer woul d | abel O0histori
be to recreate the situation we are trying to understand. This view would involve

losing or forgetting ourselves, our own horizon, so that we might inhabit the
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horizon we are trying to understandadamer rejects this view; it is neither

possible nor desirable to step outside onebo
anything otherwise than through your own eyes. To deny the role of your own

horizon would be to leave prejudices unexamined. Likewise, utcvoe a

mi stake to not try to broaden oneds horizon
steadfast judgement from my own horizon without considering the historical

position of that which | try to understand. Although we are always already in

traditon,web el ong to a ti me and place, this hori:
I s, rather, something into Whp8).Ave move an
horizon is not a fixed point, it moves as we move and all that we understand,

encounter and experienagapacts on what we can see from the vantage point of

our place in the world. When we understand a text, which is necessarily historical,

we place ourselves into the horizon of the tradition from which it comes.

Gadamer 6s example imepoetehgedsrshbess 1TTotao
another we put ourselves into their shoes. We take our horizon and try to stand in

her place, her horizon. Gadamer argues we,
indissoluable individuality of the other persoby puttingourselvesn his

posi fTMonpd. (304) . He call s undiéyps3d®.ndi ng a o6
Understanding happens when the horizon of what | am attempting to understand

fuses with my own worldview. My horizon is shaped by the past; it cannatiexis

i solation, in some kind of present O&ébubbl eéd
through the world. My understanding of the past includes my current worldview, |

do not leave that behind as | consider the past but rather it is when the two come

together that | understand.

How does the fusion of horizons which is
hi storically ef fTM p.306\help us ondesstandahe isleaefs s 6 (
historically effective consciousness? Historically effected consciousnesatis wh
we have been describing from the discussion of tradition and prejudice to the
fusion of horizons. It is the idea that we understand from a tradition, a horizon,
from a context that is both historical and dynamic. Over and above this we are
conscious ofhe effects of history. The subject who seeks to understand is aware
of connection to the past and sees her interpretation as an effect of the past, of past

interpretations of the event or text as well as being situated and effected by the
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contemporary mieu. The fusion of horizons describes the hermeneutical situation
and the understanding subject must be aware of her horizon and realise that
horizon not as something that she controls but as an effect of history, she must
also not attempt to neutraliserif®rizon, her position in history but negotiate

understanding.

Understanding through dialogue

Negotiation is key for Gadamer in understanding understanding. Understanding is
ultimately coming to agreement about the subject matter at hand. | mentioned

ealier, in my justification for placing Gadamer and Levinas in dialogue, or at

least placing them sidey-side to approach the question of my thesis, that both

have | anguage central to their thought .
horizons thattakes@lc e i n understanding is actually
(TM, p. 370). The idea of coming to agreement is connected to language for

Gadamer as we come to this agreement through dialogue.

Gadamer sees dialogue, a conversation between two peoplapdglafor
the task of hermeneuti cs. He argues, O6in
communication of meaning that, with respect to the written tradition, is the task of
her men &M,p.i361ls Gaddmer sees the hermeneutical task of
understandin@nd interpreting texts as operating in the same way that two
speakers come to an agreement about a subject matter in a conversation. The
matterat-hand is central to both conversation and the hermeneutical task.
Gadamer thinks a conversation in which songeties to find out all about the
other is not a real conversatiofn\{, p. 302). A real conversation, according to
Gadamer, is more like a dialectic in which questions are asked and consensus
reached on a particular topic. The idea of tradition, of fusfdrorizons,
prejudice and historically effected consciousness is still at play in this dialogue.
To be in conversation, to attempt to understand the matter at hand, it is not
required that one forgets their own trad:i
remain open to the meaniMpm27dfA t he ot her |

conversation or dialogue requires an openness to the other which may involve a
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guestioning of oneb6s own prejudices.
read something or speak tvisomeone, he is prepared for the text or person to

ot el | h i mTMs p2iilg. Arother gotable( similarity between

understanding in conversation and the hermeneutic task of understanding and
interpreting texts is that both occur in language. | hiatatie beginning of this
chapter at the central place of language for Gadamer and the model of a dialogue,
or conversation certainly connects the idea of understanding to language. With
this basic sketch of what understanding entails for Gadamer it iewdole to

turn from understanding in general to understanding and interpreting texts, i.e. the

hermeneutic task.

Understanding texts

Gadamer claims that it is the text, not the author that must be understood. Gorner
argues that for Gadamer, it is noé thuthor that one enters into dialogue with but

As

Gad

6it is a dialod'Gadaimeh pheéeéstexttihusel Dudder

primarily, to understand the content of what is said, and only secondarily to

i sol ate and under s tuamid, pg204).tThegaleGance oie ani n g

this claim for my thesis is considerable. The questiontafthe Other that is
encountered in literature might be has been raised but not answered at this stage.
The possibilities include the author, a character witténtext or the text itself.
Gadamer 6s hermeneuti cal position woul

encountered as Other. | will come baokhis question in Chapter Four

Gadamer argues that understanding a text comes about in the same way
that one nderstands through conversation. The obvious difference, of course, is
that the text does not speak in the spontaneous way in which another person will
during a conversation. | have already explained that written texts, for Gadamer,
exist in a strange st@bf deadness or abstractness. The written word is static and
it endures; the words remain the same on the page, in the same order, describing,
explaining or arguing the same point in the same way, unlike a conversational

partner who can change their lioeargument, amend their statements or clarify

4 Gorner, p. 139.
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that which is unclear. Gadamer quotes Johann Gustav Droysen and describes texts

as o6enduringly fixed expressions of [ ifeq
text speaks only through the other partheh e i n t Ty pp389. (Tlee tekt, (

as we have already seen, issues a challengé®e understood and interpreted.

Gadamer s grounding of the discussion of
be seen here where the text requires a reader, semdancan take the dead,

abstract written marks and transform them into living meaniiy p. 389). It is

this vulnerability of the written word, to misunderstanding, to misuse, to

misinterpretation and dependence upon the understanding subject that@sotiv

the application of the ethical to literary works. The interpreter holds a special

responsibility to the text to understand it, to allow it to speak.

Summary

Il have given a very brief summary of Gad:
discussion of play. Gadamer describes the experience of works of art as

structurally analogous to play. In his discussion of play Gadamer puts forward an
understanding of mimesibat sees works of art as revealing truth in the only way

that that truth can be represented. The work of art presents a world that does not

rely on correspondence to reality for its trwidue. This view differed
significantl y f r mimesisaswsimplearepétison af ancabsanh t o f
object and as such unable to give access to the Other. From this sketch | have

gone on to discuss Gadamer 6s her meneuti c:
who work in the field of hermeneutics, does not put fodaaar interpretive

method for understanding texts but rather, | have suggested, performs a
phenomenological description of what understanding is. Following Heidegger,

Gadamer sees the rehabilitation of the notion of prejudicederstood as fore

meanings pprejudgement$ as essential to a correct account of understanding. |

have given a summary of the role of prejudice and tradition in understanding and

how they figure in the fusion of horizons which is the site of understanding. What

resulted from thisummary was that the text is what is to be understood, not the

author. In Levinasian terms, the text is the Other. Gadamer also presents the

written text in a role of vulnerability and dependence upon the interpreter who
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must answer the challenge thatriégents. | have not presented a full and
compl ete representation of Gadamer s though

salient aspects for the discussion of encountering the Other in literature.
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Chapter Four : Faceto-face: Levinas and Gadamer

Introduction

| began the previous chapter asking how to proceed. With Levinas leaving his
answer to the question of this thesis in no doubt it seemed impossible to discuss
encountering the Other through the mediation of literatureli¢ated that |

would not take a traditionally philosophical approach to the problem of literature.

|l would not try to O6correctd LevinasoOs
inconsistencies nor would | try to simply patch these problems with another
thinkeri n a me | y Gilawbik.me do 8oswould be to reduce the otherness of
Levinasds text to the same-:bydideandead I
allow the two thinkers to enter a dialogue in which the otherness of each is
maintained whilst a betteinderstanding of the question of encountering the Other

in literature might be had. In this chapter | will make explicit the similarities and

di fferences in the two thinkersd work
the question of the thesis the previous chapter | marked points of tension

between Gadamer and Levinas as they arose and will return to investigate these
moments of difference later in this chapter. First, however, | will look at sites of

similarity or convergence where agreemmiaty be reached on the matter at hand.

Similarities

al

ai

an

I mentioned in the section O0Why Gadamer ?.

of rule-based systems of thought or methods in their respective fields as

justification for his pairing of the two think This is clearly a major similarity

bet ween the two. The uniqueness and di
the fact that he i s not advocating an
provide a set of rules to be followed, nor does he expldigeg to be embodied

and he does not advocate attention to
Bruns argues, Levinas is interested in the particular demands other people have on

us. The ethical encounter is necessarily singular, particular anelouistble.
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Bruns | ikens this to Gadammseds project whic
methodology and instead consists of a phenomenological exploration of

understanding. Bruns claims that just as the subject is under the claim of the Other

for Levinas, the dbject is under the claim of history for Gadamh&adamer does

not develop an interpretive method to be applied to texts. He does not suggest a

list of rules of interpretation that will lead to understanding. Rather, the subject is

answerable to both thext and tradition. The subject and their interpretive moves

are an effect of history and take place within a forever changing horizon. To

engage with the Other in literature then, it would seem, is a singular, particular act

that cannot be understood aatiag to a set of rules. More than that, however, the

subject that stands before a text is under the claim of ariobiweh the Other and

history 1 f both Levinas and Gadamer 6s accou

however, to be under the claims of the @tand history at the same time?

For both Levinas and Gadamer, the relationship with the Other and history,
respectively are essential parts of what it is to be human, in fact, they are facts that
one cannot get behind to see what human consciousnié®svsthout them for
Levinas subjectivity begins with the encounter with the Other and for Gadamer
interpretation is understanding and anything prior to understanding would, itself,
need to be understood. Can one have an encounter with the Other gihdst b
under the claim of history, or are the two mutually exclusive? Intuition says the
two are not mutually exclusive. | can imagine being conscious of the effects of
history and, at the same time, responsible for an Other. The possible objection
might bethe break that occurs with the encounter with the Other. In a purely
Levinasian account, the encounter with the Other is supposed to break my sense
of being 6éat homed in the world. Being unde
describes it, disrupts my sensf selfmastery and heralds the beginning of
subjectivity in its true sense. Does the disruption of being at home in the world sit
comfortably with being conscious of the effects of history and under the claims of

such effects?

The two philosophers bagifrom quite different places and have very
different goals. Levinas imagines a fsbjective, almost Hobbesian state

! Bruns, p. 30.
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nature thought experiment to explain the structure of human subjectivity whereas
Gadamer simply accepts that the origin of understaypaionsciousness,

subjectivity is something we cannot theorise about because we cannot get behind

those structures to investigate them. To think about-ayisgective or pre

conscious state involves consciousness, understanding and implies subjectivity.
Gadamer 0s starting point is that- we si mpl
subjective, prainderstanding, preonscious perspective. Levinas could be correct

about the structure of subjectivity but we can never know, the minute we begin to

think aboutt we are in the realm of understanding. Likewise, we cannot step

outside our historical situation or our horizon. Gadamer might disagree with
Levinasds #dyaaodumode ofauissartcdvteen dwelling in the world

conceived without an Other tasdupt the mastery of this mode, but his concern

would be that it is impossible to conceive of these things without understanding

and all that comes bundled with it. The two starting points are not necessarily
contradictory, rather, itis possibletobrack Levi nasé6és account up
the encounter with the Other as something we cannot know for sure, and consider
whether we can be under the demand of history whilst experiencing a break in our

sense of selinastery and awareness of our own finitade subjectivity when we

encounter an Other. Gadamer argues that being a historically effected

consciousness involves being aware of our finitude. When we acknowledge the

role of prejudice, being situated in a 1t
domi nat es é o urM, ph2d7n8hat is symilar i6 both accounts is that

part of being human is being aware of our finitude, the way in which being

situated in the world with others and as part of a tradition means that we are a part

of something lager or beyond ourselves.

Perhaps one of the most interesting similarities between Levinas and
Gadamer is the central role of | anguage |
about the importance of language for Levinas in some depth. Language is that
which allows the Other toebencountered but not assimilated. When the Other
appears it speaks, it issues a plea and
to have room made for it and at the same time forbids murder. Language as a
spoken plea creates a bridge between the @tietthe subject without closing the

distance between them. The role of language is to reveal or herald the Other
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whilst leaving her complete in her otherness. Language does not work to make the
Other knowable, to bring her into the totality of the samereishe might be one

part of a binary between self and other. Instead, it has a strong effect upon the
subject who finds herself completely responsible for the Other who addresses her,
in ways in which the Other does not reciprocate. Levinas, as we have se

expands his interest in languagedtherwise than Beingghere he puts forward a

full discussion of language as saying and said. Language, for Levinas, is a site of
otherness. Inherent in the very structure of language is the encounter with the
Other n which there is the desire to say something to someone. Each use of
language carries with it this primordial encounter in which something is said and
that saying bridged the abyss between the subject and Other without annihilating
t he di st amcceuntoflaaguageispardicsilar and unique. We see then

that | anguage has a critical role in Levi

Gadamer, like Levinas, considers the importance of conversation or
dialogue. In Levinas the dialogue takes the form of the address with toasesp
being the sense of responsibility and entrance into subjectivity. For Gadamer,
conversation is the model that best describes understanding. He claims that
although we speak about 6conductingdéd a co
involves the participas not so much leading the conversation as being led by it
(TM, p. 385). A conversation cannot be controlled, it is dynamic and uncertain; he
claims, that oO6no one knows in advance wha
(TM, p. 385). Through this proceskamnversing, understanding is reached.
Understanding does not involve trying to
i nside another per sonM®m385) butedtherve hi s expe

understanding involves the fusion of horizons whenprisoneselinto the

ot herés shoes. I n this case one is open t
seek to | ose oneself, oneds own horizon i
historically effected consciousness and Richard E. Palmer argues,

6éuntdanding is not the passive Arecognit.i
rather a placing onesel f *8pmamtainitigo be | ai d

onebs own horizon when entering a convers

% Richard E PalmeiHermeneutics; Interpretation Theory in Schleiermacher, Dilthey, Heidegger,
and Gadame(Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1969), p. 193.
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history and sensef self in question. Contact with the other means that you might
find something that goes against your beliefs and experience. If one embraces the
historical consciousness and seeks to forget, or bracket her own self and time then

judgment can only fall un the past, not the present in which she lives and moves.

This suggests a similar function bet wi
language. For both, language as dialogue (a plea or calling in Levinas and more
conventional understanding of conversatioadamer) puts the self in question.

Exposure to an other through language results in the self being vulnerable; it

becomes aware of its finitude, and that of all humans. The understanding

consciousness is necessarily limited. It stands in the preseattampts to

understand the past whilst applying its understanding to the future. By being

situated in the present which is not static but always becoming, the self is likewise

not static nor infinite but rather open to change and limited by its placaditidn.

Gadamer, in considering Aristotelian ethics reaches this conclusion with regard to

the hermeneutic task and puts it thus, 01
understand this universal, the téxte., to understand what it says, what

constitues the textds meaning and significanc
must not try to disregard himseTM, and hi
p. 321). Understanding involves coming to agreement about a subject matter and

this happens througlmguage and carries with it the implication of compromise,

closing of distance and a spirit of cooperation.

Initially the two accounts of language do not seem to have much more in
common. Levinasdéds understanding of | angu:
conneted to his description of the Other and the ethical encounter that grounds
philosophy. Gadamer, on the other hand, discusses language as the medium
through which understanding is reached. For Levinas language protects the
otherness of the Othérit allows the Other to be approached but not understood;
for Gadamer language brings agreement, understanding and implies a closing of
di stance. Bruns offers an insigdwifuwld con
and -tof aced whi ch hifielenees! ame suggesting hetete h e d
suggests that t hwei thhed meinmpltiiecsal a orbesli antgi o0 n

% Bruns, p. 39.
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understanding, participation, attunement, being on the same track, being in the

swing of the game, having words and interests (nottosayawd) i common. o
By contratwfacebei-bhaoerahadviliond but an enco
something that goes beyond all my under st an

into questiond.

Although language is important to both Levinas and Gadarmappears
that it is seen as producing quite different results. It might be argued that language
offers a site of encounter for both Levinas and Gadamer, for Levinas it is in
language that the Other can appear as Other and for Gadamer understanding, the
coming to agreement with another occurs in language. This interpretation of
language as a site of encounter is uncontroversial with regard to Gadamer but is
perhaps a less straightforward claim when it comes to Levinas. However, there is
evidence inlotality and Infinitythat Levinas might agree with my argument. He
claims, O6[t]J]o speak is to make Tpe worl d co
76). It is through language that you can offer the world to the Other. Language is
t he movement fItodhageddrah because il offers tldngsawhich
are mine tTgp.76he Ot her &6 (

The central role of language is clearly relevant to a discussion of literature,
but does there need to be more convergence
languagedhan the notion of language as a meeting point? Is there a further
connection between language as the mediation of the encounter with the Other in
literature that we can develop from a study of Levinas and Gadamer? More
specifically, is there a way of cong to agreement about the role of language and
its relation to the Other that might all ow
the reading of literature whilst maintaining the otherness of the same work?

Gadamer 6s di scussi o0n ssufgesistasimilarégyr meneut i c a
with Levinas and a possible way forward for the question of this thesis.
Hermeneutics, for Gadamer, requires an openness. When elaborating on the nature
of conversation he cl ai ms, 6[i ]t belongs to
per son opens hi Tvsp 387). He wluds the idea of btleernéss (

* Bruns, p. 39.
®Bruns, p. 40.
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and argues that o6a hermeneutically traini
sensitive t o TMhpe27l). Onetinfpertana dsped of the igea of (
understanithg, of interpretation, of the hermeneutical task is being open to the

otherness (of the other, tradition, text) and this is characterised by the openness to

the other in conversation. Gadamer offers three different possibilities for framing

the FThoureat i ons hi p. He rejects two but advoc
i mportant thing iIisé to exipenotteonerawk t he Thi
his claim but to | et TMm356)eGadamgr say s ome.l
discusses theThou relationshigo look at analogous ways of experiencing the

hermeneutical situation. In this final and most appropriate formulation of the |

Thou relationship Gadamer focuses on seeing the other person as a person in their

own right. A part of this is being open to thays in which they are other which

in turn 6involves recognising that | mys:
against me, even t houdM, p.r8%b) The spiritofdthec es me
0 ¢ o r rTRoad telétioriship is listening to what the othas to say with respect

and openness and accepting ways in which this interrupts my own worldview.

Gadamer claims that this feature of thEhlou relationship is just as true
for the hermeneutical situation. Just as | must be open to the other pensish, |
allow her to say something to me and be willing to accept that which is alien, |
must also be open to tradition and what it has to say td'Mep. 355). Gadamer
continues to draw out the idea of openness (to tradition at this point) with a
compari®n of historical consciousness and historically effected consciousness.
Historical consciousness, the desire to essentially recreate the historical situation
of the text whilst forgetting or ignorin
to Gadamer.He | ai ms t hat one who reads Ohistori
text beforehand so that their 6own knowl ¢
t r adiTM,ip.a3B85p By(bracketing their own horizon, severing their
connection and place in tradition, the historical consciousness attempts to remove
themselves from the interpretation. The result of this is a closedness. The
historical consciousness does not gygaith the historical text, there is no
encounter, no fusion of horizons and hence no real attempt to understand because
to understand requires being open to chai

put itself in question. Historically effected @mousness, on the other hand,
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opens itself to experience tradition; it sees itself as a part of tradition in the same
way the text they approach is. In doing so the historically effected consciousness

is open to what tradition has to say even if this ime® a questioning of itself.

Gadamer 06s hermeneutics contains within i
Levinasds ethics. Gadamer might write a sin
the treatment of the Other and alterity. If asked to write such a decreeebsugg
Levinas would say something along the | ines
otherness, otherness that goes beyond the same. Listen for that which goes beyond
understanding whilst acknowledging that the moment it becomes intelligible it has
returnedta mmanence. 6 Gadamer would also want to
maintaining otherness, about respecting what is otherwise in what is said and
exposing the self to questioning but he would maintain, unlike Levinas, that the
goal is to come to an understandin§wWhat is said). At this stage we have two
versions of openness; two ways of maintaining or respecting otherness that put
forward quite different ideas of how such an openness to alterity, a respect of
otherness would orient someone with respectto the®ot Gadamer 6s account
the hermeneutical experience as being open and sensitive to otherness still entails
understanding. One accepts what is otherwise in the fusion of horizons. It is clear
that this would nicely solve our probleRrimafacie Gadame @Gescount would
seem to offer an affirmative answer to the question of the thesis as well as a
hermeneutical account of describing phenomenologically if not methodologically
how it might be achieved. It would be tempting to answer the thesis questson thu
based on a quick reading of Gadamer: yes you can encounter otherness via
literature, and in fact, an openness to this alterity is essential for an authentic
hermeneutical experience. To do this, the answer would continue, you need only
to recognise youplace as a part of the tradition you seek to understand and be
willing to listen to what the text has to say, even if it goes against what you know
or expect. You must focus on the subject matter and attempt to reach an
agreement about this from your plaosdradition. To understand why this answer
to the thesis question cannot be accepted we need to move from similarities of

Levinas and Gadamerdéds work to places of dif

®/ use other with a small 606 deliberately here.
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Differences

The first point of tension is the different accountsnifnesis in works of art.

Again, it would be easy to simply choose the theory that appeals more or that

seems intuitively correct. An intellectually dishonest way to settle the dispute

might be to pick whichever version of mimeskiabsent representation o

productive presentation of truthbetter advances my own argument. In

discussing the two at all, | should be attentive to my own biases and prejudice

whilst also aware of the fact that there are biases and prejudices that | have no
awareness of, enmesheas | am, in a tradition that | cannot look at from a

position outside of that same time and place in history. For the purposes of this
thesis it would be beneficial to find fai
discount his views in favour of Gadardes mo-f ei é adt y6 account .
the two accounts my expectation is to find a way to allow works of art to occupy

the same or sufficiently similar ontological status as a person so that | can claim a

mi stake i n Levi nas gbolewhichwduld allgwnelbat opens
apply his ethics of the encounter with the Other to literary works. By

acknowledging and questioning my bias | am in a better position to be open to

what the two thinkersé work has to say.

Of course, the accepted academic phidbsophical method for dealing
with competing accounts of the same problem is to weigh the quality of the
arguments. Does Levinas show a lack of reasoning? Would empirical research
settle the dispute? Although | have suggested some potential logical
inconsi stencies with Levinasés account of
ontological status of the work of art, | have also argued that these can be seen as
potential sites of otherness and it i1is t|
saying behind the gument. The saying is the primordial desire to say or express
something that is both destroyed and made manifest in the words, sentences and
phrases of the argument. The saying remains as anliexfugstic echo or trace in
the fixed grammatical structws®f the said. By definition, the saying, like the
Other, is not something one can apply logic to. The saying is beyond being. To

weigh Levinasds arguments for his account
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said of his work but overlook the saying. Givers the saying, the Other, that we
are interested in maintaining in our discussion this would raise significant

problems and itself be contradictory.

This particular argument is risky. It runs the risk of a charge of relativism
or irrationality. One migt, quite legitimately, ask what the difference is between
basic flawed logic, a poor argument and an argument that is interrupted by the
saying? In other words, how can we be sure
toof ace, on t he 9mjdranygorks, ischis dekire®sag n  f r
somet hing? How can we be sur-tofatehtlhet Levi naso
ethical encounter, is likely triggered by experiences in the Second World War
interrupting and echoing in the words of his text andusitsloppy reasoning?
This is a critical point given Levinasds 0g
potential way forward for this thesis, is to reduce the said to the saying; to be
aware of the fissures in which the ethical saying erupts. It steems that there
are several points to consider when approaching this task. The first would be to
look for clues in the said. We saw above that the memory of the Shoah is invoked
explicitly in the dedication oDtherwise than Beingnd that Levinas himdel
considered his work to be é6dominateddé by th
Although the said does not give access to the saying we can catch a glimpse of the
desire to respond in the framing of the work. The actual text does not explicitly
engage with the Hotmust but this concern is rather left unsaid. This leads me to
the second point to consider in suggesting what we are experiencing is the
interruption of the said by the saying rather than simple errors in reasoning which
is the sense that you are beingli@$sed, called out, that someone is saying
something to you beyond the words and phrases they are using. Consider some of

Levinasds descriptions of the encounter aga

The absolutely other is the Other. He and | do not form a number. The

collectivityinwhi ch | say o6youb6 or OwWed is not a
these are not individuals of a common concept. Neither possession nor the

unity of number nor the unity of concepts link me to the Stranger

[I 6 Et 1, tha $tranger who disturbs the being aneawvith oneselflp

chez sdi But Stranger also means the free one. Over him | hapewer.

He escapes my grasp by an essential dimension, even if | have him at my
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disposal. He is not wholly in my site. But I, who have no concept in
common with the Strager, am, like him, without genusI( p. 39).

For the presence before a face, my orientation toward the Other, can lose
the avidity proper to the gaze only by turning into generosity, incapable of
approaching the other with empty hands. This relatipnsstablished over
the things henceforth possibly common, that is, susceptible of being said,
is the relationship of conversation. The way in which the other presents
himself, exceedinthe idea of the other in meie here name face. This
modedoes not cosist in figuring as a theme under my gaze, in spreading
itself forth as a set of qualities forming an image. The face of the Other at
each moment destroys and overflows the plastic image it leaves me, the
idea existing to my own measure and to the measfuts ideatund the
adequate idea. It does not manifest itself by these qualities, buf 6.Ui U f

It expresses itseffll, p. 51).

This gaze [of the Other] that supplicates and demands, that can supplicate

only because it demands, deprived of everythiecause entitled to
everything, and which one recognizes i
guest i on 1 thisgazpeisypreasgyihe epiphany of the face as a

face. The nakedness of the face is destituteness. To recognize the Other is

to recogize a hunger. To recognize the Other is to giMef. 75).

In these passages Levinas approaches a description of the Other. In the
first passage we see the most concrete or typically philosophical description.
Levinas begins to talk about the Other astnanalytically in terms of how it fits
into the metaphysics of the world; the Of
and mastery of the worldit is not in binary opposition with the self and it
di sturbs the selfds noaisedaplisséineei ng i n t he
Levinas finds he can talk about the Other, to some extent, negatively but saying
anything positive about what the Others impossible because as soon as he
forms a statement 6the Ot her methingk6 he wi |
else, something that does not transcend the world of the bathe.second
passage Levinas develops the notion of the face to help his description of the

Other. He focuses on the way in which the face overflows my idea of it. The
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Other always gaebeyond my attempts to grasp it, even as the face appears (as a
material face upon which my gaze falls) it overflows that image. The face is not

the eyes, nose, ears, mouth that | look at and that looks at me but the expression of
the Other, the demand plea.

In this second passage we see Levinas continuing to struggle to talk about
something that he cannot speak about. A large part of the challehgtabty
and InfinityandOtherwise than Beinig to discuss that which is beyond language.
The finalpassage | have included here is perhaps the least conventionally
philosophical. It can be seen as a continuation of the desire to express the
unsayable. The language Levinas uses becomes more emotive and arguably less
phil osophi cal ; 6 e pdidpehsatniytdu t eddn, a kaenddn ebéshsubn g er 6
contend, is trying to evoke the Other in his description. He is not trying to so
much as describe the Other, to enumerate its features and place it in a wider
philosophical system as he is rather trying to find a fwayhe Other to emerge in
his writing. By using emotive language and the necessity of leaving details of the
Other unsaid, Levinas places us in the position of the one that is summoned by the
Other. The Other is something that cannot be identified masty words and
Levinasds challenge of speaking of that whi
appear in the gaps. The constant return to the question of the Other throughout
Totality and Infinity each time with a different emphasis or wording is akifé¢o
response we have to the Other, in which we take on full responsibility for the
Ot her and must respond with generosity in s
return to the Other suggests the kind of urgency that comes with responsibility.
With each feration and elaboration of his discussion of the Other, the Other slips
beyond the words on the page. There is a sense that Levinas is responding to the
call of the Other and is calling on his reader to experience the way in which the
face overflows thelpstic image, the way in which the Other is not; hiotit
something that exists outside of anything that it is possible to give voice to. The
Other only becomes manifest as expression. This slipping beyond language is the

fact of the Other. The Othersesentn the very failure to evoke it.

The justification of the argument that L
saying, that the sites of most controversy and potential inconsistencies are sites of

otherness, comes from his very failure to speak abouttther @ clear, positive
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terms. The failure of argument, logic and language to bring the Other into focus,

to enumerate her qualities, to communicate her being forces Levinas and his

reader into another realm of experience. Where the said of the texihéaslaying

emerges. Levinas is able to push language to its limit and the point of fissure or

break provides the reader with a sense of encounter that cannot be accounted for

by philosophical argument alone. In the revisiting of the question of the Other,

time and again, iffotality and Infinitywe witness the failure of language and

understanding to make it manifest but instead we are presented with the

experience of the one who stands fteéace. The Other is vulnerable, destitute

and strangertous.€®h echo of the saying upon the sa
experienced as a plea to be recognised, to be given a world. The reader is forced

to question her selhastery and respond with generosity. This generosity involves

offering the Other the worldhe Other does not fit into my understanding of the

totality of my world and to respond to the plea | must give that world to the Other.

I must put my understanding of the world into question and make room for the

Other that is beyond my understanding.isTieader certainly finds the harrowing

images of the Holocaust etched upon the desire to withhold the ethical encounter

as a purely human experience, reserved for thettaface. These rather

necessarily nophilosophical or unconventionally academppeoaches to the

saying provide the justification of not

philosophically rigorous moments as 06sl o]

I f we are to accept that Levinasbs ap|
otherness rather than failures ogjic how are we then to proceed? To follow the
course | have been developing we can, for the moment, bracket the question of
whether we oughtto treat atextasanCthend | ook t o Levinasos
phenomenological description of the encounter with the Otler Gther is pure
alterity, unknowable. What is felt is the demand, the plea, the sense of
responsibility to the Other. Through language we are able to bridge the distance of
the Other whilst | eaving her untauched.
difficulty and tension are the unknowable alterity of the Other then we ought not

to try to minimise this otherness by turning it into something we understand and

"This can be somewhat | uatthe thskef ghilosophylse®opérforma 6 s ar gu
reduction from the said to the saying. Of course, it does not get around the problem of literature
but rather allows this line of argument to continue, for now.
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can utilise in the usual way. We might simply acknowledge that we recognise
something habeen said. That there is something being expressed that we cannot
fully understand but that we are responsible for. The responsibility we feel is not
to 6fix6 or Ocorrectd inconsistencies
how we approach a prigm from a Levinasian ethical point of view then it

clearly flies in the face of every other previous approach to reading texts.
However, the encounter with the Other
hermeneutics was considered in the hope thmight provide a way to approach

texts with a mind to understanding whilst still allowing the text to maintain its
otherness.

| will return now to the question of mimesis and the apparent tension
bet ween Levinas and Gada madlrirdbastworks vathv o f
our rather daunting task of both reaching agreement but also maintaining the

alterity of the Other as | have just set out. In the paragraphs above | have

suggested that Levinasodés view of mi mesi

work of art to a lower ontological status to other objects and certainly of a
different status to human ings is flawed. In Chapter Twicexplored the possible
contradiction between the claim that all language is comprised of the saying and
the said and thexclusion of the saying from literary works. Levinas, as we have
seen, casts ethics as first philosophy, with it providing the platform upon which
philosophy is built. Insofar as this is the case, he does not exclude the saying from
philosophical texts ahtherefore opens himself to the charge of contradiction. If
all language is comprised of the saying and the said and this includes
philosophical written texts then it would seem to follow that literary texts are also
comprised of the saying and the s&ids justification for this is that literary

works occupy a different ontological status based on their relation to reality and
truth. This stems from his notion of mimesis which he claims is the way in which

artworks represent.

For Levnas, as we saw i@hapter Twoworks of art, and in this he
includes literary artworks, are pure representation. They simply imitate reality and
in doing so are simply absence (of the thing represented) and hence occupy an
ontological status that is different to that ofedtis and certainly different to the
ontological status of human beings. Works of art, for Levinas, are not able to
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reveal or make manifest truth and do not give access to the otherwise than being.
Gadamer, as already related, also thinks artworks arectliasad by mimesis but

rather than representing absence -trath and immanence he sees mimesis as

something productive. In imitating the artist presents the truth, he presents a world

that 1 s not dependent on r e atistandexisiut r at |
i n the way tTMap 118).eThekvork of @t makesSmarifest or

brings forth truth and presents it in the only way in which it can exist. It is not

mere representation but rather presentation of the essence of the thing.

Thet wo t hinkers start from the same po:
wildly different conclusions. Can understanding be reached upon this subject
matter? At the heart of the issue are the individual philosophical projects that each
thinker is immersed inLevinas can be seen as contributing to a developing
phenomenological tradition in which the role of the Other has been overlooked.
He addresses the oversight offering an account of subjectivity and its relation to
the Other and emphasises this relatisfioandational for understanding
subjectivity and the philosophical project itself. Gadamer, on the other hand, is
seeking to explore ways in which we experience truth that do not fit the scientific
methodology. Each begins with an assumptidor Levinastruth is to be found
in the relation with the Other, for Gadamer truth exists in the experience of art
(which is not to say it exists solely in the experience of art, but merely that art is
one area in which truth i sthd,cotumtlearerdgw
phrase from Gadamer, an aspect of human experience. Gadamer, in his discussion
of imitation, claims that O&épresentation
imitating, one has to leave out and to heighten. Because he is pointing to
somet hing, he has to exadderlk) grebottwhet her
Levinas and Gadamer pointing to something in this way? Does Levinas leave out

ways in which art can present truth or a lifeworld?

Certainly one can look at a painting gbair of shoes and see only the
representation of a pair of shoes. One could be well aware that this is an image
that stands as a poor substitute of the real thing. This mode of relating to the
image might be likened to the experience of a card featuggjre of a bunch
of bananas with the words o6item currentl:

grocer. The image represents a lack. In this mode, we seek the item ini readity
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are hungry and want a sweet treand instead of finding the real pssiumrich

berry we discover a picture whose sole purpose is to represent what is missing.

Levinas is probably correct in saying that this is a genuine mode of relating to the

image in this case. | see the bunch of bananas as pure representation and

signdling lack (and perhaps frustration and hunger). Is this the main way in which

we encounter an artwor k? BParsfSloesnt empl at i on
operate in the same way that | encounter th
scenario | seek nothing from works of art but a direct connection to reality. All |

see as | look at the pair of peasant boots is a hollow representation of absent shoes.

Pertaps | can find some pleasure in the form of the work, the ways in which it

might trick me into seeing a pair of boots when no boots really exist. Is it possible

that Levinas, in trying to Oheightend or 06p
the Other a the only access to the transcendental, leaves out other ways in which

to encounter works of art?

Can Gadamer also be seen as leaving out ways in which works of art are
simply representation anTM, pnld4)? AtHougo wl edge of
we might agree with Gadamer that in painting Mena Lisg da Vinci did not
simply represent a woman with a curious smile but rather presented the essence of
her in a way that could not be presented or known in any other way we may not
feel the sameway abouuDc hampés 6 Fountaind. We might | o
simply see a urinal, ripped away from its utility and find ourselves looking around
for a functional bathroom. Do all works of art present the knowledge of the
essence? Do all artworks present a worlthenway Heidegger describes the life
of Van Goghds peasant? 1Is it correct to ass
regardless of execution or subject? Gadamer, like Levinas, can be seen as
highlighting and minimising features of truth, mimesis and ahieggoints to the
experience of truth in art.

The two accounts, mimesis as pure representation of a lack (or absence)
and mimesis as presentation of knowledge independent of reality, initially appear
contradictory. On further inspection they can be seedifferent modes of
relating to works of art dependent on the subjective experience and orientation
towards truth. This again sounds like shaky ground. We need to consider whether
Levinas or Gadamer would particularly embrace a relativist subjectioel aicof
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art in which 6anything goesd6 and more i m
will help or hinder the question of this thesis. Along with these considerations a
further question needs to be asked: whet|
posii on you take with regard to artodo view i
Gadamer 6s ac c o u-hytsise aotdally nesuttsansandsf scs whdtleer

it is correct.

| am suggesting that the relation of works of art to truth which differs
between Levias and Gadamer might be a result of their wider philosophical
projects in which they seek to point to a certain experience of the human condition
that entails they minimise or heighten particular elements to allow their argument
to move forward, for th&nowledge that they are pointing out to be moved to the
fore, an argument that echoes Gadamer ds
imitatesi they are forced to both emphasise certain aspects while allowing others
to slip into the background. This dosst solve, however, the contradiction in
their definitions of mimesis. We can ove.l
squabble over semantics but the ascribing of truth to art is a true contradiction
between the two thinkers. | have suggested cases i \atddferent stance can
be taken to a work of artone in which the work is seen as representation of a
lack and the other in which it can be seen as presenting truth in an authentic way.
But does this actually solve the contradiction? If Levinas maisitdiat works of
art cannot have a mode of being other than a hollow representation that presents
no truth except by imitating reality and therefore giving no access to the
transcendental, then he is clearly presenting a different and contradictory
definition of art to Gadamer. One of the reasons Gadamer discusses art is because
he believes itdoesreveal essences,dbespresent truth in a way that is not reliant

upon reference to reality and in fact presents truth in a way that reality cannot.

Which view of art and its relation to truth is correct? | have already begun
to explore ways in which the same work of art can be viewed equally plausibly
from both perspect i vEeRaceS atahomgthamm bef or e |
might, almost simultaneously, viewglpainting from both a Levinasian and
Gadamerian point of view. | might see nothing but an image of horses racing front
on. I wi || observe the artistbds attempts

blurring the elements on the canvas but note that theierpe of standing before
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the painting is derivative and lesser than the experience of standing before a group

of galloping horses. | would here consider not to have learned anything about the

essence of horse racing or nineteenth century Parisianriight then find

myself in the world of the work of art. | might see the essence of the natural

power and energy of the horses. | might ponder the life and time of the Parisian

women with parasols whose pastime pursuits are presented to me here in a way

tha could not be otherwise. Likewise, | might consider my reading of a literary

text. | may read about Hol den Caul fieldbs r
clever symbolic representation that present
without feelng like | have experienced the authentic meeting of another person

but at the same time | might note that Hol d
world to me. | might consider how this connects with other aspects of the story,

l i ke Al i 0s tlmagelvael Imeglammve nsi ght i nto Hol der
might get the impression that | know Holden, that | can relate to him and that his

truth is presented in an authentic way and could not exist in any other form. Is this

a fair claim? And if so, dodssuggest an answer to the contradiction between

Levinas and Gadamer, a coming to agreement in which we can respect the alterity

of each thinker and allow them to say something to us?

Certainly we might come to the agreement that art is such that igperm
of different and contradictory stances to b
claim that art is unable to reveal the essence of things and at the same time listen
to Gadamer 6s assertion that works of art re
unique way. We might suggest that the nature of works of art permits them to be
viewed from these contradictory stances. In this case it is the subject who views
the work that determines its relation to reality and truth. Of course, even if this is
correct, s me may argue that Levinasés argument a
does not adequately or appropriately describe the stance one takes when
beholding a work of art. It seems intuitively incorrect to assume that when
contemplating a work of art one is viewg but a mere representation, that the
work only signifies lack and does not offer access to an essence beyond the
representation of the absent subject. In this view, works of art including the works
of great Masters offer no insight into human life oisesnce but are, at best,

attractive decoration displaying skill and talent. For the moment this objection
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will be put aside and we will return to the question of agreement in our dialogue

between Levinas and Gadamer.

The work of literature as a Thou

Levinas and Gadamer, it would appear, do hold contradictory views on art and its
relation to truth. An agreement in ontological terms cannot be reached between
the two thinkers. It is either the case that works of art reveal something about the
nature of bimg or that they do not. Agreement might be reached
phenomenologically or subjectively in which case we ascribe the truth value of
the artwork to the relation or mirgkt of the viewer. But a further question might

be put to Levinas: what truth do you wamtdeny works of art? For Gadamer,

who draws upon Heidegger, it is clear that works of art open a world for the
viewer. They reveal truth about the human experience, about the world in which
we find ourselves and our own subjectivity. Levinas, | maintagates a view of
works of art based on his wider philosophical project which involves preserving a
special role forthe faemf ace. The view of &é6trutho i n t
iIs much narrower thawhatwe see with Gadamer. To carve out the fectace

as the only site of transcendence, of the ethical encounter that reveals the
otherwise than being, Levinas must deny any other ways of encountering this

truth, including via works of art.

| suggest the real problem here is best understood asexhettought to
treat a work of art, including l|literary \
Levinasds objections to art can be seen
maintain this role for the fae®-face encounter. The work of art cannot resul
transcendence, because for Levinas, transcendence is the experience of
encountering the Other. Levinas might very well agree that works of art open a
window into the tradition in which they were created and in contemplation of
them they can be intemgted as relevant for the present time, if he could at the
same time carve out a special place for the-fadace ethical encounter in which
this is the only way to experience something that goes beyond the totality of our

understanding. Levinas is willijnto dismiss this experience of art as giving us the
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sense of transcendence, of having come into contact with something that takes us
beyond ourselves, as inauthentic based on the exclusivity of the experience of the
faceto-face encounter and transcendercevinas could happily concede that we
might think we experience something beyond ourselves in contemplation of works
of art but in fact we are mistaken. What we are experiencing is the representation
or illustration of this experience. Much as | migkelf| have experienced walking
through The Hermitage because | managed to stay awake through all 96 minutes
of Al e x an dRussia® Arkenimas wodldbe quick to remind me that |
have not, in fact, walked through The Hermitage. The only way tolctua
experience the museum would be a trip to St Petersburg. | have not encountered
the Other when | reatihe Rime of the Ancient Mariner Bartlebyor King Lear,

all I have done is read a text that represents something like this experience.

This represetation is not a person, it does not function like a person who
singles me out with her gaze and asks me for the world. Levinas might suggest
that what we encounter in works of art is a plastic image, a mask and not a face
that faces. In this view the Othiereither the author who resides behind or beyond
the text or perhaps the person or model upon which characters or subjects of art
are based. The problem with art, remember, for Levinas is that it is hollow
representation. The text or work of art relig®n reality for its meaning and truth,
therefore it would follow that if an encounter with the Other can be seen as having
been represented in a piece of fiction or work of art then it must represent
something in reality. One of the reasons Levinas #giiterary works of art is
that O0To approach someone from works is to
burglaryéWorks signify their al,pldr, but in
which implies that the faet-face encounter is hiddenhiad a veil of words that
are deliberately deceitful, not straightforward and designed to conceal. The author
is the site of otherness but in placing a work of art or text before her face her
artistic expression only acts to hide her otherness, puttingafdra plastic image
of herself. Levinas seems to see all artworks as being representation, not so much
of characters, ideas, symbols and so on but rather representations of their origins,
the author or artist herself. The work of art acts as a repraserméher absence.
The text speaks because the author is not present to speak for herself. For Levinas,

the Other, if it can be encountered at all, must be encounteretbffare,
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unmediated by rhetoric, even if he does concede that philosophicahighkts

partake of the ethical saying.

Interestingly enough, Gadamer suggests that the model ofTthaul
relationship in which a person is treated as a person (complete with ability to
contradict or go against your views) in his hermeneutics, he doedvoxtade that
we see the text as Other in the same way that Levinas wants to protect against.
Certainly Gadamer does discuss the text, as tradition, as other and identifies the
importance of maintaining the otherness of the text in his philosophical
hermenatics but he does not cast the author or any other specific person as other.
In fact, remember that for Gadamer what is important is coming to an agreement
about the matter at hand, not coming to an understanding of the person with
whom you converse. Thisas already been identified as a possible problem with

developing a way of encountering the Other through the mediation of literature.

In reading a work of literature our goal, generally speaking, is to
understand it. | rea@ihe Catcher in the Ryand alhough | might feel that | have
encountered a young man by the name of Holden Caulfield | do not rest easily
there. | ask questions of the text in an attempt to understand what he means when
he claims he wants to be a catcher in the rye. | might begirytatfention to
imagery of falls and falling. | might cast my mind wider to other texts and stories
that include ideas of falling and being fallen. What | am doing is trying to

understandhe text. | am trying to understand the worldview of the protagonist,

the imagery, the symbolism and ideas that

by understanding Hol denés fear of growi ni

authenticity that belongs to children but somehow is lost when children become
adults, | am bringig any otherness into the same. Holden (if we were to see
character as cast as the role of the Other) is no longer an Other that transcends my
grasp of the world and forces me to challenge my perception that | am master of

my world but rather he becomesanject of my understanding. | look at him in

the same way that | would look at a still life in a painting or a fish gill to be

dissected for biology class. For Levinas the problem is similar to this. He would

not cast Holden as the Other but rather JOn8af. Holden is a limited

representation of a human being. We only follow a short period of his adolescence
and by his own def i ni madman stuffghatchapped he ar
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to me around | ast Christmasdtbéchusedheudye
childhoodd and déall t ha%Ratiegthdéodlyp@érsopper fi el d
on Levinasian terms who can occupy the role of the Other is the author, the man

who served in World War Il, married three times and lived a-seahisive

lifestyle in New Hampshire.

Levinasds concern is clear. The represen
knows and seeks to express the essence of (assuming Gadamer is correct on this
point) would invite the spectator or reader to seek to understandhgative alien
world of the artwork into the structures of her own understanding. I claim to
understand the text or author or both by careful reading and study of the text and
in coming to understand the text or author | look to minimise points of confusion
of otherness or inconsistency. What then of
author that we seek to understand? That it is the subject matter under discussion
that invites understanding. Can | come to an agreement about a text, at the same
time that Imaintain its otherness, letting it say something to me, whilst not
attempting to understand the author of the text? Certainly | can approach a text
anonymously. | might have no idea who the authdsitdameshs but open
myself to the world of the greatikg. | might seek to understand the quest he
undertakes and the people and monsters he n
relationship with Enkidu from a variety of theoretical perspectives and consider
the place Gilgamesh ends up and any lesson he regyft |[Although | do not
know anything about the author/s@ilgameshand in factmaybe entirely
ignorant of the history and composition of the ancient texts that form the basis of
the modern retelling | approach, | can still seek to come to an undenstarfdhe

subject matter that is presented under that title.

Woul d this arrangement go some way to qu
text is understood but the author left untouched. In this scenario, it is the text that |
claim to understand and | do rmimment upon the author, the origin of the work.
Levinas might agree that this is the best way to consider an ethical treatment of an
author, who he considers is the Other behind the text, if we are unable to-be face
to-face with the actual person butWweuld not consider the reading of the text to

8J. D. SalingerThe Catcher in the Ry@oston: Little, Brown and Company, 1991), p. 1.
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involve an encounter with an Other. The question of the Other rises again. Who or
what is the Other that we encounter? | have hinted that this is an important
guestion for my thesis question but | am yet tdlydace the question head on. |

have drawn out what the Other is in Levinasian terms, which admittedly does not
clear the matter up entirely. The Levinasian Other cannot be spoken about in
positive terms but is described as stranger, destitute, as nohdoa binary with

me, as that which transcends or is otherwise, the Other is face and expression. At
times Levinas appears to position the Other as God, and at others the Other seems

to be the other people that we share the world with.

Who is this Other ?

In the case of literature, Levinas is much clearer; he does not believe the Other

can be encountered through the mediation of words on a page, of a world created

by and given voice to by an author. His disagreement with literary texts suggests

that in hese cases he sees the Other as the person behind the text, the author who

could be met facto-face, whose being in the world makes me aware of my own

finitude and holds me hostage by calling me out in such a way that | can only

respond with complete gemusity in my responsibility toward this Other. In

literary texts, from a Levinasian point of view, it is only the author that can

occupy the role of the Other. The characters in the text may serve as illustrations

of the Other or represent the Other biytlare not infinite, they do not surpass all

that | know and can know. Fictional characters, no matter how well portrayed or

developed are, on this view, imminent constructions who do not challenge the

world of the same. Levinas, rotality and Infinity gives further support to the

aut hor as Other. He says: 6To approach s
interiority as though by burglary; the other is surprised in his intimacy, where, like

the personages of history, he is, to be sure, exposed, dgaihdbexpress himself.

Wor ks signify their authof,p.@ut indirect|

I have also raised Gadamer ds notion of
other people or God but rather in tradition and that which allows us to encounter

this tradition. Gadamer identifies the interaction between past, present and future
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as the hermeneuticsituation. At any given point in time every person has a

certain perspective or horizon that is made up from the experiences they have had,

the connections they have to the past, the ways in which they have tried to

understand the past and applied itite tuture and so on. Every person stands in a

shifting perspective in which the past, present and future create theheweying

horizon of an individual 6s understanding. I
occurred previously, tradition, is encountkees other. It is external to me, itis a

world in which I did not live and move but through the artefacts of the culture

worlds that are not mine are opened for me. My encounter with these other

horizons, through the mediation of art works and literaxistechallenges me in

much the same way that the Other chall enged
account. If I am truly open to the other, according to Gadamer, | do not leave my

present horizon, my present self and throw myself into the world of tke oth

tradition but rather | place myself with my current understanding and world into

the other tradition and open myself, my horizon and my present tradition, to

guestioning by the past. | discover my own finitude. | become aware that my

tradition and pres# understanding is not complete nor objective in the strict,

scientific sense, but rather fractured, prejudiced and fluid.

We have here another apparent contradiction between Levinas and
Gadamer. For Levinas the Other is undefinable but seems to inthly latst
another person and at most God. For Gadamer the tradition we encounter through
artefacts from the past is other. What they agree upon is the role of the Other/other
in challenging our sense of satfastery and in drawing attention to our finitude
But what does this mean for my project? The guiding question of my thesis is
whether we can encounter the Other through the mediation of literature and the
answer seems to require a clear idea of what or who the Other is that we are
encountering. Puttmaside Levinas, for the moment, we need to consider
Gadamer 6s account of the otherness of tradi
otherness that we encounter in literature. It would be convenient if Gadamer is
correct. If our responsibility to texts is élow the past teay somethingp us,
even if it goes against our current knowledge, view of the world or understanding
of the situation then we might be able to b

this is correct, then we need only worry ourselfesut the texts themselves and
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Levinasb6s desire to maintain t-to-laceet hi cal
can be upheld. Let us, for the moment, assume this position and see how we fare.

Tradition as Other

It is clearly a feasible position, §&d upon some of the main ideas and concerns

of Ga dmagraim dpadt allows us to read works of literature and genuinely
seek to come to an agreement upon the meaning of the work (agreement with the
text itself, other commentators and either direotlyndirectly the author of the

work). In this point of view, it still makes sense to consider symbolism, theme,
character, structure, narrative, links to Freudian, Jungian, Derridean or
innumerable other theoretical observations, connections with geitteotogies,

and the plethora of other tools and ideas we currently engage when reading a work
of literature. We can still work with texts in ways that are currently employed. In
utilising these ideas, tools and methods we would need to be willing teehemp

ways in which the textual conversation takes an unlikely path.

I mi ght r e @he CdDinthe Hadtln ssnsindl ®0 a Freudian
analysis. | may note a certain phallic quality to the cat in the hat, or | might draw
parallels between the goldfishn d t he superego and the cat
With these connections | might be tempted to develop other Freudian concepts
such as dreamwork, childhood development through the oral, anal and phallic,
stages but Gadamer 6s |entojhealtarity a thetexulr age s |
am engaged not in a monologue but rather a dialogue in which | must transform
the dead, written words on the page back to living speech. If the text, like a
partner in conversation, takes an unexpected turn, | shoutdyriotcontrol the
conversation and stick stubbornly to my original course but work with the textual
conversational partner to come to an understanding of what is being Jdud. If
Cat in the Hadeviates from my Freudian analysisvhat role do the chilen
play? The ego? What about the parents? Can there be two superegos or does the
gol dfi sh represent the way in which the
What to make of Thing One and Thing Two? Is there some patrticularly Freudian

relevanced the capture of the Things in a nétthen | should listen to what the
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text is saying rather than rushing to fit that which appears otherwise into my

analysis.

On further analysis a Freudian account might be able to be given to these
questions but it islso possible that they represent turns in the conversation, ways
in which my approach is orgded. | ought to view them as invitations to broaden
my horizon, to encounter something outside my current perspective, perhaps
looking to the cat, as Philip Ndid, as a member of the tradition of con artists in
American literature such as the wizardrime Wizard of Gzr perhaps in
listening to what the text has to say | might open myself to understanding a
Christian morality where the fish belongs to tineglition rather than representing
an aspect of the human consciousness. To be truly open to the alterity, the
otherness of the text, | need to be aware of parts that do not fit my current
understanding or projected meaning, even noting places wheredalaggamst my
current beliefs. | need to respond to what is on the page rather than what | want to
see on the page, in this way anomalies are potential areas for new understanding,

for encountering tradition and challenging my sense of mastery and knowledge

We have then, an idea lbbwwe might approach a text in such a way as to
attend to its otherness. We acknowledge the horizon in which we move and keep
it with us as we encounter the otherness of tradition in the text we read. In placing
our horizon inlhe conversation we open it to critique, to questioning and
acknowledge our place in history as finite. | must be willing to listen to what the
text says and if it disagrees with my own understanding of the world | must work
to come to an agreement on thiject matter at hand. It is clear that this
approach does not lend itself to a particular method or theoretical position. | am
not given a map to follow to produce a reading. | am not encouraged to look for
particular features of the text such as symbalisor to explore structures of
narrative nor am | instructed to connect to the wider intertextual references that
might be present in the text. There is not a single template that would produce the
kind of attention to otherness that Gadamer advocatésctinoy definition, there

cannot be a method or process for reading. Rather there is something like an

° Philip Nel, Dr. Seuss: American IcaiNew York: Continuum2005), p. 183.
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et hical i mperative; | isten, be open, be
and ideas.

The question now is whether this particular view otlreg with its stance
that we encounter the otherness of the past or tradition in our encounter with texts
fits with both how we experience texts and otherness. In other words, does
Gadamer 0s account of hermeneutics with i/
tradition and focus on the subject matter rather than the author, provide a
satisfactory answer to the question of this thesis? Do we need to concern
ourselves with Levinas at all? The question of otherness that | began to address
above is a key componetat the answer here. On the one hand we have Levinas
positioning the indescribable Other as either other people who share our world, or
a primordial sense of sharing the world with people who are completely separate
from ourselves which in turn is writtento our very being as the condition for the
possibility of subjectivity, or at an extreme interpretation Levinas could be argued
as positing God as the Other. On the other hand, Gadamer speaks about otherness
and the other withhsworysmall 606 as tradit]

When | read a text, do | feel that | am encountering an Other in the
Levinasian sense, perhaps that | have glimpsed into the face of an Other that |
cannot know, cannot fully account for in my understanding of my world because
she goe®eyondmy understanding? Theeverncr easi ng applicati on
work to literary readings seems to suggest that this is the case. Personally,
phenomenologically speaking, my subjective experience does support this notion.
Following the Trask and Hamiltonfamile s i n J o hBastd@dEded nbec k 6 s
find myself shifted. | am less sure of my knowledge of the world as total and full
as | f ol |l ow -fatetdone fof Cathy anddesire td drotect his sons
from his for mer BastoéfEdemnddissaver & woflde . |l read
completely beyond myself and beyond anything that could be understood in its
entirety from my own limited perspective. | feel that | have glimpsed another
mind by having this world revealed to me in the work of literature. | havedgirea
suggested that for both Levinas and Gadamer, however, it is not the characters
who inhabit the role of the Other/other.
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Whil st reading Steinbecksos novel,
words on the page, the settings described, the chardetesoped? It is, after all,
Steinbeckobs vision, a iobohradualamainielectualo f
i that drives the text. Steinbeck offers a world to me; Salinas Valley in the early
part of the twentieth century. This is not a world reveéateme by Adam Trask or
Cathy Ames. They are parts of this wider vision. When | Esst of Edenl

understand that it is not just Samuel

his particular place in this narrative is limitedboth his perspecteson the action
of the story and his overall role in the development of ideas are instrumental, he
occupies a role that allows certain ideas to flourish, and for storylines to be

explored. In other words, | am aware, as | read any piece of literaturthehat

characters | encounter are constructed, finite and born from something outside the

text. | am inclined to look at any given character as a part of a larger whole and

ask what the author is trying to achieve or say by casting her in such a way. In this

view, | am enthralled by the creator of the text. Is it Steinbeck that | am trying to
understand, his motivation, intentions, his message or vision? There is certainly a

case to be made for this.

In many lecture theatres in English departments arounglabe the

authoroés situation i s explained, studi

place the text in context. Links are frequently made between the text, its ideas,

structure, narrative, occupations and place in the Zeitgeist with the authagrand h

i nterest s, comments on the textods c¢comi

situation and intellectual alliances. Take for example, a recent undergraduate
course in which | was a tutor. The class stutiadoun and the Sea of Storieg
Salman Rushdiestudents were told that the story was written for one of
Rushdiebés children and the themeiof
textualandextrh e x t ual . An account was given
postThe Satanic Versemd paralles with the text were considered. The author
seems to continue to fascinate. As that which brought the text into being we feel
that we have shared an intimate moment with this creator and look to the

worldview she has presented as testament to her vestgeze.

Two objections might be raised at this point. The first is that this is a
terribly archaic view of what we do when we read. In the twéindycentury,
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postBart hesian 6édeath of the authordé wo
with the notio of authorial intention. The author no longer holds the

interpretative key or last word, and with good reason. The second is that we do
notmerely see characters as pawns in a larger game of chess. Many readers,
including academics, laypeople and writéegl strongly about characters; some
characters are so well developed that their finitude and constructedness melt away
and are experienced like they are people who exist in and for the world of the text
independently of authorial intentions (conscioud anbconscious). It is not
uncommon for authors to discuss their
The author develops a character but finds that rather than an object of their
conscious mind that they are studying, creating and shaping, tteeteraactually
presents herself as a person that in turn must be listened to. Nobel Prize winner
Andr ® Gide claims that 6éThe true nove
them function; he eavesdr op$Readerst hem
appreciate this aspect of character development and do not necessarily see them as
purely constructed and controlled by the author. The characters in any given work

might reveal more than the author is conscious of or ever dreamed possible.

The first objectio, that discussions of the author and particularly her
intentions have no place in 2015, is fairly easily dealt with. The objection Barthes
(and other posmodernist theoreticians) raises with regard to the author stem from
a particular way of ascribing p@r or interpretive finality to the creator of the
text. In this view, the goal of each reading is to discover what the circumstances
of the author were when she was composing the text, her place in history, her
geographical location, her motivations antentions for writing the particular
text she wrote as well as her psychological situation, relationships, sexual identity,
ethnicity and so on. The idea is that if we could fully understand the author and
her intentions we would fully understand the wbgtore us. If the author
released information about the textods
base our understanding of the work upon her testimony. | think most people
working with literary texts in the latter part of the twentieth centud/fanvard
into the twentyfirst see the problems with this stance. The first and most obvious

problem is that the author is rarely available to consult at length about her

% Andre Gide The Counterfeiters: A NovéNew York: Vintage, 1973), p. 444.
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intentions and particular interpretation of the work and even if she is available sh
will have unconscious desires and forces that are present in the text but not her

understanding.

Another problem with relying upon the author for the final word on
interpretation is that language works in such a way that meaning is not self
evident or &able. The author might clothe a female character in a red hoodie. She
might do this because the character is shy and the hooded jersey represents her
desire to hide but at the same time the shy woman might have many secret
passions represented by the oéthe garment. Or perhaps the author dressed the
character this way because she was working in a café and noticed someone thus
attired and it caught her eye. Once the work is published the red hoodie enters the
world and is open to other readings. ltisto the reader to give life to the hoodie
and in doing so one reader will see the hoodie in a different way to the next. A
reader might connect the girldéds dress to th
hoodd and consi der ossokinnocenneroedartgerofn bet ween a
stepping away from the weitodden path or even the danger of listening to others.
The author, when confronted with such interpretations, might throw up her arms
and say 01l just | i ked t henteprethationnaround ed é but t
her red hoodie work to construct its meaning. Language is open to being
otherwise, to being read in ways in which the author did not intend but are still

utterly fitting with the text and what it says.

Do these problems prevent uerfr discussing the author as something
encountered in literature? | do not think they do. Certainly | agree that we do not
have to even be aware of who the author is, let alone reconstruct the situation of
their writing-self, to be able to understand, imteat and enjoy their texts. | do not
think the author holds the answer to the qu
a considerable analysis of the meaning of the text by the author would not fully
address this question as meaning is created each emexths read and the

reader6s own knowl edge, experiences and sit

1t is worth keeping in mind that this is one of Le\

work in general). The author is not there to be able to speak for herself or defendametself

thus liable to be misunderstood. Connected to this is the way in which language is open to multiple
interpretations or understandings (this being exclusive to figurative language for Levinas who
perhaps naively believes that spoken language aiwhktin philosophical language has a
straightforwardness that renders it transparent and meaning to be clearly transmitted).
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that allows understanding to be reached. But | do think we can feel that we have
encountered something beyond otrhobredh.i nidt t |
does not mattewhatthe author intended by dressing the girl in a red hoodie but

merely that there was intention or even action, someone decided to clothe the

character in this particular way and put this into action. When | approach a work

of fiction | know that someone, which is not to say a single person, created it.

They may have had no real intentions except to create and the resulting text might

be a combination of found work and free writing but when | read it | know that

there is someongeyond the work that began the conversation.

The 6authord is a good candidate for
literature. The reading d&ast of Edemeveals a world which is not the world of
any individual character in the story but rather a worldemadnifest by someone
beyond the words on the page. By reading the text | am exposed to the Other, | am
made aware that there is someone else that occupies the world with me but is not a
mere object in my world. My understanding cannot account for thisr@tther
entirety. We do not -tmface butratheeshedpatubefore r / Ot h
us a plea. The text stands in place for the absent author and requires the reader, as
Gadamer has intimated, to transform the dead written words back into living
conversation. The text calls upon the reader to understand and interpret it; to
question it and discover the question that it is the answer to, to bring it into the

present world and make space for its claims in the mothent.

| have argued that the otheti@r encountered in a work of literature is the
author, 6 a tecmtthat mi ghhobeashoblbgat. T
somewhat elusive, we do not necessarily situate the author as the particular person
that created the text but rather witle tision and collective experiences that
brought the work into being. We do not need to know who wrote the book, nor
does there need to be one person who was
rather we sense something larger than the text and cessghen we encounter a
world through literature. We know that we are catching a glimpse of thought,
intention, experience that is beyond our own. Does this stance mean that we are in

agreement with Levinas, who would cast the author as Other if askezhte the

12 GadamerRelevancep. 26.
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Other in literature? And, if so, does it also mean that the tradition we encounter, in
Gadamer 06s account, does not hold the positi
alterity or otherness in our horizon? | began the above argument by asking if we

could dispense with Levinas. I 1l ooked at th
hermeneutics required the reader to be open to the ways in which the text

challenges understanding, prejudice, or knowledge in their own horizon in similar

ways in which the Otherchallgres t he sel f6s subjectivity in
Gadamer seemed to offer an affirmative answer to the question of the thesis but

only if we see tradition, history, the knowledge and worlds that are handed down

as the Other. Does the above argument of theiGas author preclude tradition as

Ot her? In other words, does our description

tradition?

I have already drawn some similarities b
Levinasds Ot her the moshistimttheyhavethe and | mpor t
same consequences. They both draw attention to our finitude and challenge our
sense of self mastery. There are, however, some differences. The most noticeable
difference between the two is that the Other, for Levinas, as ambigsidus,a
involves a face, involves an entity that approaches, that speaks in a singular way.

It calls to me, elects me and I find that | am responsible. Basically, for Levinas,
the Other is another person, whether this is the destitute stranger who apieals
her eyes for my help or a primordial awareness of other people that is the
condition for the possibility of subjectivity at all. Tradition, on the other hand,
involves understanding artefacts, works of art, buildings, tektterahat

expose the&iewer to another horizon. On first glance, these seem like
considerably different things. We have people, exemplified by thetdaieee on

the one side, and tradition handed down in artefacts for interpretation on the other.

Although this might appedike the biggest difference between the two, |
suggest it is in fact not a difference at all. Levinas, whether deliberate or not, in
di smissing |literat@ras assiomg@tl| asngwagdtiforwa
not face but rather approach at an anlggeis positioning the author as Other. It is
the author that oneouldencounter if one could approach her straight on, if one
could stand facéo-face and hear the plea. The author is hidden behind her text
and the text stands between her and the sdlpaevents a faem®-face encounter.
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The text as artefact is one of the ways in which we encounter tradition for

Gadamer. The text reveals or makes manifest worlds, perspectives, histories that

are other to me but at the same time become a part of nzph@s | take my

own perspective and place myself in the tradition | stand before. The artefact is

what is passed down, what remains and makes possible the encounter with
tradition, with the worldview that bel on
presumposes other people with horizons that were particular to them in time and

place. These horizons are the history that we can encounter as other, as opening

our eyes to ways in which our own horizon is particular and finite. Both Levinas

and Gadamerésconswstent with the iIidea of
perspective/ worldview/ horizon that is be:
account, is a way in which we can come into contact with this other perspective or

horizon. Tradition, for allthats e ems qui te di fferent to Le\
Other, is really the coming into proximity with an Other that is absent in person

but present in what they have left behind.

The ethical demand

The real difference between the two ways of seeing the Other/stthat

although Levinas might concede that it is the author behind or beyond the text
who occupies the role of Other he does not think the experience of encounter can
occur in her absence, even if she has presented a worldview in a literary text.
Gadanmer, clearly would disagree. On the one hand, Levinas provides a very
guttural account of the encounter with the Other. In thetiatace the Other

presents a desperation and urgency that cannot be denied. In the split second that
thetwo setsofeyesmeg t he sel fds world changes and
for the infinite Other. On the other hand, Gadamer provides an account of
understanding. Works of literature appear as other; they present a tradition or
history that is not mine. | do not have antaméaneous moment of recognition but
rather work to bring the dead words on the page back to life, to place myself in the
conversation with the goal of coming to an understanding, to an agreement that
requires both an attempt to hear what the text say®las putting my own

perspective on trial, amending my position and letting the otherness of the text
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really affect me. Gadamer 6s hermeneutics | a

Levinasds phenomenol ogy.

When you come faew-face with the Other, fdcevinas, there is no
turning away. You cannot choose to have not encountered the Other. You might
choose to respond with violence, by killing the other, but in the moment that the
face presents itself, in the moment it expresses itself, there is nobgaikgThat
moment is the birth of subjectivity. The awareness that you could kill every other
you meet does not change the fact that you have encountered the Other and will

never be able to go back to a world in which the Other does not exist.

The otherness of tradition, encountered as it is through works of art or
literature, might be argued not to have the same gripping urgency. Gadamer offers
several versions of theTlhou relationship when drawing an analogy between the
hermeneutic situatioand the relationship between people. He settles upon the
version where the other person is experienced as a person rather than an object of
my understanding. A person, as person, is understood in similar terms to
Levinasods Ot her . Time, otbet flommegnknots on i s beyon
something that | can know in full. Gadamer suggests this is the way in which we
should experience works of literature but in doing so he also seems to shggest
other FThou relationships are possible. It implies that | gaoreach and treat a
text merely as an object of my understanding or as an example of something
typical, already known and predictable. The implication is that | might be exposed
to the otherness of tradition or history but fail to experience this as efiseln
may do this by failing to hear the otherness of the text. | might approach the text
with certain ideas about what the work will say and fail to see anything that
disagrees with my prejudice. Or, | might fail to bring my own horizon into contact
with that of the text. | read the text purely as an object of curiosity or historical
interest with no bearing upon myself. Although these might be inauthentic ways
to read, the fact that they are possible re
throughproximity, the faceto-face meeting that allows the Other to be

encountered in the ethical sense.
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Summary

I have argued that i f we encounter the Of
understood as the condi ti denceWhmccugiehe pos s
this role; the Other is the worldview that is made manifest in the work but at the

same time moves beyond the text. I have
regarding literature go some way to backing this view up. Levinas wants to

main@in the facdo-face as the site of encounter with the Other and argues that

mediation by a literary work means that an ethical encounter with the Other does

not take place. The work stands like a mask between the Other and the self. The

fact that the langage used in literature is marked by its figurative nature means

that one cannot approach the Other straight on but rather we can only approach

from an angle, the words on the page do not mean what they say but rather point

beyond their common or superfitimeanings. Literary works signify, in

Levinasds view, absence (of subject matt
work does not face or become manifest but rather a mediating image is presented

in her absence. The objection to literature impliesttiatiterary work hides the

real Other behind it. It suggests that the author, who perhaps wants to appeal to

the self, is unable to appear faoeface and in lieu of a true encounter leaves an

empty mimetic sign.

I have also explboed wagsr snowthich ©Oh:d
explained above coincides with Gadamer 0s
possible to draw parallels between this wider and less literal idea of author and
hi story or tradit i oTmutharsd Mdthoditésswerthed i n Gad :
considering our position now with regard to the wider task of this thesis. We have
established that it is possible to consider the otherness of tradition or history in
written literary texts by paying attention to what is said, even when itagzesst
our current knowledge or understanding, allowing our current self to be
challenged and looking to come to an agreement on the matter at hand. | have also
connected the idea of history or traditi
suggested hat we might i ndeed encounter the o
consideration of literary texts. But there is still a question mark over whether this

constitutes aencountemwith theOther. The otherness of a literary text might
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come as a result of its relation to an Other but the immellim@nresponse is
lacking. The fact that it is possible for a text to be put aside, read as a singularly
hi storical artefact, suggests that Levinas?ao
encounterwt h t he Other may indeed not apply to
high standard for an encounter with the Other, his insistence on thie{faoe

appears irreconcilable with any type of artistic or representative mediation.
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Chapter Five: an answer?

Introduction

In the chapters above | have explored ways in which we might address the

question of this thesis: can we have an encounter with the Otheglthttoe

mediation of literatureThis question led me firsttoread liew as 6 s et hi cs t o
develop a theory of an ethical encounter and thernsidemways in which

Levinas resists the application of his work to the field of literature. In hope for a

solution to the problems Levinas raises for the thesis question | turned to

Gadamer 6s hermeneutics to explore ways in
whilst also maintaining its otherness. In my attempt to bring the two ideas into

dialogue further questions were raised or highlighted. The most striking of these is

what or who is te Other that we are looking to encounter.

On the one hand both Levinas and Gadamer identify the other/Other as
occupying the same kind of role with regard to subjectivity. For both philosophers,
the other/ Other chall engaedtantiontotheirsubj ect 6s
finitude. The encounter or dialogue with other/Other for both involve coming into
contact with something outside of the sul
knowledge of the world. And this is where one of the major differences lies. Fo
Levinas we can never understand the Other but for Gadamer the goal of
hermeneutics in which the otherness of a text is respected is to coming to an
understanding. This difference is in par!
unmediated facéo-face natue of the encounter. The ethical encounter, the
moment of recognition happens in an inst:;
sense of completeness and mastery. This instant of recognition does not allow the
subject to make the Other an object of her undeding; the Other appears as
expression, as face and as such the subject can only respond to her as Other. A
text presented in the Otherdéds absence | a
Levinas, to disrupt t he s eticdulfectiviyense of |
The otherness of a text is not revealed in a moment but over the course of reading.

The reading subject is not confronted immediately with an absolute Other but
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rather comes to the literary text with the goal of understanding. Bastically,
borrow Levinasdés sentiment, we encounter, I
infinite Other.

| suggested that Levinas has constructed a view of the ethical encounter
with the beginning premise that it can only occur faéace, rather than cang
to the faceto-face from an argument or other premises. My investigation of
Gadamer 0s hermeneutics revealmdehadhat reader
an encounter with artteer in the kind of way that Levinas describes in their
exposure to a haron that differs to their own. They can experience the feeling of
responsibility that Levinas discusses. When reading a work of literature one is
faced with the responsibility of bringing the words on the page to life; to hearing
what the text says and alling its meaning to come forth. Likewise, readers
experience a similar feeling of finitude from encountering something absolutely
outside their horizorGadamer certainly provides a hermeneutics that is
consistent with the ethical encounter as descrilyddelinas.| have argued,
however, that the ethical urgency of thetsmé ace t hat consumes Levir
work is absent from the mediated encounter where there is opportunity to not
recognise the Other, to not experience the Other as Other but rathev thevie
otherness present in the text, the different horiasra purely historical point of
view with no bearing upon myself; it is possible to see the text simpgly @lsject
in a way that is impossible to see the Other in thefadace.In a word, ve need
bothLevi nasbés et hical urgency whijamdh may have
Gadamer 6s her me n e gaysommething aboaittthe it withomts us t o

destroying its alterity.

It is time now to consider the outcome or answer for the thesis@uest
based upon the apparent similarities and difficulties encountered in Levinas and
Gadamer. Can we have an encounter with the Other thitbegmediation of
literature? Thelsor t answer i s no. L etorfaceandhé s i nsi st e
immediate des preclude mediation which includes literary texts. Obviously we
could choose, like Eaglestone and others, to find a way around this by either
arguing that Levinas contradicts himself by suggesting philosophical texts hold a
special place in which theletal saying (in which the ethical encounter is implicit)

is present whilst maintaining that there is no access to the transcendental via
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literary works or perhaps simply claiming that the visceral ethical urge to maintain

the ethical encounter as fateface and immediate is fitting but simply not true.
Gadamer s notion of tradition and his hel
understanding of the text while stild]l ma |
say otherwise certainly suggests an affirmefinswer to the thesis question. |

have already dealt with the first possible way of discounting Levinas and argued

that on the balance of things his insistence on thettatace, unmediated

encounter constitutes an ethical saying that, by definitsmeyond logic, rational

thinking and our understanding. The second approach, that Levinas is simply

wrong in his account of the ethical encounter can in part be dealt with by the same
responsé Levinas is putting forward an ethical saying, possibly anothgbly as

a result of his experiences in the Second World War and as an ethical saying it

does not fall under the usual requirements for tranklto write it off as factually

incorrect or logically inconsistent would be to miss the point of both Le¥isas

ethics and Gadamer 6s hermeneutical appr o:

The encounter: empirical or transcendental?

Where then does this leave my particular project? Is there nothing that can be

done to respect Levinasods etfadewhlst sayi ng,
understanding literary texts as falling under the same phenomenological
framework? The |l ong answer requires us t
faceto-face encounter. Putting the question of literature aside for the moment, the
assumption throughotitas been that oreanencounter the Other. That the face

to-face encounter Levinas describes is something that orexpanenceA

subjective refleton seems to support thishen reading Levinas | understand the

point he is making. | can feel the gadfehe Other arresting me and holding me

hostage. | consider meeting the eye of a homeless person on the street or

remember images of prisoners from concentration camps pleading through the
camera. The explosion of idiliteearystsdy i n Levi
would seem to back this up. His description of the encounter with the Other seems

to speak a human truth that we all understand and feel that we have felt. It is,

however, debateable as to whether Levinas considers the ethical encsunter a
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something that we actually experience in our-ttaglay lives or whether it is
something within our psyche, part of our human nature that is best explained in
these terms. Michael Morgan, following Bernasconi, labels the two possible

interpretation®fLe vi naso6s et hicalandbhcanetlendéampl i c

Bernasconi notes that interpretersTotality and Infinitytend to fall into
one of the two categories. The empirical approach recognises the ethical
encounter as something concrete and able to be subjectively expeneneszhs
the transcendental interpretation reads the ethical encounter as a conditien for th
possibility of ethics. Bernasconi claims that Levinas seems to entertain both
interpretation$.Morgan briefly explores the two interpretations and tends towards
the transcendental. It is worth briefly considering the evidence for both
interpretatonshee bef ore continuing the 6l ong answe
will begin with the empirical interpretation, which the question of this thesis is
guilty of assuming. Levinas certainly speaks about the Other as if they were
someone that we can empiricatlyme faceof ace wi t h. Levinasods use
language and metaphor is suggestive of concrete, lived experiehe Other is
described as o6face, 6 OGaenxdp réeoftaphlodahes® Ostr ange
terms position the Other with people that make wpveorld. These terms are
suggestive of a concrete encounter or the empirical interpretation but are certainly
not definitive in deciding how to interpret the ethical encounter. They are best
considered metaphor or symbol rather than signifying a phyaical actual
expression or language, real strangers, widows or orphans. But Levinas does make
other claims that seem to support the emipic a | i nt er pirisohl\at i on, such
manwhocal d be absol utTgp. y3)whichrclearlypignstther me 6 (
human beings with the absolute Other. In an interview Levinas responds to a
guestion about the encounter with the Other takiegmode of violence by
s a y i Theginterpérsonal relation | establish with the Other, Itralsd establish
with other ma & This statement, although not without ambiguity which does not

rule out the transcendental argument, does suggestimiclaig an Oi nt er per son

! Morgan, p. 43.

2 The Question of the Other: Essays in Contemporary Continental Philqseghyy Arleen B.
Dallery and Chdes E. Scott, Selected Studies in Phenomenology and Existential Philosophy, 15
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1989), p. 23.

? Levinas,Ethics and Infinity: Conversations with Philippe Nerpo90.
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r e | awith thenOdher, the possibility of an empirical, concrete encounter with
the Other.

Many readersfoLevinas maintain the empirical interpretation as they seek
to apply Levinasds ethics to wider areas
essayon et hi c¢cs an dhe gthed coutd banyond biack gruwhite, o6
rich or poor, American or Afgha#sit he command to respond to
singularity is absolute. It matters little to Levinas if the otkesimilar or different
to Meuenther is clearly reading Levinasos
arguing against interpretations that althe othetwith people living in third
world countries or the poor and homel ess
characterisation of the Other as orphan, widow or strafgérjather than argue
a transcendental interpretation sipes up the notiona@ft her t oShedanyoneéd
notes upon the singularity of the other who addresses me and this focus on
singularity and indifference to the type of person who issues a plea are firmly in
the empirical interpretation mode. Guenther is reading the face as sugrtetti
can and is encountered in ordinary life, which is not to say it is an everyday
experience. Edward S.Caseya k es an even thitcsytemger cl ai m,
resides in the face to face encounter, in its unguarded openness and transparency,
in its abryot actuality. For only then and there do | find the other as Other, as
existing in separation from me even as we share the fact and fatea@f bei
member s of t K €aseyicamig perechatahe Other is in fact
other people in the world witme but when we meet them face to face in the
ethical encounter we encounter them as truly Other, they may be people like me
but when facdo-face they transcend this similarity and appear as separate,
unknowable and beyond my human understanding. Theéhaicothers, who are
to be encountered fade-face as the Otherrae 60 me mber s ofast he sam
me suggests the ethical encounter can be empirically experienced. This is
emphasisedbyCasy 6 s use of t.hhefaceto-fack etihcalct ual i t yo

encounter has a certainty, a reality to it. Given our condition of sharing the world

* Guenther, p. 201.

®Guenther does not use
*Edward S. Casey, O6The Ethi
G| a nThe Ruralist 1 (2006), 7497 (p. 80).



with others and the actuality of the fateface it would seem that Casey is
supporting the empirical interpretation of the ethical encounter.

Morgan argues that the traxendental interpretation is the best way to
under st andat hhiewva In aes M s o iusedms utterly ikhgossible that e s, 0
the facetoface coul d o c ¢ u r One reasonrhe givesdor this comeg e . 6
from Levinasods own wiowhilsLevindaliscasasewthea bove ways
faceto-face in concrete terms that suggest the encounter can occur in ordinary life
but he also speaks about it in ways that suggest the face is beyond the world of
being. | have referred to the fatteface encountehtouwghout the thesis so far as
Opri mordi al 6 a haelinaslsaysdhatthe enconnteuwitls the fage
is somehow originary and primordial, prior to ontology and being, in his terms
i a © & i %.cTBequstification for this interpretation, for Morgamnche seen in
the distinction between the world of being and the face. If the face is prior to the
world of experience then it cannot be experienced. A basic analogy makes this
point a little clearer; we might imagine the world of experience is a cakeeAll
know, everything we understand, everything we iareake. The face, by analogy
might be the chicken that laid the eggs that the cake is made from. Eating the cake
does not give us an experience of the chicken. We are completely unable to
experiencehte chicken, whether she is a Rhode Island Red or Black Orpington,
raised in a battery cage or free range farnsgtdtra However, the cake is still
reliant upon her; it would not estiif she had not laid her eggs. We live in the
world of experience, the world of being but, like the chicken who makes the cake
possible, the face exists beyond this world. It is the condition of the possibility for
experience of the world as world buetexperience of the world does not allow
us experience of the face.ithobut the facdo-face encounter | would not be able

to experience the world in the same way | do now.

Morgan claims that Levinas awkwardly attempts to speak of the face in
ways that suport its primordial, origipar y st at us. He ustes ter ms |
suggest that the face does not appear to us,dt imiade manifest but rather it

devealsi t s°ddvihad must try to discuss the encounter with the Other, the

"Morgan, p. 44.
® Morgan, p. 44.
®Morgan, p. 44.
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faceto-face in wayghat do not slip into ontology. We can only speak about what
we can experience. All our language, investigation and thought belong in the
world of being. If the Other is outside experience, then every tool we have to
speak about it fails to be able to exgs its exteriority and instead brings it within
the realm of experience or being. To go back to the cake arialbglf we know

is cake then to speculate on what is outside cake (like chickens) we can only talk
in terms of cake, therefore we fail tdkt@bout chickens at all, we merely speak of

cake. The use of religious terminology (epiphany, revelation) is not accidental.

Proponents of the transcendental interpretation might argue that the Other,
like God, is not something experienced in the sameagave experience other
people in the world, but something we might sense or have revealed to us in a way
that is analogous to a religious experience. The very fact of revelation or epiphany,
both of which Levinas asserts clearly with relation to the, feaeses some
problem for proponents of the transcendental interpretation. Morgan can be seen
as struggling with the indetermination that Levinas exhibits with regard to the
faceds ontological st gandrevelation. Morgan di Scus s |
clams thatthe faceds like an appearance but not one. It is-pegceptual, pre
linguistic, preconceptual, and prileoretical. Nonetheless, the individual self
does engage with or encounter the face of the other péf¥§aty italics]. On the
one hand, ta face is beyond any perception, language, concept or theory but on
the other hand individuals do in fact engage with or encounter it. If the face did
not reveal itself, did not make itself manifest then we would not be discussing it
whatsoever. The facat the very least, breaks through into the world of being.
Morgan continues by claiming that although indival selves encounter the face
Gt is hard to believe that this engagement is an everyday event or an ordamary

even extrardinaryi concreteeger i Ence. 0

What exactly is Morgan trying to argue? He must concede some way in
whi ch t he f acheindivduatselfdees engagetwb dét e f ace of
t he ot h butatthesansedimethe wants to maintain thatishnot a
0 c 0 n c r eetnec ledbis goedifferent from the assertion from Casey above?

We are in the world with others and experience them in outaddgy lives are

Morgan, p. 44.
' Morgan, p. 44.
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other people, like ourselves. We might understand that person A is upset because

her husband left her; that gen B is always a bit grumpy because he is suffering

from Irritable Bowel Syndrome; or we might surmise that person C is

considerably better at problem solving than we are ourselves. We can do this by

looking at ourselves and realising that if our partmere to leave us we would

also be upset. Or we could take the knowledge we have of basic medical

knowl edge and apply it to our friendbs rece
feel sick we feel grumpyherefore it is likely that our friend, who is like in

many respects, will also feel grumpy as he is now sick. In outaddgy lives we

understand other people as bdikg us. We can look at how others act and

predict fairly accurately their inner states by considering how we feel when we act

that way For example, Sally is smiling and giggling, when | smile and giggle |

feel happy inside. | might ask Sallyhowshe el s and coul d answer Oe
which would orrelate with my guess that stsefeeling happy. In our normal

interactions we experienceher people as other peopilee me From time to time,

however,according to both the empirical and the transcendental interpretation of

Levinas that Morgan has outlined above, | experience something that cuts through

this everyday way of encountering otlpeople; this experience is the Levinasian

ethical encounter.

It is worth considering briefly an alternative interpretation of the ethical
encounter, one that aligns best with the transcendenggbiatation. Back in
Chapter Oné gave an account of the development of subjectivity with the ethical
encounter as a central factor in this. | suggested there that this way of explaining
some of Levinasodés central concepts was poss
same time a simplificain and perhaps a misrepresentation. The story | told
traced the subjectdéds devel opment from the h
theil y ato the enjoyment and mastery of the world of things followed by the
crisis and emergence of true subjectivitiyh the revelation of the facend the
et hical e n ¢ o usrcleaelyr not bakbdd iupon einpitical expedience. It is
not an account of development | i ke Freudods
even the Lacanian mirratage. The self is alwaydready in a world with things
and people, we are never in a position to experience a world that is prior to this

engagement with things and peopl e. So, we n
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subjectivity and ethics as first philosophy asdbadition for thepossibilityfor
subjectivity and philosophy. The account Levinas gives explains how there is
subjectivity and philosophy at all but we might see it as taking the form of a
hypothesis that explains phenomena we experience but it itself remains forever
unveifiable or unknowable. The ethical encounter has not and will not take place
but rather it explains the world as it is, including humareegpce. It is, in this
sense, 0andtransoenderitah It i$ both originamnd is utterly beyond

lived experience.

The problem that this type of argumen:
version of the transcendental argument. To be able to talk about it as anything
other than pure hypothesis we must acknowledge its existenegearah only
know about its existence in the world of
descriptions of the fae®-face encounter that indicate insight or experienceef th
face or Ot heiThefateiisdving presentpu det: i Tep.pressi o
66) [my italics] , lcandot disentangle myself from society with the Other,
even when | consider the Being of #vastent he & Tl,(p. 47) [ny italics]. These,
aswellags er ms menti oned above susubgesis Od6epi ph
despie the mystery surrounding the ethical encounter and the seemingly
impossible actuality of the fage-face encounter, that it is intended to be

something experienced, in one way or another.

Levinasob6s apparent indecisiental bet ween
representation of the face is not so much indecision as an acknowledgement that
both can be seen as elements of the ethical encounter. Levinas would also want to
maintain that the ethical encounter is not merely situated in one or other of these
philosophical outlooks. Levinas states it thus:

Between a philosophy of transcendence that situates elsewhere the true life
to which man, escaping from here, would gain access in the privileged
moments of liturgical, mystical elevation, or in dyihgnd a pHosophy

of immanence in which we would truly come iqtossession of being

when eV e (tausedoowat), errcampassed by the same, would
vanish at the end of historywe propose to describe, within the unfolding

of terrestrial existence, of econon@icx i st enceéa rel ationshi
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other that does not result in a divine or human totality, that is not a
totalization of history but the idea of infinity. Such a relationship is

metaphysics itselfTl, p. 52)

Levinas situates his work outside of or ottiean both transcendental philosophy

that posits truth outside of the world of lived human experience and philosophy of
immanence in which there is nothing that is unknowable or outside human
understanding, given enough time. The problem with both of gtekesophical
positions is that they aim toward a totality. Both have the same goal of full and

total understanding of truth which is there to be understood given the right
circumstances. The ethical encounter, on the other hand, suggests that neither
posgtion adequately describes realigs the Other remains unknowable, outside of
totality as the idea of infinity. The above passage ffatality and Infinitydoes

not exclude the ethical encounter from lived expegesg Levinas claims to

pr o pwithiretheanb | di ng of t e rthe eelationshipavithtrex i st ence 6
Other. But this relationship is not the same as our usuaiceday experiences in

which we are able to understand everything we meet in relation to an expectation
of totality. We might nbunderstand everything we come into contact with
immediately but we experience it as a piece of a larger whole. The face of the
Other, on the other hand, is experienced as something that does not fit into this
larger picture. It is not like our experienakeveryday items and then might be
considered analogous to a transcendental experience but Levinas does not want to
situate the face in the totality suggested by transcendental philosophy. Rather,

Levinas suggestséh et hi cal e nc thesewoeiewpdinss. 6 bet weeno

The Infinite and ethics

Where does this leave us? Can we experience the ethical encounter in our

everyday lives? If so, are there particular situations that make us more likely to

encounter the Other or is this a real possibility evieng we meet another person?

Wha does it mean ftranscendéntaltplolosepkyiasdta 6 bet weeno
philosophy of immanence? There is perhaps a hint to the answer to these

questions in the passage quoted above. Levinasfidsritis project as desbing
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G relationship with the other that does not result in a divine or human totality, that

is not a totalizationof Bit or y but t hdl p.5Relheidedof i nf i ni tyd

infinity is clearly a kthepoohisqgakedt of Levi |

Totality and Infinityafter dl. In Chapter Oné discussed the infinite as one of the
ways in which Levinas speaks about the Other. In fact, Levinas deketist

part of secti on | lolaBiscussida ofnfinitysandahe fdce.t h e
The face, the Other, is infinite, infinitely Other, utterly foreign and it overflows
every concept | might have. We have accepted this idea without further
investigation. It is one of the ways in which Levinasdrio explain how the Other

is not something that fits intmyworld, not part of the totality of the same. The

Other is not, net, not understood by terms of logic, it overflows everything we

know and think.

It is worth looking at the idea of infinityna its consequences for the
ethical relation in more detail as it might help us decide whether the ethical
encounter is something that we could experience in general and via the mediation
of literature for our particular purposes. The face is the idediofty and to fully
appreciate the argument Levinas is making we need to go back to René Descartes
who we firstencountered back in Chapter ODescartes proves that God exists
by considering whether the subject is the source of its own ideas. Aratlyere
ideas that the subject has that do not come from within? Descartes has already
established that the only truth he can be certain of and unable to doubt is that he
exists because he thinks. Even as he doubts he is assured of his existence in the

very ac¢ of doubting.

In the Third Meditation he considers those things he doubted in the First.
Objects such as trees, houses, aniihét®se things that he perceived by his
senses. He comes to realise that he can know not the objects but the idea of the
objeds. He might be mistaken in perceiving a goat when in fact it was a sheep but
he cannot be wrong about the fact that he has an idea of a goat. He identifies three
types of ideas or thoughtthose than come from outside ourselves such as the
heat from a fie, those that come from within, that we make up such as the flying
spaghetti monster and finally those that are innate. Descartes considers that all
ideas must have a cause and concludes that even those ideas that seem to come

from the outside could in & come from within. There is no clear way of
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knowing if our ideas of things in the world emanate from the worldaritsr

from within, he claims, &édperhaps there is s
insufficiently known to me, that produces such idieasst as up to now it has

always seemed to me that they formed themselves in me while | am asleep

without any assi st dThiskeavdsDescartes unsueerifnal t hi ngs
there are any ideas that do not find their source in the thinking self. Heummn

to investigate the source of ideas and turns his attention to the idea of God.

Descartes argues that logically speaking the self cannot be the source of an idea

that is greaterthanitsefie descri bes God as o6éeternal, inf
power ful, and the creator o¥fThailehofGddi ngs t hat
within me is of a perfect being; infinite, eternal, all goodpalverful and aH

knowing. | know that | myself am finite and imperfect so Descartes concludes that

the ideaof God could not have originated from within me but must have come

from a perfect being, one that is infinite, eternal, all good, all powerful and all

Kknowi ng. I n this way he is able to establis

existence.

What does allttis have to do with Levinas and the idea of infinity?
Levinas refers to Descartes, especially this Third Meditation, multiple times in
Totality and Infinityand finds inspiration in Descartggoof of God. Levinas
finds the way Descartes connects exté@ydian infinite God) with interiority
appealing. The self, in Descartesd meditat.i
completely exterior to itself the self has an idea of God which comes not from
the self but from outside. In this connection with extgy the self is not
compromisedL e vi nas c¢ | ai mdiscovensa relatbrevetic atotel e s, 6
alterity irreducible to interiority, which nevertheless does notidi@rce to
i nt er Tlor2ill) Hheé sulfject is not annihilated by exteriorityJoes not
become swept up by the infinite but rather the two exist in separation. The self is
not just uncompromised by the idea of the infinite but its relation to exteriority
actually ensures the subjectob6sofGolace in the
within the self to prove Godds existence an

subjectdéds knowledge of the external worl d w

12René Descartes and Michael Moriafeditations on First Philosophy: With Selections from
the Objections and Replié®xford: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 28.
13 Descartes and Moriarty, p. 29.
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Meditation. The influence on Levinasos t|
infinity in the subject. Infinity is larger than the self and must come from the

outside, it can only come from something infinite and the self is finite. The self is

unable to account for the infinite Other, any attempt to understand or think about

the Other will failas a finite being cannot think the infinite; the infinite will

al ways exceed andpsserpassat bglhesfacdsie 09r at t
present in its refusal to be contained. In this sense it cannot bestwmnged, that

i s, encolinp 49%)B& debertheless the idea is there within us.

The idea of the infinite provides a possible place for us to make some
ground on the long answer to my thesis question. We have reached a point where
we are not even sure whether an encounter WwerQther can take place at all, let
alone through the mediation of literature. Levinas seems to entertain both that the
encounter does take place and that it is impossible. | have suggested that the best
reading of this particular question is to resighe&itthe empirical or transcendental
interpretation, rather than arguing one side or the other one ought to find a way to
understand Levinasodos claim that his proj
immanence and transcendental philosophy. How does the itleaiofinite and
Descartesd meditations factor into this?
rediscovers the world of things from the proof that God exists as the source of the
idea of God, Levinas rests subjectivity upon the idea of the infinite. Therdgl
becomes a self in its true sense when it is aware that it is not alone in the world,
master over all. The self, ironically, finds freedom in its own finitude. By realising
that it shares the world with the Other, that the world is not simply theresf
own enjoyment, the self becomes aware of itself as a subject, finite but distinct
from the rest of the world. In this realisation, in becoming a subject, the self is
able to see itself as a distinct and free being, if limited by human finitude. It i
only when the self is met by something outside itself that it can truly become a

subject.

This is the aspect of Levinasé6s thougl
primordial or originary. It would appear to fit best in the transcendental
philosophyinterpretation insofar as the idea of infinity, pure exteriority, cannot be
grasped or understood, surpassing, exceeding or transcending the physical world
of things. Given Levinasods reading of De:
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idea of infinitya priori. Li ke Descartesd doubting
is present and clear when all else is doubted, the idea of infinity appears to be
something we have without having to look outside ourselves to the world around
us. The knowledge of ourselves distinct and finite beings, as subjects in a world
with others is the foundation upon which human experience is lived. Of course,
theorists have spent much time contemplating the nature of subjectivity and the

development of the ego and some offer cadatguments or conflicting opinions

s el

to this. Notably psychoanal yst, Jacques

picture of the development of subjectivity.

Lacandés early account of the mirror

a notion of themsees as complete and distinct selves. It is only when they
encounter their image in a mirtbthat they are able to conceive of themselves as
whole. Lacan then moves on to discuss how this image of a whole contrasts with
the infant 6s s arsiagdronotheir ok af gommlroveatheir o n
bodies. This particular view suggests that prior to the stage in which the child is
able to view themselves from the outside, as a whole being, they do not have a
sense of self of an autonomous free being.yifciaim that the idea of infinity is
somehow primordial, a structure or condition for the possibility of lived human
experience, is correct then the young child would already have adfense
exteriority, of an Other thadtoth challenges their sense of seifl at the same

time makes subjectivity possible. How different are these two claims? Both rely
upon the self coming into contact with something outside or external to itself in
order for it to see itself as a subject; for Levinas it is the Other adiéan it is

an image of the self in which the self sees itself as a whole, autonomous being.
Both claims offer a foundation for subjectivity, a condition for the possibility for
subjective thought. For Levinas we have the idea of infinity, we enter enelat
with exteriority and for Lacan the self only becomes a self, able to function as a
subject (albeit a subject alienated from itself). Lacan can be seen as asking the
same kind of question as Levinas regarding the nature of subjectivity and the
conditiors for the possibility of this. Levinas finds his answer in exteriority which
is known as an idea of infinity which by definition transcends or overflows the

idea within us. Lacan, on the other hand, finds his answer in the psychological

4 Lacan does not link this to an actual, necessary event in the life of the infant.
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development of thehild. The two views are couched in different traditions,

Levinas looks for a phenomenological account of subjectivity which is necessarily

inward looking whilst Lacan looks to empirical studies and constructs a

psychological picture or theory from thRegardless whether the idea of infinity

is a priori or something that features as part of our maturation, neither of which

we canreally know for sure becauser very thought relies on our subjectivity.

There can be no unified perspectives, thinkingoretiity, experiences or

observationsthat an be gr oup e dwithout @subjectithesubject, t | e 061
by definition, does the thinking, observing, has the perspectives and experiences,

iti' s t.he o616

What | am getting at here is that the idea ahiky, the condition for the
possibility of subjectivity, is best seen as primordial. It is a structure of human
experience rather than an event in which one becomes a subject. Whether one
develops a notion of self from an indistinguishable mishmash ebsgn
experienceors born wi t h amdoes mhreallydacter.dimesse of 61 6
human experience, as we know it, relies upon subjectivity. We have an ability to
be aware of something utterly outside of ourselves, which does not destroy our
sense of debut rather guarantees it. This sense or awareness is built into our very
nature. We do not need to actually come into contact with infinity to have a notion
of it. Infinity, after all, or pure exteriority, is impossible to come into contact with.
The irfinite will always exceed our ability to understand or think it, we can never
really know it but we still have a guttural awareness of it. We seem to have sided
with Morgan here, the encounter with the Other (the infinite or pure exteriority) is
impossible it does not occur in our day to day lives. This is, however, not the end

of the story.

The sublime as analogy for the encounter with the Other

The sense or awareness of pure exteriority, of the infinite, might be something
that does not occur as an event, something that is itself without origin as it itself is
the condition for the possibility for subjectivity, but that does not rule out us

experencing something structurally similar to the primordial encounter with the
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Other. To explain this a little further we might take advantdged. e vi nas6s choi c
of | angua g eandabrisiiee thei Karitian sublime. &gnt identifies two

different types of the sublime: the mathematical and dynamic. The mathematically

sublime is with reference to the size or magnitude of the qlgjeainples of this

might be the ocean, a very large mountain or the sky. The dynamically sublime

refers to experiences ofteénse force or power, such as a violent storm or

God/religion. When we encounter these objects we find our senses overwhelmed.

We cannot sense the size of the mountain, it is of course measurable but standing

before it our senses cannot account for thescannot grasp the size of it.

Likewise, standing before a raging storm we find our senses overwhelmed, we are

powerl ess against natureb6s fury. I n these c
displeasure or fear. We are overwhelmed by the object and fearful bevaase

unable to overcome or account for its force or magnitude.

Clearly the story does not end here. The sublime ought to be a pleasurable
experience, humans seek out the sublime, they create works of art that aspire to it,
so what does Kant say abohist? Kant says that the objects we credit with the
quality of the sublime, the mountains, storms, ravines, Egyptian pyramids,
lightning storms and so on, are not really the objects of the sublime. What these
experiences lead us towards is the true expegiehthe sublime, the object of
which are our own rational ideas. According to Kant our experience of
overwhelming sensible objectsiiself overwhelmed by our ability to reason or
think about absolute totality or absolute freedom or our ideas of absotality
and absolute freedom. When faced with a very large mountain that our senses are
overwhelmed by we first experience displeasure or fear because of our own lack
of power but our rational ideas of absolute totality in turn overwhelm our
experiencef being overwhelmed and we experience pleasure at our rational
mastery. The idea of absolute freedom or absolute totality cannot be exhibited. It
is through the experience of the failure of the senses to account for the magnitude
of the sensible objectdhthe mind is led to these ideas. The sublime consists in

our movement back and forward between displeasure or fear and pleasure.

How does this help with the problem of experiencing the encounter with
the Other in general, and via the mediation of liteeain particular? Although
the Kantian sublime is clearly quite specific to his own work@mthe surface
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not relevanttd. e v i n a s & mositphat we neighttconsider it as analogous or

as a structurally similar to the encounter with the Other.eflteunter with the

Other, | have argued, is best seen as primordial and as a condition for the
possibility of subjectivityh o wever | al so contend that
experiences in the phenomenal world point us toward the encounter with the

Other.

The encounter with the Other, in its true sense, is something that marks the
beginning of subjectivity. Because of this, it is outside of human experience but
provides that basis for our lived experience. Like the Kantian ideas of absolute
totality or freedom the encounter with the Other is unexhibitable but | think that
the encounters we have with other people in our day to day lives are structurally
and effectively similar or analogous to the encounter with the Other. The Kantian
sublime takes a seary experience which involves the object overwhelming the
senses and suggests that this is a ruse or structural experience of something
happening internally, namely the object of the experience is actually the ideas of
absolute totality and freedom whiokierwhelm the sense of being overwhelmed.
This is certainly not a or®-one analogy but | think it helps us understand my
proposition. We have two notions of the encounter with the &ti@ne is the
faceto-face as the primordial condition for the podgof subjectivity, and the
other as an experience that we can and do have in our lives. | am arguing that both

are legitimate and necontradictory.

The former understanding of the encounter is foundational. It is an origin
without origin.Without it,t h e r e ¢ aas webuaderstand it Thére is not a
first encounter with the Other, not an historical moment we could point to nor a
moment in an individual 6s devel opment
first encounter with the Other. Becausf this, we cannot experience the
encounter is this very specific sense. What we can and do experience is, | argue, a
sensory or physical phenomenon that is structurally similar to the encounter with
the Other, in the originary sense, when we meet othéhe right circumstances.
| have already suggested that we get a sense of théofémee, of unreciprocated

responsibility and being made hostage to the Other when we see someone in

t

a

Thisiswhere lbegimt use a | ower case 6006 for the experier

otheri the sense of encounter than lies between the experienced and the originary.
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particular need. ivm deseriptiog of thepQther swiddw,i nas s o
orphanos t r a hhgwe hintaa that we might experience the factace when

we see a homeless person on the street. Viewing pictures of victims of the

Holocaust have also been identified as situations in which we might experience

the faceto-face. These are not originary, primordial moments $iatilarly to

Kant 6s sublime, they | ead us to the experie
actual, physical encounter with the other, standing-fadace with another

person, stands like a traceecho of the encounter with the Other in the originary,
conditionfor-the-possibility sense. | am claiming that we can have an encounter

with an other/the Other in our ordinary lives and when we do the experience is

heightened or elevated by the anacamcounter with the Other that provides the

condition for the possibility for subjective experience at all. This aegurallows

for et hics t philosophysfimmarierce anedteamséendantal

phil osophy. One of t hghyiathapteearlarsy of Levi nasos
descriptions of the encounter with the Other strike a chord with readers. When we

read Levinasbés work we instinctively unders
exteriority and its affect upon us. Our experiences with other peotiie world

occasionally reflect the qualities of the encounter with the Other as described by

Levinasi we discover in an other something that appears unknowable, something

that overflows all our attempts to understand or grasp what is made manifsst. Thi

sense of overflowing, the break in totality with something that appears exterior,

appears otherwise, echoes the structure of the encounter with the Other and we

sense a truth or experience that is familiar but beyond experience. The physical

encounter, Argue, gives us the ability éxperieneghe primordia

unexper i enc e a lehceunter. tlikewisesittisahe tramscendent,

anarchic encounter that heightens the physical, mundane encounter to an

encounter with the Other.

Levinas, | have argued above, maintains a position of undecidedness,
failing to be conclusive about whether the encounter with the Other is something
that occurs in lived experience or is a structure of human subjectivity that
provides the condition for éhpossibility for lived experience. He goesfapas to
pl ace his phidpbi®soghyhof imbanente\arel erangcendental

philosophy. At times he speaks as if the encounter with the Other is something
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that happens when humans meet other humashaiaother times he writes as if
the faceto-face is beyond human experience. | have looked at the arguments for

picking an interpretation either empirical or transcendentaand argued that

both are essential components for the fi@eface. Usinglev nas d6s descri pti

the Other as the i1 dea of infinity, | dr e\

i n which | believe Levinaso6s philosophy
interpretations of his encounter with the Other. | have suggested thatdtie-fac

face as condition for the possibility for subjective experience heightens some
encounters with others to the faoeface and this experience, in turn, makes the
encounter with the Other (in the primordial sense) manifest.

My argument, based on thewstture of the Kantian sublime, is consistent
with Levinasbs account orbtality éndInfieityk ount er
allows for both interpretations of the fatmeface and also gives an idea of how
this ethics camesidebetweerthe twointerpretations, requiring a play between the
two for us to be able to experience the encounter at all. A question my argument
raises is under what circumstances we can experience the encounter with the
Other.

Conditions for a n empirical encounter with  the other

| have given two fairly uncontroversial examples of situations in which we might
find ourselves experiencing the fatmeface: when standing before someone who

is homeless and when we look at photos of victims of the Holocaust. The common
factor is the sense of need of théher. These examples require further

consideration. Let us look more closely at the first example. The claim is that
when | encounter a homeless person | find myself stopped short. | am reminded of
my finitude; the world is nomine alone as this stranger makes demands upon me.

| find myself responding with generosity, | must make room irtatedity of my

world for this dher. This is well and good but what about the many times | simply
walk past people living on the streét?ecent wander down Queen Street in
Auckland had me encounter several people who were homeless and begging. | did

not find myself experiencing the Levinasian faodace. | walked on by whilst
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trying to avoid eyecontact. My experience is clearly not gne but exactly what
does it mean? Do | try to avoid egentact with the homeless people on the street
to avoid entering into the fage-face where | will be unable to escape sense

of responsibility the ther calls me to? If the homeless ersruly occupies this

role of dher, widow, orphan or stranger, then how can | remain unaffected?

The Other, iflwe remember back to Chapter Qpéects us, calls us away
and there is no avoiding this call. How then, if the homeless personis a no
controversiakxample of the ther, can | simply walk by with my eyes down? Do
I need to literally stand faeto-face to experience her ather? Certainly my
anticipation would be that | would be
engage with her. If | were to loak her, rather than turn my head away, | would
feel saddened, | would want to help. Is this whatstitutes an encounter with the
other in real terms? | would certainly question my own self, my privileges, my
world in which everyone | know has a roof otleeir heads and food in their belly.
| would also become aware of how this person occupies a position of otherness
that when | am forced to consider it in all its alterity, has a profound effect upon
my sense of the world and my place in it. This singpé&son, who, when | look
upon her, makes a demand of me also goes beyond her individual self; when |
engage with her | realise there are many like her, | staled there are others
who are ther. | may be able to walk past this one person but | cancapeshe
fact that there are others who can call upon me, who remind me of my finitude as

they overflow my attempts to grasp or know them.

Two things to note from this example: the first is the play between the
empirical and transcendent interpretatiaslear in this example. The empirical
situation of meeting a homeless person triggers me to experience the transcendent,
primordial encounter with the Other as the idea of infinity. As | comettatace
with this particular, singular person | experieheg as something beyond my
understanding, as the idea of infinity; she overflows the manifestation of herself
and although | might be able to walk past her | am aware, as | walk by, that in
dodging her demands, her alterity | am not escapingttiexOther at all. The
second thing to note about my example is that even as | may walk by the person
on the street | am not successful in escapin@therOther. My motivation in
turning my head as | walk by is to avoid these of responsibility that thehar
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invokes My world is unsettled as theher calls meout and | attempt to turn the

other into an object, something inert and knowable to escape. The fact of the play
between the encounter as empirical and encounter as condition for the possibility
for swbjective experience means that even as | turn away from the homeless
person and seek to avoid being made hostage to their call; | am unable to avoid
theotherOther in the wider sense.

Although the homeless person example is more problematic than we might
initially think, I can walk by and seemingly remain unaffected by her plight, it
serves to illustrate the play between the empirical and transcendental aspects of
the encounter with thetherOther. What else does it tell us about empirical
encounters thahight fit the role of an encounter with the Other? Is it purely the
plight or need of the person that causes the self to experience the person as
infinitely Other, requiring a response of generosity, unreciprocated responsibility
and a questioning of sélfif so, then what of injured people? Do Emergency
Room doctors and nurses constantly experience the encuouthiéhe dher as
they are exposed so regularly to people in serious need? Certainly, it would seem,
that there is mre to the encounter with tle¢gher than someone in need. It is yet to
be seen if being in need is a necessary, let alone sufficient, condition for the

encounter.

With questions remaining over the required conditions ficgrapirical
encounter with thetber let us turn to my secomsample: the photos of prisoners
in concentration camps from the Second World War. | cited this example earlier
and in connection with the ethical sayi n:
one hand this example seems to be thatgssential encounteritiv the dher in
which the subjectdés world is simultaneou!
that shes not master over thigleer and therefore not alone in a world that is
there just for her) and her subjectivity is confirmed (she sees hersetfistinct
person in a world with others). The extreme conditions the people in the photos
haveenduredthe attempts to deny them a place in the world, the systematic
attempt to strip their identity and humanity results in images that really brings
their humanity, their identity, their otherness to the fore. The eyes staring straight
at the camera have seen and experienced things viewers cannot imagine and

makes them rethink their entire world. This example shares the quality of need
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found in the examplabove; the people in the images are in great need. They call

to us, our eyes meet theirs and we know we are responsible. The Holocaust, the

systematic genocide of six million Jews, weighs upon humanity. The events of

19391945 changed what we thought abbuiman nature and what we considered

possible. Decades on from the Holocaust our collective consciousness still calls

for us to be responsible, as auffdor and Hol
forget the dead would be akim killing them a second tm & Thére is an

imperative to remember, to hold the lives and deaths of those victims in our

consciousness and respond with generosity, with a world. So far this example

appears to be a narontroversial expeence of the encounter with thther.

There is however something unusual about this example that might help us
understand the encounter with thier with relation to literature. The encounter
is mediated. | do not come fat®face with a person in the flesh but rather the
meeting spans decadése face is not one | can touch but remains as an echo, a
moment in time when the person in the photo gazed into a camera and called for
help, asked not to be killed, to be given a world. Levinas, we have already seen,
suggests that the fate-face cannbbe mediated; to represent the other
necessarily limits her. This means that either this example is not an example of a
empirical encounter with thelger or there is something unique about
photographic representation or that Levinas is incorrect iol&is about the
faceto-face and representation. Subjectively, the photographs of concentration
camp prisoners elicit a response that match
encounter with the Other. For argument 6s s a
experience is legitimat we can and do encounter thiees in this circumstance.
This leaves us with the question of the nature of the representation in the case of
photography and L evitoface éxcludingimediatonabout t he f

Lessons from photography

Photography certainly seems to represent differently to other art fOumslay
to-day use of it aims foa transparent replication. We take photos and view photos

'® Elie Wiesel Night (New York: Bantam Books, 1982), p. xv.
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in such a way as to forget that there is any mediation going on. With cameras

becoming ubiquitous in the twentyst century, photographs are used as mirrors,

as machines that replicate exactly. But
shap count as art and does it represent in a way that is different to photographs

that we migh ¢ o n s i Rbger Scratany it 80198issay, argues that

photography is not representatioffaie notes that in painting an artist represents

something or someone. This object or subject does not necessarily exist. An artist

may paint a person but thperson might include the features of several different

people and not be a representation of a particular person in the world. The artist

intends to represent a subject and this is not reliant upon nor validated by the

subject existing in the real worlBhotography, on the other hand, involves a

photograplof someone. Scruton distinguishes between the representational act of

painting which involvesntentionand photography which is marked tgusality

We do not have ti me t oorelcloselkbutantthe &geofut ond s
Photoshop and photographic manipulation his claims regarding causality vs

intention seem outdated and seem to misunderstand the artistic side of

phot ography, i ncl untendedjecisiameregarding frasng,r ap her 0

exposure, lighting and so on.

Jean Baudrillard also considers the role of photography with regard to
representation and reality. Where Scruton argues photography simply translates
reality, reflects it without representation, Baudrillard, by contrast, aruastt 6t h e
photographic image materi a'fWeynightheeens | at es
notice an affinity with Levinasds concer |
has with works of art (including literary works) is that they represent what is
absentThey are mere representations that do not give access to any
transcendental truth (or access to the Other). Baudrillard, unlike Levinas, does not
relegate (photographic) works of art to some secondary ontological status behind
reality. Rather, BaudrillaF seems to suggest that photography allows a truth to be

seen that would otherwise be inaccessible.

YRoger Scruton, 6Phot oQiica mduiyy, 74198l), HEP3r esent at i onod,
Jean Baudrillard, O6Photography, orCthebne Writing c
2000 <http://www.ctheory.net/articles.aspx?id=126> [accessed 15 July 2015].
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Baudrillard discusses the Ophotographic
delve into an analysis of realithy but it 1is
highlights or reveals the fragmented appearance of ré3lity.describes the
photographic gaze as, 6a very brief revelat
di sappear an c 8Thedpplitatioe of thébgaze ofthe . 0
lens/photographer momentarily Isaattention to the fragmentation of objects in
reality but this dissolves when the photograph becomes the fiction of reality and
the object under the photograph gaze disappears. Baudrillard suggests that the
photograph is not an®bTegvergmataradfati on but a o6f
photography is such that it captures reality instantaneously and appears to
immediately represent the world. However, this is a fiction of representation. The
camera captures the world in an instant and displays it in a particayaaind the
world allows itself to be captured in this way. It appears to us as constantly in
motion but the photographic lens allows us to see a fictionalised, momentary
instant of the world. What we see in the photographic is not really there in the

world, the object disappeafs.

Baudrillard continues to explain that in
the photograph involves not just an objeat Scruton fashion where the object is
merely translated into an image by an inert technical précesssimply a
subject who acts to capture the image but it takes its light from both subject and
object. He argues that, like the object that disappears under the writing of light,
t he Other is not what o6écatches dfthee photogr a
Ot her when the pKBaodriaphardi st absentlbearly
never in the real presence of the object. Between reality and its image, there is an
i mpossi bl #The phatdymph gaes ndt transport or transparently reflect
reality onto celluloid, there is an exchange, mediation, translation from the object
to its image. In the end, both object and subject (the person behind the lens)
disappear and all that remains is the fiction of representation.

1% Baudrillard.
2 Baudrillard.
2L Baudrillard.
22 Baudrillard.
B Baudrillard.
2 Baudrillard.
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What do these observationgdato our consideten of the encounter with
theda her i n photographs of the Holocaust ? .
photographic images and works of art like painting might help explain how we
can have an encounter with thaer without going againstdlv i nas 6s concern
regarding art and representation. The photograph, in this case, is a @ithere
Holocaust survivors, the photographer does not intend to represent them in any
particular way but simply starts a causal chain that results in reakty (th
concentration camp prisoners) being translated or reflected on celluloid strip. This
causal, rather than representational, relationship to reality means that we could
consider ourselves fade-face with the person in the photograph, who is, after all,
areal person even if they are currently absent. One does experience a certain
immediacy when viewing photographs that might be lacking in the plastic arts. |
guestioned this particular argument earlier and suggested thmbthes operandi
for photographexis in the realm of intention rather than a clog in a causal wheel.

Baudrill ard makes an apt point that s
l ine of argument. Baudrillard cl aims that
we spontaneously takeamemab si t i on on t he photographe!
l ens takes &Wegdpsadtdiniply contious abaus aurtdaily lives
when someone attempts to take our photo.
lens is not reality but a fiction. We pose. Wesition our faces towards the light.
We work the angles of our face for the resulting image to be flattering.
Baudrillard goes so far as to say, O6[e] v
how t o spont an e*oThesvérymomentthie keeppears pefoee . 6
us we find ourselves lifted from our lives and standing before and for the camera.
The image that is produced is not of me |
instant. The photographer works to capture a moment (which does not exist) by
careful use of light, angles, exposure and so on but the object of the photographic
gaze also works to represent herself in a particular way, even without knowing

that she does so as she spontaneously strikes a pose.

On the bal ance ypdofdargamentgeems n&we.rThereasn 6 s t

representation involved in photography. |

% Baudrillard.
2% Baudrillard.
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art, the representation in photographs operates to stand in the absence of the
subject/object. There is an immediacy and apparent correiatibe image but if
Baudrillard is to be believed this is a fiction. The world represented by the
photograph does not exist. Certainly there will be further arguments on either side
of this issue but | maintain that there is intention and representation

photographs. The next question to be considered is whether the representation is
ontologically similar to the representation we find in works of art and particularly
literary works @ art. If we can encounter théher through a photograph and if
photogaphs represent in a similar or equivalent way to works of art and literature
then it would follow that we cdd have an encounter with théher via works of

art and literature.

The major difference in the representation in photography compared to
works d art is the role of the object of representation. Baudrillardveabave
seen above, rhatemanaies somdothdHe supjbct add object. The

6objectd of the photo holds more power or

S

6objectsd of other artistic representation.

show my lefthand side, believing it theetter of my two aspects, | might angle

my face down to appear slimmer or raise an eyebrow to appear quizzical. | may
do these things consciously or unconsciously and the photographer may employ
certain techniques to make me appear one way or anothéichahbt be

mistaken that | play a role in the representation of me. If | were to sit for an artist |
might attempt to pose in a particular way but the artist has the ability and freedom
to override my posturing. She might choose to ignore my cocked eyelro

interpret my lefthand leaning in an abstract way. She could simply ignore my
pose and paint me the way she sees me. She might only use my nose and
reconstruct the rest of my face from her imagination. The point being that
although photography may megsent in an analogous way to other works of art,
there is an immediacy that stems from the role of the object of the
photograph/representation. What might Levinas say about this? He may admit that
this form of representation differs in kind to other &idisepresentation but the

fiction of the image would be where he would object. Levinas might argue that the
way a momentary igmented representation of thieer, taken in an instant, is

removed from iteveryday being means that théer is fixed in tne, limited and
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brought into the realm of the same or totality. A photograph risks destroying

alterity; it risks turning the infinite ther into a posed object. But is this always the

case? Baudrillardds observatioohe about t h
photograph (the person in front of the lens) as well as from the person behind the

camera, suggests a life within the image, a desire to communicate or depths that

move beyond the image.

The basis for my selection of this examplehotographs offisoners in
the concentration camps of the 1940s subjective. It is based upon my own
sense of disruption of self, responsibility and sense that | have encountered
something utterly exterior when | view them. | find | am dwarfed by the
magnitude of sdéring and resilience etched upon the faces and bodies of these
people. The mediation of the photograph, in my opinion, aids the sense that the
face | have encountered is utterly beyond my understanding. The play between
reality and its image, with the kmtedge that the image is a fiction of reality
which itself is a fiction created by the confrontation of the photographic lens and
the object in front of the camera, means that the image we view, the face captured
on film, has completely unknown depths. tbe one hand, we might see the
image as a very limited moment in time, freezing the subject into a knowable and
finite part of totality but in some case:
representation of a moment past, the face frozen in time, highlightgherness

of the person.

We might see a photograph of a Holocaust survivor in a concentration
camp. The face, gaunt and staring, does not express finitude; it does not ask to be
brought into the realm of the same. Rather, it makes otherness manifesgtes
a life present that is utterly unknowable to me. It is unknowable in its mundane
details, where the person was born, their favourite subject in school, who they
married, where they were when war was declared, buaisassunknowable in
other wgs; the suffering, the healireak, the indignities, the hope, the despair,
the propulsion to survive, to exist despite it all. | can never know that. The very
fiction of the image, its disconnect to the reality and the fiction of the moment,
work to makethe alterity manifest. If the photograph were a simple translation, an
exact representation of the person as they are in reality, then certainly the
argument for alterity being quashed would hold some strength. But in the light of
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Baudr i | | arrabsut ghbtagephy, eombined with the subjective
experience of viewing particular photographic images, the image points to alterity,
to an ungraspable otherness that overflows the representation we are faced with

and slips away from our attempts to urstend it.

I will be the first to admit that this argument is not conclusive or
exhaustive. It is based partly on Baudrill a
open to disagreement and partly on subjective experience which might-be non
representative. Hoawer, it does provide a model in which we sae how an
encounter with thetber might be possible through mediation. | have already
distinguished between the encounter with the Other in the primordial sense which
cannot be experienced except by strudtyieand effectively similar experiences
in the real world which eelad twhe |l @mdar chic e
experiences of thetloer are what we are currently considering. | have given two
examples of when we might felat we have encountered thiber in our
everyday lives: the first is the when we come feeéace with a homeless person
and the second is in photographs of prisoners in Nazi concentration camps. | have
explored these two examples in more detail to learn about the nature of our

0 e vdear yyperiemces of encountering thiner.

The place of need

The example of homelessness raised somkelems for encountering théher in

reality. | suggested that although | might experience the type of encounter Levinas
describes in some of ndealings with homeless people, at other times | can walk
by without appearing affected by the megtihexplored ways in whichrhight

still be affected in appropriate ways despite my attempts to bypass the encounter
and finally | asked if need was a nssary or sufficient conddn for the

encounter with thetber. From this example we were able to see an interplay
between the transcendental or primordial encounter and the empirical encounter.
The transcendental encounter with the Other, which is natthomg we can

experience, forms the basis of subjective experience and with this as the condition
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for the possibility for lived human experience at all, it makes sense that
encounters with others in our daily lives adhere to this structure.

Need or suffang was a factor in both examples and | asked whether it
might be a necessary or sufficient condition for having an encounter with the
otherOt her . Levinasds examples of the Other
(widow, stranger, orphan) and my two exaes follow suit. We have established
that need is apparent in many cases wineréave an encounter with théher,
but are there any where it is not? Levin:
some wg to support the idea that theh@r is connected tine idea of suffering.
He c¢claims, O6[h]is very epiphany consi sts
face of the StrangerTl, thhe Wi7)Xowlt aingl it ed
that the Other faces the I. But, at the same time, the Othie akea of infinity,
6designates a height angp.4l).The®ther i ty, a t |
appears in need as she faces us and implores us to make space for her in our world,
but this is achieved by calling us forth, from a height, as the @tipores she
commands, Othou shalt not murderdéd. The Of

suffering, is also in a position of height which indicates power or perfection.

To answer my question, being in need is neither a necessary nor sufficient
condition forthe encounter with thetherOther. The other/@er cannot be
typecast in this kind of way. By definition the Other is utterly beyond my
understanding, beyond any concept | have. To limit the possibility of an encounter
with theotherOther to those in re&l works to destroy the otherness by bringing
the Other back into the realm of the sami
singularity that disrupts the same, elects the | to respod become responsible.
The dher might very well be someone who is stiffg, certainly this type of
situation often has the ability to affect the subject in the correct kind of ways but
Levinasdéds analysis of the enoaltheer wi t h
in need despite some of the examples he employs to degc@uenther argues,
0 [othé extent that the alterity of the other isnitifeed with particular social,
economic, or political differences, it loses the ethical power to break with every
context and to cut across relative differences. Predisslguse the other coube

anyon@ black or white, rich or poor, American or Afghénihe commando
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respond to the ot h.€0Goesthesisresgondingtocritcgy i s abs ol
who make use of Levinasodés wor kyhisn political
discussions on otherness with a politically marginalised group. She poirtteut

indoingsot he o6et hi cal powerd6 of Levinasb6s descr
would then come under t-hé.t i patthaveyi oaadhel ogi c
singularity of the other, the way théher is unlike or beyond ewsne and

everything else | knowhat holds the power and key to the ethical encounter. One

cannot prectt when an encounter with théher might occur in daily experience,

nor the situdon that will facilitate it.

The answer regarding need or suffering above is significant for my overall
project. It would be hard to argue that a text is in need or suffering or that the
author responsible for the work is in this situatithiis the singlarity of the
otherOtherthat holds the power to arrest the subject. This does not seem to
discount the possibility cdn everyday encounter with thtéher via the mediation
of literature. The text can ®haizomeen as an u
The 6authord speaks, e-postmedsrsveoddthietexd msel ves.
itself is singular insofar as we subscribe to the position that there is not a literary
essence that defines Literature. Each work signifies uniquely and enters a complex
relationship with Literature (in generadhGad amer argues that the te
c h al P& spepksé@nd asks to be heard, to be understood. The reader finds
themselvesddressedby the work, invited to participate. In Levinasian terms, the
text addresss the reader and asks the reader to make room for it in the world; the

text needs the reader to make the dead words on the page come to life.

So, on one level we might be able to justify the structurally amil
everyday encounter with théher being aplied to literature. The singularity of
the call or command can be seen as structurally similar wthieeOther that
addresses in the fate-face. It is this sense of being addressed by a work of
literature that has led to the increasing uptake ofievis 6 s wor k by | i terar’
after all. I't i s important to remember that

that the encounter with the other in everyday life, whether it betéefzee or

" Guenther, p. 201.

Bl'n the particular sense of 6authoro6 established abc¢
®One might think of Jacqu eessapthataddredsedtiisiséuB.ef or e t he L&
% GadamerRelevancep. 26
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mediated in some way, is the encounter with the Othdweistrictly ethical sense

but rather it is how we are able to experience the primordial encounter with the

Other. This leaves the final problem of representation within the encounter with

the other (in the everyday dghesisse). Al t ho
question might seem to offer a work around, insofar as | have distinguished

between the primordial encounter with the Other that cannot be experienced in

itself and the everyday encounter with the other which is structurally similar to

and signifieghe primordial encounter in a play between the empirical and
transcendental, | do not claim this intei
concerns regarding art and literature. Just as there are certain situations or events

that will inspire the Kanéin sublime and others that will not, the Levinasian-face

tof ace wi l | not become manifest in every
still hold.

Back to the question of literature

The example of the photograph considered earlier suggestedd vegyesenting
which differs fromthe representation that Levinas subscribes to the plastic arts
and extends to |iterature. This view of |
notion of presentation as play explored in Chapter Thread relies on thlea

of the presentation or revelation of a tradition but moves beyond this to question
the idea of mimesis at all. In photography the object of the photograph (the person
in front of the lens) has the ability to contribute to the representation in hatys t

the object represented in plastic arts does not. The resulting image is more than
mere representation in which the absence of the object is signified. The active role
played by the person in front of the lens means that the image is able to present
theobject of the photograph in a way that captures a particular moment that is
gone in the instant the photograph is taken. The resulting image does not signify

an absent reality nor does it rely upon its connection to reality for its signification.

Baudril ar déds contempl ation of the quest.i:
photography allows us to argue that the active staging of the image, the posing for

the lens, creates a break with reality that allows the resulting image to exist in
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paral |l el wi t Whednbrheat captaradion fimodods dod exist

separate to the i mage, nor does the i mage <c
captured is no more Oreal é than the i mage o
representation or presentation presents a potentiateea r gu ment t o Levi nas
concern with art and representation. Levinas dismisses art from the transcendental

or faceto-face as it merely represents what is absent and in doing so can only

partake of the same or totality. The face depicted in art isrppresentation,

according to Levinas, and as such it represents finitude, not the idea of the infinite.
Levinasds objection, when art is understood
otherness of the Other is quashed in representation. The art conaoesebiit the

image does not face back. The image is trapped in immanence and unable to

express anything other than lack (of the object/subject represented). The active

role of the object of the photograph in the representation and the staging of

Or eaalliltoywdss us to challenge Levinasbés probl e

The person present in the photographic image may be absent in the flesh
but in striking a pose for the camera they are abéxpoessthis is particularly
clear in the example | have given above of prisoners in concentration camps
during World War Two. The faces, looking straight down the lens, express
themselves, ask to be given a world. The act of stopping, standing for the camera,
taking a moment to step out of oneds everyd:
photograph that is not reliant upon the physical everyday reality that Levinas is
imagining. The photograph is not the mere representation of an absent object
because that objeas it is made manifest in the photograph does not exist except
in the photograph.

| have suggested that the mediated photographic image not only goes some
way to counter Levinasb6s concerns with art
it also highlighs, rather than destroys, otherness. What, then, can these
observations do for our wider concérthe encounter with thetherOther and
literature? The medium of photography may allow a mediated encounter with the
other (in the empirical sense) butdes not necessarily follow thahy type of
mediated encounter will result in the encounter with the other. This leads me to
ask, are there any similarities between representation in photography and
representation in literature that might allow literary k#oof art to mediate an
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(empirical) encounter with the other? It is worth remembering at this point that we

are trying to work within Levinasds | i mi:i
is structurally similar to the encounter with the Other in th@qndial, strictly

ethical sense, and its true object is not the empirical other but rather it signifies

towards the primordial encounter with the Other. The empirical encounter with

the other, guided by Levi-tofacedisileghg scr i pt i
presence and rejecting mediation by works of art from which the other is absent.

The case of photography, | have argued, offers a different understanding of how

the faceto-face might work through mediation. The active role of the person in

front of the lens, their connection with the person behind the lens and the fiction

of reality that marks representation in photography poses a situation in which an

empirical encounter with the other may occur despite the encounter being

mediated.

Can literatire also offer a mediated encounter with the other? Let us begin
by considering the role of the 6otherdo i
occupies a more active role in the representation than in other artistic¢'media
This changed the dynamid representation and reality. What of the other in
literature? The literary other, as | have argued above, is not a character in the text
but rather the horizon within which the text emerged and that it reflects. This |
have named t he rd& uitsh otrhbe olrhee whaou tehxopr es s e
both the person/s who created the text, the history and literary milieu that the text
belongs to and the text itself insofar as the text lives a separate existence to its
history, creator and other texts, alwaygnifying beyond this tradition and

transformed in connection with the various horizons of its readers.

The 6authord shares the acftlTheve rol e cl
author, 6 |l ike the person in flkoeent of t h
the representation that will be made manifest in the work of art. This might seem
counterintuitive at first glance. Our gut feeling is that the author shares the
position of the subject with the persbahindthe lens of the camera. They are the
creative force behind the work and, like the photographer choose the setting,

frame, subjeetmatter and so on. This would not be an incorrect positioning of the

3L At least according to Baudrillard.
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aut hor . |l suggest, however, that the d6daut ho
in the literay work of artalsooccupies the position of object. If the author is the

person who crafts the work and the object of the work is the horizon presented in

the work then the 6authordé is both subject
60aut hor 6naslmoth thdame tlsattmnscribes the representation (the

photographer) but also that which is represented, or that which actively presents

itself as worldview or horizon (the person in front of the lens). The person/s

crafting the work can actively chomglements of the work and how they will be

di splayed. Take, for example, Philip K. Dic
women or women who are androids such as Pris FrauenzimmeWeo@an

Build Youand Pris Stratton frordo Androids Dream of Eledt Sheep?his

repeated charactéype is actively chosen by Dick and he expresses his distrust of
womankindds coldness. He is able to make th
again. This is not to say that an author or creator of a literary werkdmaplete

active control over every aspect of the text. Unconscious thoughts and desires

may work their way into the text or the author might allow certain situations out

of their control dictate aspects of the work (such as tossing a coin to decide if a

character lives or dies) or the author might base parts of the work on happenings

in the o6real worl dé which colour the artwor
Regardless, like the person posing in front of the camera, the author as creator of

the work has control over what is represented and how it is represented.

Moreover, if one views the literary work of artespressiof of t he déaut hor 6 a
horizon or worldview) rather than a specific character in a certain setting

performing particular actiongshé similarity with the person in front of the lens

posing for the camera becomes more clear. Charles Bernstein can be seen as

6posingd in quite a different way to T. S.

What, then, of the disconnect or break with reality thatd@#iard argues
is characteristic of photography, is this true for literary works as well? The
photograph captures an instant which i s gon
instantaneous fragment of reality that is represented, the moment in time, argues
Baudrillard, is a fiction of reality. The person in front of the lens is elevated from
her everyday | ife, caught in a pose that 1is

The image becomes that which endures, more real than the moment that gave rise
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to it. Is there a similar fiction of reality at work in the representation in literary
works? Literary works represent in ways that are quite different to photographic
or plastic arts, especially the plastic arts as Levinas depicts them. In photography,
painting or sculpture there is often (but by no means always) a model or object
upon which the artwork is based. This is the realist, purely representational view
of art that Levinas seems to adhere to and rejects from the transcendental. A
person stands b@re the photographer, artist or sculptor and the artist attempts to
represent the model ds | i keness and what e\
the representation. The connection to reality, to the inspiration for the work,
seems relatively clear. Bbme cases the model does not stand before the artist but
might be a fictional character from myth, fable or tradition. In these cases the one
to-one relation is less clear but the artist is able to draw upon other works that
depict the figure, includingral or written reports, as well as their own

imagination. This, of course, is a terrifically simplified and contentious summary
of what happens when an artist sets about creating a work of art. | do not intend
this to be anything more than the most basiscription of the physical act of
inspiration and representation in cases of realist ornmegdist works of art

featuring a human figure.

Literary works, on the other hand, rarely involve a specific person
represented with realist accuracy. Writers rdegwv upon their own selves and
connections to create and craft characters but they rarely seek to exactly represent
a single person as a character in their work. It is more common for writers to draw
upon aspects of several people as a conglomerate elvidto their
imagination to create the characters that populate their stories. Barbara Kingsolver,
f or i nst ahoseeharactetsare msspeople | know, and none of them is
me. My job, as | understand it, is to invent lives that are far malighganing
than my own, invested with special mean@fdingsolver here identifies her
characters as inventions from her imagination rather than as based on her own self
or actual people in the world. Likewise, Graham Greene identifies his characters
asoming from i magi nat[naone meeetkhoswws endgughan r e al

about characters in real life to put them into novels. One gets started and then,

¥Bar bara Ki ngs ol vBarbaraKingsdive The Auttiorized Siteg 6
<http://www.kingsolver.com/fag/aboutriting.html#6> [accessed 6 July 2015].
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suddenly, one cannot remember what toothpaste they use; what are their views on

interior decoratia, and one is stuck utterly. No, major characters emerge; minor

ones may be photograph&iAnd Iris Murdoch also claims to invent characters,

or to | et them emerge, rather than produce
dj] ustby this process of sitting and waiting. | would abominate the idea of putting

real people into a novel, not only because
al so because | think it would be terribly d
copy of sonebody | know. | want to create somebody who never existed, and who

is at the same time a plausible per&in.

The mode of representation in literary art, the fact that characters, places,
times can be completely fictional, inventions that bear no resengblarico ,&r eal i t y
suggest a break with reality that is reminiscent of the fiction of reality identified
by Baudrillard in photography. Levinasds co
literary artworks in this condemnation, is that they only mimic reality, thogyfg
the absence of what is real and because of this they are unable to partake of the
transcendental. He argues against the tradition by which art is seen as offering
knowledge or truth that lies beyond reality and is only accessible through artistic
insight. The mimetic nature of art, for Levinas, renders it a hollow representation,
firmly in the realm of the same in which the subject of the work of art is presented
as a part of the totality; to represent the subject in works of art the subject must be
known, it must be presentable and the infinitely other, the beyond understanding,
by definition will exceed representation, will slip beyond any ability of the artist
to present them in paint, sculpture or words. The fictional aspect of literary works
comgicates the objection Levinas puts forward.

Works of literary art do not have to represent reality. One might think of
fantasy or fairy tales in which the characters are not only fictional in that they are
not based on real people but are frequently mehdauman but rather are mystic
beings, elves, dwarves, orcs, speaking animals and so on. The work of literary art

does not rely upon the real world in the way Levinas suggests. The literary work,

#¥Martin Shuttleworth and Simon RaveRais 6Graham Greene
Review Autumn 1953 <http://www.theparisreview.org/interviews/5t@8art-of-fiction-no-3-

grahamgreene> [accessed 6 July 2015].

#lefry Meyers, o6l ris Mur doc Raris Reviee'Summer 1986 Fi cti on No.
<http://www.theparisreview.org/interviews/2313/ag-of-fiction-no-117-iris-murdoch>

[accessed 6 July 2015].
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like the photograph, does not capture reality in itselé Work of literature

creates a new reality. Foll owing Baudril |
photography one might argue that the literary work is more real than reality. The

|l iterary work stands on its own, ,partly
desire to exist and be acknowl edged, par:
tradition, history and specific personal experiences that the author has lived

through and with. The work of literature, in the end, signifies itself. A common

description 6the writing process by authors is that the characters, settings and

storylines emerge. The author lives with these features of the text and facilitates

their emergence. Some authors describe the characters and stories taking over,

diverging from the patthe author set out for them from the beginning. The text

can be seen as taking on a o6life of its
from the physical reality of our I|ived e:
the conventional sense) rdié.

Summary

The literary text, with its ability to present the fiction of reality, as well as fiction

in the common sense, is able to be seen as constructive, or making manifest,

presenting rather than representing. The literary text does not simpphgeat

some aspect of reality that is not present to represent itself. By contrast, it can be

seen as making the horizon of the 6aut hol
unknown and that signifies itself rather than pointing to something in realiy. Th

suggests a potential for an encounter with the other.

The work presents itself as a call, as a singular, unique expression. It is
language. The literary text is the use of language which bridges the distance
bet ween two hor i z ahesther)éand thdt of thd readeh,e G aut h o
without closing that distance. To read a work of literature does not necessarily
involve understanding the other, the horizon of the author, reducing this otherness
to the same or totality. The work, as mediatim as expression, does not invite
understanding or knowledge of the 6ot her

This positions it between Gadamer 6s her m
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The text, as expression, signifies only its own self. It does ntd tgpresent

reality; it does not paint a picture of the other. As mediation, as a filter through

which the otherness of the authords horizon
other can be glimpsed, felt but not known. Certainly a text allowsderéa have

some insight into the worldview of the creator/s of the work, including the

historical, personal, cultural and literary milieu from which it arose but the text, in

the end, presents fiction. It does not point to its author (in the broad $ehse o

term or the more traditional definition of it) but rather expresses itself and in

doing so does not allow itself to be reduced. The work of literature by the very

fact of it being expression and mediation means that it stands alone. There is a

removefrom the other that protects its otherness.

The literary text presents otherness, gives a glimpse of the other without
defining the other; reducing it to the same. If the literary text was a simple
representation of the other then the other would becegtito a part of the totality.

The reader would approach the text and fully comprehend the other; the other
would fit into their schema of how the world is and works. But the literary text as
expression and mediation, presents something else. A fictieagl/rthat does

not depend upon physical reality but at the same time the singular, particular work
allows a glimpse at something beyond the work, the otherness of the text is felt by
the reader who can respond but not fully understand or comprehenthérisess

that slips beyond the words on the page. This sense of having encountered
something beyond my understanding in my reading of a wditecdtureleaves

me feeling like | have encountered something truly beyond myself in the
Levinasian ethical sese. This empirical encounter is made possible because of the
primordial encounter with the Other. It is this structure that makes subjective
experience possible and the empirical experiences of otherness signify-this un

experienceable but neverthelessmpimaenological encounter.

In this way, we might allow a tentative positive answer to the question of
this thesis, O6can wethetDther throlmmtheenediatomnt er wi t h
of |literature?d The short answer, or answer
with the Other in the strictly transcendent
that which our experience is based upon. There is no subjegegience

without this primordial encounter therefore we cannot experience it in itself. The
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possibility for an affirmative answer rests with our distinction between empirical
and primordial encounters. The empirical encounters, | have argued, reflect or
signify the primordial encounter. When we experience otherness in our everyday
lives, it is because it is structurally similar to the primordial encounter which is
the basis for human subjectivity. It is through our empirical encounters of

otherness thave are able to experience the primordial, ethical Cther.

The possibility of an experienced encounter with the other opens the way
to consider whether one could experience a mediated encounter with the other.
The active representation that has been argubd characteristic of literary texts
suggestsacountarr gument to Levinasds objections
representation of that which i s absent
with the other as a purely unmediated experiencelliatiging over our heads.
We can sidestep the issue by saying we do not encounter the other in literature
but experience something structurally similar to this encounter which signifies the
unmediated facéo-face summons. If empirical encounters with tiher signify
toward the primordial encounter with the Other then perhaps mediated encounters

with the other in literature signify toward the empirical unmediated experience.

% n the latter part of this chapter | have made the cadedmature as a legitimate mediation for

the encounter with the other and at times this has set an opposition between the plastic arts and
literary art. The opposition arises from a narrow understanding of the plastic arts, in keeping with
L e vi n a ssios of painttg and sculpture. | suspect the same case could be made for plastic
arts and certainly for musical works of art but this falls outside the scope of this thesis.
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Chapter Sixd Thé&Purloined Letter &
Introduction

lhave explored the question 6can we have an
the mediation of |iterature?6 in detail 1in
Levinasds phenomenol ogical description of t
considered his reasons fanguing against the ethical in art and, more specifically,
l'iterature. I then | ooked to Gadamer 6s hern
approaching texts without destroying their
protestations, | argued we can have an encounthrtiagtother in literature in the
empirical sense and that this experience is structurally similar to and signifies the
encounter with the Other in the primordial sense. Like the Kantian sublime, it is
only through the encounters with the other that wessgmerience the encounter
with the Other.

| have positioned my positive answer to the question of the thesis between
Levinasds phenomenol ogy and Gadamer 6s her me
by consideration of the twearduldi nkers i n di a
understanding, its relation to language and focus on the matter at hand have
allowed me to consider how one might approach a literary work and say
somet hing about it without reducing its oth
account of the encotar with the Other has given a framework for the urgency
and sense of responsibility that seems to attract readers of literature whilst also
setting a very high bar for what counts as an encounter with the Other. Putting
Levinas and Gadamer into conversatallowed me to develop an idea of who the
other in literature is and how it functions in literary texts.

The questions | have asked and arguments | have given thus far remain
situated on the boundary between philosophy and literature. They have been
somavhat abstract and removed from the business of reading despite being
actively engaged with reading in both form and content. With the theoretical
arguments drawn | will now turn to look at a specific literary text and the analyses
that surround it to anchehe arguments | have made and allow me to explore the

practicalities and implications of these discussions further.
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The text | have decided to focus this
by Edgar Allan Poe. This text was the original inspiratiomigrthesis; in the
debate surrounding the work Jacques Derr|
Poe of an interpretive violence. This led me to consider the question of ethics and
reading, and more specifically, do we have ethical obligations to tesds?this
i nitial question | formulated the questi
is interesting and engaging but the interpretation of it by Lacan, Derrida and
Johnsohis where the insights into the relation of readers and texts is irast ¢
I n this chapter | wil/l |l ook at the seri e:
investigate the relationship between texts and readers. | will look at how readings
are perhaps destined to fail insofar as the moment we seek to place a frame around
the text (which is necessary to say anything about it at all) we find ourselves
limiting and reducing the otherness of the text and imposing our own horizon
upon it but argue that it is the failure to fully grasp the text that allows a site of
othernesstomer ge. | will then give a reading o
otherness resides atithtseeks to preserve this otherness thus exploring the ways
in which we can encounter the other in this text. This concrete example will help
me illustrate the Levinasian encounter with the other in mediation as well as the
way in which seeking understandiofjithe matter at hand, inspired by Gadamer,
allows this otherness to not only be maintained but experienced at all.

Background

Poebds short st or ysparkédBome ohié mostinterestiegd Let t er
debate in twentieth centuRrench thought. Theimple detective story was taken

up by Jacques Lacan in a seminar given in theFiftoes. Lacan reads tretory

t o il | ust rearhed fromlrreud,dot the uepetitiorbautomatism. Lacan

uses this notion in conjunction with illustrations frore 8tory to argue for the
constitution of the subject by the signi:
who offers a critique, centred around Lat

story such as the role of the narrator. Barbara Johnson enteebtte dith an

'The debate sp%mikamch dbyyelradam®ds r gongwithlsoekst o it i s
and articles published as recently as 208@apting Poe: Rémaginings in Popular Cultureed.

by Dennis R. Perry and Carl H. Sederholm (New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2Ze).

debate itself was published in a collection of essalys,Purloined Pogn 1988.
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i nsightful essay in which she raises concer

corrections of important sections from Laca
This series of essays is an important one for the purposes of my thesis

guestion. Theexts involved can balentified or have been identified as literary,

philosophical and psychoanalytic howeweaich of these texts, regardless of their

affiliation with any particular discipline, is engaged with the question of reading,

interpretation and analysis of a liteydext as well as the question of how one

ought to stand in relation to a literary text. Through these literary readings | will

consider ways in which interpretations operate to create meaning, particularly the

ways in which readings rely upon the inteiactof the reader and the text. It is on

this boundary between reader and text, where two horizons meet, that otherness

can be encountered or destroyed and the interpretative debate between Lacan,

Derrida and Johnson highlights this.

The necessity of failure

It is in failing that we can see the voice of titkercalling for recognition. The
essential argument in Derridadés reading of
Derrida is that they fail. Derrida thinks that Lacan fails to read Poe with sufficient
car. Derrida argues that Lacan frames the text in a way that highlights those
aspects that serve his purpose but minimises those that do not conform to the
reading he wants to produce. Lacan produces an unjust reading. Likewise,
Johnson argues that Derrigdaif | s t o read Lacands text with
nuance that he usually employs. She notes that Derrida makes additions and
omi ssions to Lacandés text even as he accuse
claims that Derrida seems to respond moret@alb@ad® s power or statwus in
thought that to his actual seminar. The failure seems to be measured by the way in
which one responds to the spirit of the text; the way in which the reading misses
something about the text that is important.

Each tifrme e t® read we can see the text
i nterpretation. Take, for example, Derridat

2 The question of failre, of a reading that commits violence to the text is central to this project.
One fails a text in many ways and | suggest that there might be no way to avoid some violence
when one reads, a Levinasian approach will attempt to minimalise such violeatdeast
acknowledge the violence committed.
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narrator.He claims that Lacan leaves the narrator and the role of narration out of

his analysis. The narrator, wee toldbyL a c an, 0 a’dodhe relatmndii n g o
initial events and thus he dismisses the narrative role altogether. Derrislighisd
unacceptableespecially as the inclusion of the narrator and his role may

complicate the triangular structurepdssible roles that characters play that Lacan
outlines. Lacan is interested in exploring an intersubjectivity that illustrates the
constitution of the subject by the signifier. He does this, Derrida claims, by

ignoring the narrator who is a fourth sidepoint. The narrator cannot remain

neutral; his interjections, remarks and comments figure in the story and demand
acknowledgement.

't is this 6demanding acknowl edgement i
ot herness i n the t &Seminarand¥iad omrselyds thinking,ad L ac
Obut t hdoesméd raomet hi ng. He hol ds a positi
We might feel that leaving the narrator out is unjust; we might refer to parts of the
story in which the narrator takes an active role, leattirgliscussion with the
Prefect when Dupin seems reluctant. | suggest that what happens in these
moments is that we hear the original text speaking through the interpretation. We
consider an interpretation to ghissvite o6f ai |
asking for more to be said, for parts that have been omitted or glossed over to be
acknowledged. | rail against Lacands omi
from the gap between the texts. It is this friction or point of tension irathed
to capture the text in an interpretation that might offer a site of otherness.

The series of readings | am concermétt in this chapter are in some
ways quite unique. Each of these reading:
Purloined Lette6 aeal |l y concerned with reading, &
text remains, as an echo, throughout the texts, becoming less and less prominent
in each subsequent text. The collection of readings interact with each other and
with Poeds st osandiiiswithinrihese lmtactiong thaigwve vaa y
hear the ther calling, the echoes of a desire to be heard, to say something to

someone and be recognised and made room for.

3Jacques Lacan, O6SeminarTle Hdlrhleo iPrued oR mead: Lleadam
Psychoanalytic Readingd. by John P Muller and William J Richardson, trans. by Jeffrey
Mehlman (Baltmore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1988), pp52§p. 35).
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It i s evident f r onsenirfathat bierepdingofiPoeg of L ac a
will fail (fail in the sense of producing an opended, equivocal type of reading
t hat Derrida seems to privilege, fail to en
work of literature and perhaps, as a result, fail to encountethiee). Lacan,
from the beginning, makes his goal clear. F
as an example, to illustrate the psychoanalytic truth of the repetition automatism
and the constitution of the subject by the signifier. He does not claim argyan

less of his use of Poe. One might question whether what Lacan presents is even a

reading as scholars of I|iterature know it
It is clever and il lustrates hhissit point well
speaks against Lacanb6s reading. 't calls fo

omissions that Derrida draws attentiori tihe narrator and his role, the scene of

writhngiar e one example of the textr, of the hor

asking to be recognised, insisting on being
continues to function in Derridads response
makes, creates space for Poebs text to emer

the original &xt which ruptures the silence and demand to be acknowledged.

There are other places of tension in Lac
Dupin as one of the characters caught in the movement and positioning of the
letter is met with resistance fromthetétu pi n enters Lacands analy
second triangular formation. He takes on the role of the one who sees all as he
spies the letter the narcissistic seer, the Ministethinks is hidden. Dupin then
moves to the role of the narcissistic seer as tla¢yat, Lacan, reveals the truth of
the movement of the signifier. As Dupinds p
changes Lacan sees him taking on the feminine characteristics associated with the
narci ssistic seer. The gothatresnitedeanDupnr t hi s i s
leaving a note for Bwithin the decoy letter. Lacan claims those in the possession
of the letter are made to adopt the attributes of femininity and shadow which he

associates with the act ofragedtcelaésing. We n

* There are three positions that Lacan identifies in the story: the first position is that of the blind,

the person who does notsee ok a mp |l e, t he Ki migo doesnostedthelettarr st O0scened
at all). The second position is of one who sees but does not see that they themselves are seen (for

example, the Queen who sees that the King has not seen her but does not see that the Minister sees

her) and this position can be seen aarissistic role, or a case of narcissistic seeing. The third
positionistheperon who sees althisppsition istodtepied by thesMinist@rs c e n e 6

who sees everything and takes action). The constitution of the subject through the repetition

automatism is illustrated by the way each character repeats actions when their role changes.
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described as o6feminineo?ithéeetaisooenkich t o r e v«
are not revealed to us. Dupindés act of |
seemtooccurinaragenordées s acti on appeatlagaarti cul a
does not go into detail about why he cast:
from a feminine rage nor does he explain exactly what he means by this. He does
equate the feminine with the act of conc:
aspectofconceme nt i n the Queen and Ministeros ¢
letter and seek to maintain possession of it without others discovering it. The
Queen seeks to conceal the letter from her husband and the Minister from anyone
who might remove it from his pn@ises and hence deny him of the power it
affords him. It cannot be forgotten, however, that the concealment is out in the
open. The Queen leaves the letter, as nonchalantly as possible, face down but in
full sight. Her concealment is not characterisedlmdsw and in the end is not
concealment at all. Granted, she was not in a position to hide the letter, she lacked
the time and privacy for this. The Minis:
Although he had the time and privacy to conceal the letter he aiseals the
letter out in the opeh he leaves it above (between) the mantelpiece with other
correspondence. This action, of hiding the letter in the open, is associated with a
di fferent | evel of reasoning andchintell i
and recovery of the purloined letter.

Dupin suggests that the Prefect can only imagine someone hiding
something in the manner in which he would himself hide something. In doing so
he is completely unable to finalydist he | et t
hints towards the Minister-Thaving a more sophisticated level of reasoniragth
t he Prefect . uddaman,d coesidexdad,roculd nobfdilsolbe aware
of the ordinary policial modes of action. He could not have failed to antidgipate
and events have proved that he did not fail to anticip#te waylayings to which
he was < The Mieister 2iglablé to stay at least one step ahead of the
Prefect. Dupin goes on to describe the Mi
discrimim t i n g i°rFre myuvantagedoint in the twerfiyst century |

cringe to suggest $emiaatheseire nohgaalites me of L a

® Edgar Allan PoeComplete Tales & Poems of Edgar Allan REeison, NJ: Castle Books,
2002), p. 193.
®Poe, p. 194.
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usually associated with the o6feminined. On
being a bit crafty, slyorppraps O0shadowy®é but on the other
bold, daring and highly logicél sadly attributes more commonly associated with
the masculine in the 1950s. The Minister, when in the role of the narcissistic seer
is supposed to hold feminine charactersstat there is not a lot of conclusive
evidence for this. There is even less support for Dupin adopting feminine
attributes when he possesses the letter.
Lacan cl aims Dupin has a 6feminine ragebod
merely recover the letter, nto simply set Dup for embarrassment in court but
to know that it was Dupin himself who swapped the letter and caused the loss of
power and humiliation. The text does not suggest a feminine rage. Rather, Dupin
appears to engage in some boyish-opmangip. His assessment of Bhows a
certain respect. He speaks of him as a mathematician and theetatter aspect
affording him heightened rational abilities which allow him to outsmart the
Parisian police. Dupin desrcerioemdsi ddhe Minist
6man of Cerived&ds, including Liahna KIlenman I
affinity between *Dwpinn Tand rhwii ;9 arod kersi « ahlad . «
a structural kinship between tlkte two oppone
r e s e mb [°&his kirestiipd respect or affinity fits with the ongoing duel the
two are involved in. Dupin does not suffer
opportunity to get Bback for a previous wrong. Dupin describes his response to
the wrongdoingbyp-, 61 t ol d -lumanedly, thati shoald g o o d
r e me m‘bDapind ever rational and cebkaded, does not seem to experience
anger, anxiety or irritability all emotions connected to ragéut rather responds
i n the init ihalmomaetinyhedsgot goihg to turn the
other cheek but will remember the misdeed and seek revenge when the time is
right. Dupin does not strike out against the Minister but bides his time. The mode
of action deployed by Dupin seems to be more like bogssichoolyard looking
to out prank or outwit each other rather th

"Poe, p 195.

8 Poe, p. 196.

° Eric W. CarlsonA Companion to Poe Studiédew York: Greenwood Press, 1996), p. 244.

Yiohn T.IwinThe Mystery to a Solution.: Poe, Borges, and
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996), p. 34@ictrg/.

" poe, p. 196.
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characteristic. The nature of Dupinds r e\
0feminine rageo.

Throughout his analysis of the case Dupin refersdougple of games. The
first being the childhood game of even or odd where one child holds a number of
marbles, either even or odd. The second child is then to guess whether the number
Is even or odd. The second game involves finding names on a map. Dupin
discusses these games to illustrate his deductions and analysis but the motif of
games and gameplay can be seen as carri e
the Minister. Dupin, as we have noted, seeks to revenge a past misdeed and in
doingso heremarké,] knew he would feel some curio
identity of the person who had outwitted him, | thought it a pity not to give him a
c | e'aDupin sees the Minister as worthy adversahhave already noted the
apparent respect Dupin has for him adhas the idea, supported by several
critics, that Dupin and the Minister are doubles or even brothams his attitude
toward him is more in line with the idea of gameplay andupraanship. Dupin
is keen to d6outwitd t htelinytheoutwittee Pthab nd r at |
it was he, Dupin, that ruined his ndaund power at Court, Dupin somewhat
playfully | eaves a oO0clewd6 for the Minist.
M S'& Dupin, throughout, seems in control. He seems analytic, atifogiland
perhaps a little prideful in his actions but nowhere appears to enter into a rage,
feminine or otherwise.

Dupinds actions and wdittingparadigmr K t hr ou g |
Dupin does not change nor repeat certain characteristics by virtoesg#gsing

the purloined letter. He does not partake of the repetition automatism but stays

true to his analytic,se er vi ng and di st ant Semmarur e. ASs
Poebs text grates against it. Dupinbs aci
acknavl edge the ways in which Dupin exceeds
t he character and the ways in which he p

reading, the way he slips between the characterisation Lacan presents of him,
signals both afailuredf acan 6 s justeetto tPmeds story and a
otheri of that which goes beyond understanding. One might give a similar

anal ysis for Derridads reading of Lacan |

12poe, p. 197.
¥ poe, p. 197.
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Derridadés readi nggc kuawli endyg & heen d elmedaerr LLac an o
horizon.

The failure to do justice to Poebs text
common criticism of readings of literature. What interestsisn@hether there is
a connection to the idea of doing justice te tbxt and encountering the other.
The second of these consequences of the fai
the other) is more controversial and needs further discussion before a link between

doing justice to a text and encountering the other earohsidered.

Failure as a space for otherness?

Do my simple examples above of Poebs text b

Lacands reading really constitute an encoun
having read Poe, andsnbtiquitealrighthyasneudrd Dupirhi nki ng,
wasmorelikxd or 61 do not think Lacan can quite

encountering the other in the Levinasian sense? Do | find myself decentred, whilst

at the same time finding myself aware of my own suhjigtin a world in which

there is an ther over which | have no power and cannot comprehend? The answer

to these questions is quite difficult. | am not considering, for the moment, whether

| experience the other when oicehimwakihghg Poe, bu
through Lacanbdés reading constitutes an enco
intellectually this example would seem to fit. We have an irrepressible voice, a

horizon (that of 6éThe Purl oined Letterd) th
comprekension placed upon it by Lacan. As readers of Poe we might find the

et hical and religious | anguage borrowed fro
Seminaby Poeds story, the refusal to be cont a
psychoanalytic totality in whictruth is always already decided seems to call to

the reader, to place them in a position of responsibility. We might experience the

text positioning us as the elected one, the one who is fully responsible for

responding to and making room for it. Gadameuls say we need to meet the

chall enge issued by the text. As Poeds voic
reading, we might experience the feeling of being responsible for making room

for this voice in the totality of the truth of psychoanalysis.
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Thenature of the ruptures of Poeds hori
might suggest a lack of otherness. To be able to produce the kind of reading
Derrida gives of Lacaih namely pointing out the ways in which Lacan is unjust
in his reading requires amnderstandingr at least the claim of an
understanding of the original text. Ther.
when one stands in judgement of the fail.
speak?o. Derrida must cnarmatprma dnly plajsanh at t he
i mportant part in Poebds story but that t|
triangulars t r uct ur e . D e romang @easans totimiek thatshe sod [ s |
called general narrator always adds something, and from before titbdiogue;
that he is not the general condition of possibility for the narrative, but an actor
wi t h a hi ghl ¥YDewuidadeesinaticlaim to knbwieserything about
the narrator but exhibits an understanding of the role, the part he plays in the
drama of O6The Purloined Letter6é. The nar |
way that Derrida finds incomprehensible, nor does his reaction to this overflowing
horizon seem to be one of crisis (in finding his sense of self mastery disrupted) or
even ay particular sense of responsibility. Derrida seems to understand the
narrator, Ohe is not the gener al condi ti
that the narrat or 6°and mereintaresteden elatoratingpt 6 n e |
hisundersmadi ng of the narrator and how this r
letting the narrator speak. Even as Derrida criticises Lacan for not hearing the
narrator speak, oO0as if his questions and
n ot h'the doestot make room ftire narrator to speak in his text but rather
expertly takes his reader on a rhetorical
masterful understanding is the subject. Derrida takes the position of one who

understands, he implies his greater understandilgoompr e hensi on, of P
with statements | ike"dWTcheaexaep aliitoinon so fg
pl aces Lacanés reading in a position well
“Jacques Derrida, 0 LTheFostCdrd kram SdceatedtaFredc®and t ®6, i n

beyond trans. by Alan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987), piPet{d. 430).
“Derrida, 6Le Facteur de La V®rit®oé, p. 429.

ri
“Derri dagt duwre Fe La VO®rit®6, p. 429.

“Derrida, 6Le Facteur de La V®rit®6, p. 429.
“Derrida, 6Le Facteur de La V®rit®d, p. 429



Derrida seems to find it necessary to respond to the reduction of otherness
tot he same, of the psychodinavhayitseeksbatr adi t i on
at the same time he does not seem to experience the ethical urgency to respond to
Poebs text with pure responsibility. Derrid
Johnsonto respond td. a ¢ apoténsal readers dr a ¢ astatssrather than
Poebs voi ce .lLeHeaaurde ld\4ritdoewgth Roes but rather with
some cryptic statements about psychoanalysis in which he layers the question of
truth on his discussiotde hi nt s at Poeds text but does n
in these initial musings. He asks oOwhat hap
of a text when the |l atter, th®Hedeci phered i
cont i nue 2rekampletha truth. But[isftrlith an example? What happens
I and what is dispensed withwhen a text, for example a-salled literary fiction
i butis this stillan examplé?p ut s t r u f Derridarsetsthis sight8 @n

psychoanalysis, its treatment of trnd literary works from the beginning. The

statements here are clearly aimed at Lacano
may be drawn from t ha tratmeo tmm adesietodoFr eudos t h
justice to Poe or &é6The Purloined Letter6.
Derrida certainly actss if, to borrow one of his oft repeated statements

when discussing Lacanés treatment of Poe, t
certain respect, treated in a particular way because of its status as a literary text.

He speaks aboutlacn 6s f ai l ure to never examine the
seems concerned that Lacan employs o6literar
says O0the text i sd®Throughdutehese statementseve of t he t r u

come to understand that Derrida fedlat there is a certapositionone ought to
take to a literary text and that Lacan fails to do this. But Derrida also fails. He

fails Lacanb6s text as already noted above,

¥ perrida begins his essay with several plays on words; he asks,
Where does psychoanalysis, always, already refind itself, where is it to be refound?
That in which, finding itself, it is found, if finding itself is found, let us call text. (Detrida
p413)
Theplayiscent i n t he r ef |sexouvedahich caa meamboth te find itsélf and
to be found (Derrida, p413.) Derrida is suggestiere that psychoanalysis finds itself in texts as
much as it is there to be found.
“Derrida, o6Le Facteur
“Derrida, o6Le Facteur
?Lacan, p. 29.
“Derrida, 6Le Facteur de La V®rit®d, p. 426.

de La V®rit®o6, p. 414.
de La V®rit®bé, p. 414.



concerns himself with respondingtoltan 6 s st at us, power or po

rather than all owing Poeds text to be he:

Derrida, in his desire to critique Lat
of the phallus and castration and femal e
despite Lacals s i | e nc e *®arridd, Whersdescussisigswina Bupin

knows, claims that he knows where the letter must be found so that it can be
returned to its proper place and that thi
woman as the unveiled sité the lack of a penis, as the truth of the phallus, that is
of cas#lrnataipogpre.ar i ng to respond to the inj
Derrida draws out Lacané6és reading to add
even comment on. Derridaimposhse 6t r ut héd of psychoanal ys
in much the same way Lacan does.
Derrida even goes s bplatesoftheasignifidisz c | ai m,
found in the place where Dupin and the psychoanalyst expect to find it: on the
immense bodyofwo man, between the®®Roeds ot @ft thes
O [t Eedgth my eyes, in going the circuit of the room, fell upon a trumpery filigree
cardrack of pasteboard, that hung dangling by a dirty blue ribbon from a little
brass knob just beneathet middle of the mantgd i e?€Certaibly the etymology
cn be traced t o twhiehisQ@lsleevelessapk andldter thene nt e |
Anglo-No r man dvhich nomeslfrém the Latima n t Unhithuneans
&overing,c | 0.240né could imagine a fireplace with mantelpiece surround as
the legs of a person but it seems more likely that the position of the letter, hanging
from the mantelpiece, would have more do to with the motif of concealment in the
open. Perhaps Poe intendedatt o6 hi di ng placed as a met ap
6coveredd or concealed by being in plain
the mantel piece being an O0i mmense body o
These additions to Poedsmanehist t hat De.
critique of Lacan but point to his fail ul
to respond to the injustice of Lacands r

reassess where this leaves our attemptad e¢hically, to encounter théher in

“lacan does not ment énoernthsSerminawor d 6écastrationo
“Derrida, 6Le Facteur de La V®rit®6, p. 439.
®Derri Facteéle de La V®rit®d, p. 440.

?"Poe, p. 195.

%6 Ma n t INED Qnline(Oxford University Press, 2015).
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the literary text. I have shown how Lacanoés

Poebs text before he begins with his stated

illustrative example of how the subject is constituted by the signifier. Lacan never

caims to want to work with Poebds text as a |

reading or to afford Poeds story any partic

potential. Lacan even claims that the truth of which he speaks is that which

O6makes t heceveofy feixcsitdermcmms sliolelsed ot approac

text as something that might go beyond his understanding, beyond his own self,

but rather he sees it as something that relies upon the understanding he has of the

world and how subjectivity operatds. t hen consi dered Derridads

L a c aSendirmrOntheone hand it would seem that Poedo:s

boundaries imposed on it by Lacan. Derrida can be seen as taking a position of

allowing the repressed aspects of the text to speak amekipg as he points out

omi ssions and additions in Lacandés text. On

Derrida does not respond in some kind of Levinasian way to the repressed saying

of the other in Poeds story bdtLaaaheés i s n

position. This motivation leads Derrida to equally discard any potential otherness

in Poebs text by his own omissions and addi
We mi ght <consi der obpugpdsetHathistextmustdé s t ext f a

fail like all other redings. He may be making a performativerp@bout the

nature of readinghat all readings or interpretations will fail to grasp a text in its

entirety, in its fullness or otherness. But

(and contention that ewereading will fail) suggest that one simply cannot

encounter the other in a literary text? If he had responded in a different way would

he have provided us with an example of a Levinasipe reading? | have

suggested that structurally and intellectudtlly series of texts and readings

surrounding Poeds text fit my agenda. One c

of subsequent readings stems from a desire to do justice to Poe, to respond to the

saying that escapes and exists beyond all that is shidl this enough?

Back to Poe

#Lacan, p. 29.
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To answer the question, O6is this enough?
began, back to Poe and his detective story. If we could strip away the web of
criticism, the history of readings, interpretations and even trksanspired by
the Dupin mysteries, would we have a text that provoked a sense of ethical
responsibility? A brizon that appears absolutelyher, unknowable, ungraspable
and in doing so disrupts the sense of-s@itery and subjectivity of the reader
whilst signifying the origin of this subjectivity? Already we are faced with an
i mpossible task. The horizon of Poebs te;
words (and what exactly are the opening wartlse title, epigraph, first sentence,
the first Dupn story,et ceter&) nor does it end with the final words (again, how
do we decide?) Likewise, if we go in seal
assume a Otruthdé and seek to place Poeobs
otherness to the totality @fe vi nas6s phil osophy.
We cannot go back and read the story out of this expanded horizon. We
might consider remembering our first encounter with the story. Did we get a sense
of something beyond the text, of encountering a horizon that is other thawiour
but at the same time puts our horizon in question? Did we find ourselves utterly
responsible for this other in ways that we could not escape but instead placed in a
position to respond with generosity? It would be tempting to pretend we could
divorceawr subsequent readings of Poebds story
critical dialogue surrounding 6The Purl ol
cannot read the description of the letter hanging from the knob on the mantelpiece
or gl i de o \w@uestidng, mterjecions aad doectidns without
conjuring both Lacan and Derridads readi |
that Johnson provokes for proponents of deconstruction. So, why then do | want
to return 6éBack to Poeadn® And, what does |
| have suggested that Derrida is not motivated by a desire to respond to
Poebs voice which begs for room, to be hi
the silences of Lacanbés reading. Rat her ,
to commenbn psychoanalysis and the act of reading, interpretation and
statements of truth for all disciplines.
might be to provide a voice for the omissions and additions, to point out the ways
in which the otherness(relation to the totality of psychoanalysis) is repressed or

reduced. On a closer inspection, however .
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text as uniquely situated for the reading Lacan has produced and the point he
wants to make. At the beginninglus essay, Derrida asks,
What happens in the psychoanalytic deciphering of a txt when the latter,
the deciphered itself, already explicates itself? What it says more about
itself than does the decipheringé? And e
text inscribes in itseladditionallythe scene of the deciphering? When the
deciphered text deploys more force in placing onstage and setting adrift
the analytic process itself, up to its very last word, for example, thetuth?
Derrida notes that Poebsestiotrsyeléfdée camd ed say
more about iIitself than does the deciphering
relate to questions of otherness? Derrida s
already offers an interpretation of itself, before Lacan, Derrida,sédohn
Bonaparte or any other reader comes to the text it has already deciphered itself,
already placed the question of analysis and truth onstage and in doing so makes an
analysis of future reading or interpretatio
of a detective who solves a mystery through analysis, logic and deduction. The
mani fest subject of the narration is Dupino
purloined letter but the latent meaning is about analysis as well. The story does
not leave oom for the reader to analyse the situation herself. Dupin, on the urging
of the narrator, spells out his reasoning, his method of deduction and the full story
about how he identified and retrieved the stolen letter.
The bul k of Dupioonwresd ahbiid iabyi Irietvyo | tvoe sé pet
of his opponent. Dupin explains how he is able to outsmart the Minister by
thinking like him, by guessing at the thougitbcess that Pemploys to maintain
possession of the letter by hiding it in plain sight. Dupuegthe example of a
school boy who is able to win at the game 6
boy would arrange his face to match that of his opponent and use this to decide on
the other boyds intellect. Aasimple intelle
deception, thinking 0l selected even | ast t
my opponent 6 wh eanayst encourteesra mordrsephistibaited d
intellect he will say tdh i ms e hisffellowdir{dg that in the first instance |

guesed odd, and, in the second, he will propose to himself, upon the first impulse,

¥Derrida, 6Le Facteur de La V®rit®d, p. 414.
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a simple variation from even to odd, as did the first simpleton; but then a second

thought will suggest that this is too simple a variation, and finally he will decide

uponput i ng it eVRwpias breforms 6t he narrator

inability to discover the whereabouts of the letter was not a lack of good policing
as such but an underestimation of his opponent. The Ministisrd@scribed as a
mathematician andoet. The Prefect believes all poets are fools and does not
consider that the Minister might not conceal something in the same way in which
he himself would conceal somethingnamely hidden in some out of the way

place such as in a hollowed out chair éeginder a loose brick.

The analysis is complete; Dupin even explains that the disturbance on the

street was caused by a man i n-6lksis empl oy.

quarters, Dupin leaves no stone unturned in his explanation of his analysis and

retrieval of the letter. The act of analysis runs through the entire text, manifestly

and | atentl y. Derrida claims that truth

how this is the case. The story does not waiver in its desire for the truth. We do

notfind ourselves in any confusion as to what has happened or how it was

achieved. I nterestingly for both Derr.i

psychoanalysis and its relation to both fiction and the truth and to my interest in

theotherOt her , P elenyes ormaruridue/ided. Dupin, the great analyst,

does not rely upon logic, as we might assume but rather his detective genius relies

upon his ability to get inside the head of another person, to know them as well as

he knows himself and possibly to kimthem better than they know themselves.

This senti ment i s evident in the ear|

which we hear Poeds analysis of analysis

the spirit of his opponent, identifies himséiétewith, and not unfrequently sees
thus, at a glance, the sole methodsé
into miscdalcul ation. 6

Dupin must understand his opponent fully. He must be able to accurately
assess the intellect and daring of the Mari€> in order to work out where the
purloined letter is. The analysis is, at least in part, already a psychoanalysis. The
Minister hides the letter in plain sight, believing for whatever reason that this is

the safest and most secure position for it. Viv@ster, we assume, would not

¥ poe, p. 191.
% poe, p. 118.
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have hidden the letter in this place if he thought his reasoning could be so easily

anal ysed by Dupin (or anyone else). The Min
letter in plain sight are unknown but Lacan suggests the tiepedutomatism and

movement of the signifier as a reason. The Queen hid the letter in plain sight

before the Minister (6befored in both a ten

Minister, according to Lacan, is fated to repeat these actions due to the mbvemen

of the |l etter. This goes against Dupinbés an
certain |l evel of c¢clear and cunning in his a
suggests he considers the Ministerds inteldl

Prefed¢ and places his own ability to understand others higher than both the

Minister and the Prefect as evidenced by his ability to outsmart them both. Dupin

seems to understand the Minister and his subconscious better than the Minister

does himself. It mightdthe case that the Minister consciously weighed up the

risks and advantages for his rooncealing concealment of the letter but if he did

it is likely he would anticipate someone remembering that the Queen herself hid

the letter in plain sight and considthe possibility that he would do the same. It is

al so possible that the Minister is subconsc
and this is why he hides the letter by not hiding it. Regardless of his reasons for

hiding the letter, either conscioussubconscious or a combination of both, the

Mi ni sterds psyche is accurately analysed by
would be able to be distracted by a certain topic of conversation and that street

disturbance would attract his attention for l@mgpugh for Dupin to swap the

letters.

There is an implied analysis of analysi s
grants it the ability to access the truth.
to be able to understand them as they understand themselbester. This latent
assumption, mirrored by the manifest content of the story, is, | believe, the
assumption of psychoanalysis that Derrida rails against. Psychoanalysis assumes
its access to the truth. Thietrubht ruthoé it fin
Psychoanalysis assumes the ability to understand someone, to unlock the
subconscious in the same way one assumes there is a truth to find and decode in a
text by unconcealing the true meaning under the cloak of literature.

Does this truth, plax on stage, where the text says more about itself than

does the analysis mean that the other canno
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everything is already worked out, if there is an assumption that others can be
known entirely, even better than they knthemselves then is there anything that

escapes the said? Any horizon that slips beyond the text and its apparent meaning?

| think there are several ways we could approach these questions but the

underlying assumption is that there is a positive answiteta. The first

approach is to consider oned6és own phenom
0do | feel I have encountered something ¢
ot her and beyond my horizon when | read

asksus to examine our gut reaction to the story. It asks us to consider whether we
experience the kind of epiphany and sense of crisis and responsibility involved

with encountering the other. The second

points of otkerness, to look for aspects of the story that go beyond ou

under standi ngt menrdd .e meh g ef iarsaléoappr oach

response to Lacan, to hear the voice that seeks recognition against the reduction of
it to the totality of the psyaanalytic interpretation.

Reading Poe, an honest phenomenological account

Instinct would suggest that we need a positive answer to the first approach before
we consider either of the foll owing.
experience ithe phenomenological realm. The encounter with the Other is an
experience, a momentary recognition, an epiphany. It is somethirfgsiau

directly experienceather than something you come to by reasons, arguments or
analysis. There is an immediacy iretencounter. Without this experience there is

no encounter with the other. The moment we begin to move into the realm of
analysis or interpretation the other is reduced, it becomes a part of our horizon in a
way in which we do not challenge our own pregedor tradition or sense of
subjectivity. So, do | get a sense of the other when reading Poe? Does the text that
puts truth onstage, says more about itself and analysis than the analysis of it reveal
the other? Does it inspire the epiphany that signifieprimordial encounter with
the Other that marks the beginning of
never given me a sense of other. | have never felt that | have touched something

beyond myself or experienced something completely other thaalinyhe
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reasons for this are partly explained

implicitly is about analysis. It is a simple story in which everything is explained,
clarified and brought into its proper place. The focus is explaining a slightly
bizarre opinion of human interactions in which one person is able to get inside the
head of another so fully as to be able to stay one step ahead of them. The story
does not invite the reader in, but rather stands before her and lays itself out. The
languagen the story is simple, straightforward and matches the tone and subject
matter.

Personally, | do not get the sense of someone wanting to say something to
someone, of some other slipping behind and beyond the words on the page. | get
the experience of enantering an other in the Levinasian sense when | read texts
like UlyssesorGr a v i t y 0 wherRlanguadeaesywushed to its limit and |
understand someoneantsto express something, even if | cannot work out what
the something is. | find statements Is&s the following provoke the sense of the
other for me:

His lips lipped and mouthed fleshless lips of air: mouth to her moomb.

Oomb, allwombing tomb. His mouth moulded issuing breath, unspeeched:

ooeeehah: roar of cataractic planets, globed, blazinghgoa

wayawayawayawayaway

o é .Butiit is a curve each of them feels, unmistakably. It is the parabola.
They must have guessed, once or twiaguessed and refused to believe
that everything, always, collectively, had been moving toward that purified
shape latent in the sky, that pleaof no surprise, no second chance, no
return. Yet they do move forever under it, reserved for its own {aadk
white bad news certainly as if it were the rainbow, and they its chddten

The first extract above is froldlysses Some of the words apgeto be pure

above

sayi ng, OwaragawdyaMayawady,06 sounds that express d

communicate, to acknowledge an other while the rest are recognisable words
0lips, 6 O6lipped, 6 O6mouth,d and Omoul
Joyce pushethis said to the limit and, in my opinion, allows the saying to break
t hrough. Li kewi se, Pynchonpoétésfthepbscur e

¥ Joyce, p. 47.
% Thomas PyncharGr a v i t y 6 @ondda: Vintdge Qtassic, 2013), p. 249.
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parabol ad 6everythingéhad been moving
skyd gives me erstaadngo first readimg lLexperiente] in a

very immediate and newverbal way, a sense sbmethingpeing communicated

even if | do not understand exactly what that is. What | understand is that there is
communi cati on, s omeon®eomeodecandbeleard.bo s ay
can go back and engage with the passages on a more conscious, analytical and
intellectual level but as | do so the sense of epiphany, of encounter, is replaced

with understanding and comprehension (or at least some level obtamiéng

and comprehension). A related issue here, and one that will be addressed below, is
how one might produce a reading from this type of epiphany. Is it enough to
simply say 01l encountered the other in
or do we want to be able to explore this feeling and experience in more detail? If

we do, then how do we move from the pure experience to a discussion of the text?

What does the lack of epiphany, the failuréeel that | have encountered

the othermeanfo Poe and my engagement with O6Th

context of this thesis? Does my lack of epiphany, the failure to experience the
unsettling encounter mean that | should put this story aside? Do the other two
approaches | outlined briefly abovecbene moot? And, what does this mean for
the status of O6The Purloined Lettero?
work of literature for failing to inspire the experience of the other? And what does
this mean for a Levinasian approach toseksome simply do not provoke the
right response from readers? We might begin by putting these questions aside, for
the time being and look to the second of the approaches | outlined above.

Just as instinct suggests we ought to experience the encoithtérev

other in some kind of revelatory epiphany, instinct also suggests that an attempt to

find the ot her in 6The Purloined Letter

same | criticised in Chapter Twehen | looked at ways in which theorists have
employed Levinas in their work. To go in search of something in a text, in much
the way Lacan reads Poe, assumes that
attuned to finding what it seeks and the result can be the kind of additions and

omissionsfound n b ot hSehimeadoé®erri dads essay.

for potenti al sites of otherness in O6Th

are there to be found? Logically speaking, this is possible. We can spell out our

prior assumptions and biasewsl&keep these in mind as we read.
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Potential sites of otherness

My beginning assumption has already been stated. | have already assumed we can
encounter the other in literature and that somewhere and somehow this is possible

i n Poebs text dsetwalsl .c oS, dtelre potenti al
story. The first, and most obvious, is the purloined letter itself. In my assessment

of the story above | claimed that everything is laid out, no stone is left unturned in

Poebs expl ieeeaanalysisof @upin. Evaneas lavlote those sentences

| felt &é6The Purloined Letter6é speaking out

S

role of the narrator begs for recognition

itself is unknown. It is this very chacteristic of the letter that makes the story so
appealing to Lacan. Lacan is interested in the way in which the consciousness is
structured like language and the way in which the subject is constituted by the
movement of the signifier. This story worl@ his purposes because he considers
the letter itself a pure signifiérthe reader is unaware of its contents and it acts
simply as a sign or symbol dictating the movement and actions of the characters.

The contents of the letter are not spelled outstoNie are given an idea of the

|l etterodés i mportance and ef fPfamdtakent he | etter

a

from O0the r &yaWe akpnmaw ntemats 66t he paper gives

power i n a °taenrdt atihna tq udadritsecghto s thirdpersorf, t he
who shall be nameless, would bring in question the honour of a personage of most
exalted®Thteatei dmeduesd | ead us to believe
Queen but there is no way of knowing.

The letter certainly lies just beyond our grasp, like its hiding place, it is in
full sight but concealed. We know it exists, we know the drama around its theft
and eventual return but we do not know the letter itself. Does this unknown aspect
of the storyconstitute the other? Do we merely look for something we do not have
full knowledge of when we read and proclaim that we have encountered the other?
I f this were the case, surely when readi

had a sense of encounteritihe other when we are faced with this pure signifier,

% poe, p. 186.
% poe, p. 186.
3" Poe, p. 186.
¥ poe, p. 186.
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this unknown quantity. But does the letter, its quality of being undecided,
indeterminate and beyond our knowledge give us the sense of encountering
something other/Other? Or does the letter acts@djgify in comprehensive ways
despite its status as pure signifier? | think the interesting aspect of the letter for
my purposes is the trope of unconcealed concealment.

This idea of concealment in the open runs through the story and perhaps
like the thene of analysis constitutes the latent meaning of the story as well as the
manifest. At the very beginning of the narration, before we even hear of the
purloined letter, the Prefect comments that the matter with which he is concerned
i serys i mpandges on to say O6we have all been
because the affaiss 0 s imp | wbi ch Dupiemhapsibistheent s, 0]
very simplicity of the [plerhapsgthewysieryis put s
alittletoop | &'i My anitial reactiont o 6 The Purl oined Letterd
above, is of a very simple story. It does not push boundaries of language, narrative
or characterisation. It lays itself bare. The story explains itself in detail; we know
what has happened, how it happened ahg whas happened. The story seems to
leave nothing unconcealed. | have suggested that this simplicity, this laying bare,
is at least one of the reasons that | do not feel | have encountered the other,
something completely beyond myself when | read it, Bke the case of the
purloined letter, is the difficulty in the simplicity? Does the laying bare work to
conceal the other?

Although | do not get a sense of encountering the other from d%basic
reading of Poebds st or y lyticwhythedmplictyat as | |
gives way to something more complicated, more unsure, less comprehensible. |
noted above that when | rebillyssed experience a sense of the other insofar as |
am confronted with language that pushes the limits of sense. | get@af the
ethical saying working through the said, erupting and disrupting the meaning. |

also suggested that when | begin to analyse or crffithis kind of text | move

¥ Poe, p185.

“Opoe, p. 186.

“IPoe, p. 186.

“By o6basico | me a n e n gteané relationwheteh read khe stosytwithouy i n  a
trying to give an analysis or critique of it. The story is read as a story in much the way one reads

for pleasure.

“*Note, beo 6lcrmedamuread other peopleds careful and
me to understand that the first few pages that | initially found incomprehensible actually describe

Buck Mulliganshaving.
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into a realm of comprehension and understanding and the otherness slips away.
Thisis underpinned by the immediate and momentary epiphany of the encounter
with the Other in Levinas. So, it might seem odd to suggest that as | try to
understand Poebés story in more depth that |
other.
The closerengagee nt wi t h Poeds story makes what
being in plain sight come clear. As | begin to ask questions of the text | see what
was hidden by the simplicity of the narration. The world of Dupin is an aspect of
the story that is concealed by the unmeaiment. If we bracket off what is known
about Dupin from the other two Dupin stories and only allow ourselves to work
with the story entitled 6The Purl oined Lett
guestions than answer s.n?WeRrdfectelgadyct | y i s Dup
holds Dupin in some esteem to approach him fqo éth such a sensitive case,
6[nad] now, Dupin, what Woupindsoglamnstoalhy i se me t
himselfwi t h 't he Qu euknow my poldidaliprempsseés$iopdthis
matter, | act as a paugniagpaars,imtfe t he | ady con
straightforward, simple and unconcealed narration, as a person of high standing in
society. He holds the moral high ground in that he fights on the side of the Queen
who hasheen wronged and in retrieving the letter even seeks to redress the power
i mbal ance that has been in place, 6for eigh
his power. She has now him in hers; since, being unaware that the letter is not in
his possessiome will proceed with his exactions as if it was. Thus will he
inevitably commit himself ,*® at once, to his
When we begin asking questions of the story we might find ourselves
guestioning Dupinbds i nt enoticetbahesmoastmd moti vat.i
separates the Prefectds visits to Dupindés r
retrieved the letter. Throughout this month the Queen has been under the power of
the Minister D yet Dupin did not alert the Prefect of its retrieval immaéaly.
This necessitated an extra month of anguish for the Queen and continued

dominatonbyD. Added to this is Dupinbés silence ¢
mentions Opaying fordéd advice. The Prefect s
“Poe, p. 189.
““Poe, p. 196.
“°Poe, p. 196.
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matter Bdgsobemome and mor‘eandthatthewould nce ev
give his éindividual “irhretwnkiortheletterf i fty t ho
Dupin, showing little concern or urgency does not confess to possession of the

letter but rather taunts ther e f e c t 9, thing, |G-, yoe halvel ngt exerted

yourselB to the utmost in this matter. Youmightt o a | i tt |l e “mor e, |
After playing with the Prefect, Dupin fi
well fill me up a check for the amount nt®ned. When you have signed it, | will
hand you>*the letter. o

Dupindés actions are confusing. On the

he outsmarts the devious Bnd returns the letter to its true owner. He not only
puts the letter back in the haatithe Queen but teaches the Minister a lesson by
beating him at his own game and swapping the letter for a fake to ensure his
humiliation and political destruction in court. On the other hand, Dupin seems
petty and moved by selfish motives.

Asltrytog n down Dupinds character and mot
looking at his love of analysis, his amazing ability to solve the mystery. This
particular story takes the detective and his analysis as the central topic. There is
no action in the story. Thead on i s entirely situated 1in
library. The entire interest, one assumes, lies in the lengthy explanation of how
Dupin works out where the letter is hidden and how he tricks the Minister to
retrieve it. The very form of the story, dialggs in a library, with puffs of smoke
encircling the trio, suggests analysis and rationality over action and emotion.
What of Dupinds deduct i-stdereadinglislagn@steDupi n,
analyst. He bides his time, asks relevant questan eventually cracks the
problem. He understands that the Minister must keep the letter in his possession to
maintain itspower;he eliminates the possibility of the letter being concealed in
some out of the way hiding place by having the Prefect datage¢arch the police
have madeof s apartments and then deduces t ha
plain sight. We even get the impression that Dupin wisely (or perhaps
supernaturally) understood the situation
speaks of the problem being that the case is too simple.

“"Poe, p. 190.
“8poe, p. 190.
“Poe, p. 190.
*Poe, p. 190.
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The key to Dupinds analysis, however,

ability to understand another person, their motivations and level of cunning. His

skill lies in neither underestimating norayestimating his opponent but rather
getting inside their head. It is this ability that sets Dupin apart. His apparent
masterful understanding of human nature and individuals contrasts to the form
and subject matter of logical analysis. The insight Diaisi into others and its

unfailing accuracy bears the mark of fiction. The story of the child who could

measure intellect by arranging his face to match the mind he was trying to read is

so fantastical to take us from the careful, rational and systematisato pure
fiction. Li kewi se, Dupinds unerring
to discover the letter on a second search-6f® r esi dence and
distract the Minister in conversation and with a street disturbance also signify

fiction and fantasy. By looking past the simple which conceals that which is not

cal cul a

hi s

conceal ed, I begin to hear an otherness

worl dview that we can glimpse through

ways that we canno. Dupinés analytic ability
mastery, to not be challenged by titeerOther which is contrasted with the
apparent mode of cool, detached, logical analysis. | begin to hear a desire, a
fiction that is hidden in plain sightcbuld call this something clichéd like the
authoroés desire to be recognised as
but this would miss the point. There is a voice wanting to be heard that goes
beyond the simple detective story.

The discussionagarding mathematics versus poetry also reveals an

abi l

i n

Dupin

speaks

a cl

otherness concealed in plain sight. Just as the analysis in the story spans a divide

between logic and instinct, between the rational and the psychic, the discussion of

the Minister 6s henmt@ciarmand peet suggssts b \wice) an wthet,
beyond the text. | am not suggesting that Poe is using Dupin as a mouthpiece to

discuss these issues but rather that the text itself, the horizon and worldview
presented presents or makes manifest theseiguesind in doing so plays with

what is manifest and what is concealed. We learn that Ministisr idth a

mathematician and a poet. The narrator and Prefect seem to hold the position that

mathematics is the site of true reason, logic and rational thanghtence

mat hemati cians are the greatest thi
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mathematical reason has long been regardedhardasorpar excellence’6The

faith in mathematical reason and truth which is the kind of thinking that is set up

as kdynei Puol oined Letterdé. We have a det
his armchair. The story does not involve any direct action, simply the recounting

of action but the bulk of the narrative |
reasoning, his method tiinking that solves the case of the stolen letter. It is

worth remembering that the character of Dupin inspired other detective stories

that focus on analysis and methods of deduction like Sherlock Holmes. Dupin

disagrees, however, with the popular opiniomathematics mastery and states

that the Minister is a mathematician and
wePadd das mere mathematicianm,Anhe coul d 1
otherness begins to creep in. What exactly is the role of poetry anglabat

does it have in Dupinds esteem? The stor:
the logical and rational, finds itself interrupted by its own status as fiction. Derrida
mentions the scene of writing and indeed we find many references to baloks an

other texts throughout the story. The story appears to be one thing (a simple

detective story celebrating the genius rationality of Dupin) but finds itself

speaking of itself as a work of literature. Thadf-referentiality in which a voice

seeks to béeard beyond the manifest meaning or beyond the apparent desire of

the text to say one thing, suggests an otherness, a fleeting glimpse of something

beyond ourselves and our comprehension.

Toward understanding

One might argue that | am looking too haete. Dupin is clear, after all, about

his views on poetry and mathematics. It is not the case that the text explicitly

purports throughout to a lesser view of poetry and a celebration of logical,

mathematical thought. Besides, surely the fact that Identa put the eruption of

fiction, of the disruption of the very status of the work into words, means that it is

not o6ébeyond ourselves and our comprehens:|

criticism. The difficult thing about a Levinasian approach, anduggke Levinas

1 poe, p. 192.
>2poe, p. 192.
> poe, p. 19.
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himsdf faced as noted in Chapter Qn&that as soon as we begin to speak about

something we find ourselves in the realm of the said, of the same. We cannot but

reduce otherness. What | am trying to argue is that when we begin to lob&tat w

is concealed, in plain sight, in Poeb6s stor
beyond the text. The story operates as fiction even as it seems to concern itself

with logic and truth.

The play between truth and fiction, between mathemattype Iogic and
instinctive human understanding and poetry creates an unsettling balance in which
the text is more than and other than what it appears to be. It is in this indecision,
this standing between whilst also equally holding both views, that suggests an
otherness. There is a sense of friction which is not immediately apparent but
nevertheless opens the text beyond what it purports to be and in doing so shakes
the readero6s sense of mastery, sense of sel
responsibility. Theriction comes from an unheard voice that seeks recognition.
Just as my analysis and explanation here fails to capture what is happening in and
beyond the story the exact otherness, horizon or worldview that is glimpsed or
heard as an echo fails to find @iee in the text. But the sense of something else
happening just beyond our grasp, of something someone wants to say or wants us
to understand or know calls to us. We find ourselves seeking to find the words to
express this sensation and cannot but hdlinfg that we are not alone in the
world but that there is something beyond our understanding.

These are the first two possible approaches | mentioned above; the first
was to examine whether we experience an epiphany, feel that we have
experienced the catbif the other and all that goes along with it and the second
approach was to attempt to find points of otherness in the text itself. The first, |
claim, fails to give (me) a sense of the encounter with the other in this particular
case but the second, fime at least, does seem to inspire the right feeling,
sensation or reaction. But, one might argue that these are not readings as such.
Both of these approaches allow us to describe the phenomenology of reading and
in doing so we might be able to commentvezays in which the text functions, as
in my discussion of the second approach, but they do not respond to the text in the
way in which a reader usually does. | have not produced an understanding of the
matter through dialogue, in a Gadamerian way. The nsg®ol have given do not

seek to further meaning, to find connections with other texts, theories or to solve
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problems, fill in gaps or suggest a complete understanding. They are, by necessity,
singular in their claims. | can say that this is my reactichigoaspect of the text,

that | get a sense of encountering something outside of myself but cannot state this
as a universal truth or even something that other readers ought to experience
despite the language we are compelled to use which works toewsl ddwn, to
express statements as truth and suggest a universality that we struggle to not

express. What of the third approach? In this approach | will attempt to respond to

Poe in response to Lacan; I wi || l i sten 1

reading and try to give it the world, to make room for it and allow my horizon, my
tradition and self to be questioned. Will this offer something more normative or
allow us to further our understanding of how we might encounter the other in
literatureand produce a reading that allows us to say something about the text?

This third approach draws upon the second to some degree. It involves
moving past our basic reading of O0The
unconceal what was hidden in plain sight. @iféerence is it involves an
expanded frame that incorporates Lacan and Derrida. | have already argued that
the voice that breaks through Lacanods
psychoanalytical truth or totality might be experienced as the dkigeethical
saying. It is the same kind of situation that | described in the second approach.

The text signifies or functions beyond the surface understanding. It comments
upon its status and exceeds what is manifest and in doing so creates a rupture that
unsettles the reader, that calls for a response, even if this response is destined to
fail.

How can we respond to Poebs story i
Lacan in a way that does not result in a decisive reading that reduces the otherness
ofthet ext to the same? | have suggested
but rather is motivated by responding to Lacan and in effect quashing the voice

t hat ruptures Lacandés reading. Derrida

calls for reeognition that refuses the restricted limit or frame of the psychoanalytic
Otruthoé or totality placed upon it by
responsibility toward this voice, such as his questioning of the role of the narrator.
Derridaisquik t o point out Lacanés omission
not give this role a decisive interpretation or reading. Derrida, initially, allows the

narratot o r emai n O ot henar@tor (htnself ddukded imsa o6 [ t ]
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narrating narratorrad a narrated narrator, not limiting himself to reporting the two
dialogues) is evidently neither the author himself (to be called Poe), nor, less
evidently, the inscriber of a text which recounts something for us, or rather which
makes a narrator speakhavhimself, in all kinds of ways, makes many people

s p e AHere dve see Derrida giving voice to the narrator without deciding his

status, without ascribing a signified or truth to him. The mode of reading Derrida

IS giving here is descriptive and questong. He descri bes the narr
(mostly by c¢claiming what he is not), the na
i's not Othe author himselfd nor O6the inscri

description of the narrator Derrida is making roomtfar narrator to be otherwise.
He hears the narratorés refusal to be compl
Lacands reading, but rather than cl ai ming a
narrator;” Derrida acknowledges his importance to the stdrifsleaving his
role slightly indeterminate. Derrida, when he does discuss what the n&ator
this section, takes a problematising approach. He doubles and layers language to
push the limit of meaning and signification, again leaving room for thratoato
be voiced without definition, the narrator
a narrated narrator 0.

Should Derrida have continued in this vein | would have considered his
reading a response to Poe anagthhtogehsevi nasi anb
towards thestory, whichleaves questions unanswered but gives voice to the
horizon of the text that ruptures attempts to decide it, to limit it or ascribe a
meaning to it. What would a reading of this nature look like and what would it
achiese? And, to come back to a question raised earlier, would this really
constitute an encounter with the other? A reading of this sort will not be
systematic. It is responding to ways in which a text resists a reading of it so it will
be uniquetotheparticl ar texts i nvolved. I n this case,
Lacands predetermined path in which the oOtr
We might reflect upon the irony of this given the subject of the story in which a
letteri which alwayshaa pr edet er mi ned path, in spite o
|l etter can always fail to reach its destina

*Derrida, 6Le Facteur de La V®rit®é, p. 431.
> There might still be a sense in which a better understanding of the narrator is implied by
Derridads criticism of Lacandés treatment of this c¢h:

238



story by which he can highlight and perhaps manipulate the aspects that work
with his interpretation and allow thenpgof the story that do not fit to fade into
the background. It is these parts, the highlighted and manipulated, or those
brushed over, that call for a response and will determine the ethical response. One
will seek to respondorntiozame twhaeg sopar avthii @1
Purl oined Letterdé that exceed or deny t he
This wil/ require attention to the | ef
careful description of the part of the story under question in which its meaning is
not decided or determined. Take, for instance, my earlier observation that Lacan
adds or manipul ates details around Dupi n
the letter. Lacan requires Dupin to take on feminine characteristics to prove the
repetition atomatism and constitution of the subject by the signifier. To advance
his argument he describes Dupin as suff el
revenge on B | argued that this simply was not justified by the text. | recounted
ways in which Dupin seerderelaxed, calculating, analytic and gelmgimoured in
his actions. | e g uta bogish oneupnpanshi@ Bighang & i t ude |
determinedrespondeDupi n does not suffer a oO6femini
continues an existing relationship of cat amouse with Din which each tries to
get the better of the other | am resorting to the realm of the same. Certainly | can
give textual support for my interpretation but it would seem this is not enough for
a Levinasian type of response, Lacan, after all, give textual support for many
of his claims that we would consider to reduce otherness. How might | respond
then, to the voice of Dupin refusing the
deciding his intentions, without ascribing a meaning to hisr&that will cast
him in the totality?
Foll owing Derridads exampl e, | mi ght |
situation. | might point out that he is neither hero nor villain in this drama. | might
notice the way in which he saves the day by recovehiedetter and outsmarting
the Minister but also consider his actions as selfish anéeeling, exacting a
financial reward as well as the opportunity to pursue a personal grievance. |
mi ght question whether par tpomhisstBluspi nds s
as 6rogued by questioning if part of his
follow his own motives and desires in pursuit of justice for others. | may also
guestion Dupi n 6 sheaseemibotrufriceds and ememied. Hupid
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and D speak quite happily and appear to maintain a close enough relationship for
Dupin to know topics of conversation that will intrigue &nd occupy him while
Dupin visually searches for the missing letteral3o seems happy to entertain
Dupin in hish o me . But Dupin is quick to seal his e
and make sure that he knows who sealed his fate. In this kind of response | am
attempting to |l ay out what i1 s missed or man
to avoid deciding the mearg of what | am laying out. | try to explore rather than
reduce difficulties, points of confusion or apparent contradictions. The stance |
take, a lesson learned from Levinas and Gadamer, is one of questioning rather
than answering. The subsequent readiay disappoint. It would not seek to
ounderstanddé O0The Purloined Letterd nor wou
work. It would not be a full and systematic approach to the work but rather listen
to those marginalised aspects of the text that calicooe made room for. This
type of reading relies upon an expanded horizon in which someone else has
attempted to read the teand in doing spcreatespace for a voice thatlls
from beyondthis reading This voice emerges from the origineakt but relies
upon the space created by the reading to be heard
What | must avoid doing in this kind of reading is respond to Lacan
hi mself. This is the error | <c¢claim Derrida

story he responds t oeadingandms;statusandemcld s c| ai ms ,

thought. 1t would be tempting to go into th
rageb6b to get caught wup in a discussion abou
measuring Poebs text agai nstiscusdions . It woul d

about the meaning Lacan places upon the text with his additions of the feminine

(and are they really additions at all gi ven
6di mi fuamadd2P and, | i ke Derri Gaminathascr i be a
propagate the reduction of the other to the same.

This kind of approach meets one requirement of the ethical encounter. The

reader of Lacan hears the saying, the ethic
reaching out beyond the demlsaneanifo Lacanbs r ea
respond to this voice, to make room for it in the world. | suggest this is done by

responding to the voice itself, focussing o

*Lacan, p. 21.
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of difficulty, contradiction or indecision in the text that invite intetation and
reduction on the one hand but on the other resists any meaning placed upon it

from outside. But, what of the other requirement? This kind of reading is akin to a

good deconstructive reading or a readi

hermeneuts. | have couched it in Levinasian terms but these could be replaced

by terminology from either of these other two theoretical perspectives. The three

approaches certainly have similarities, including a joint history of influences, but

what would make th kind of approaches | have outlined here specifically

Levinasian? The answer to this is difficult to express in terms of a way of reading
texts. | have already raised the phenomenological experience of encountering the

other. It is, | argue, this feelinthis gutreaction that leads us to want to read in
this particular way. But what of the second requirement for the Levinasian

response? This involves the sense of crisis of finding oneself questioned, no
longer alone in the world nor master of it andrttlated experience of the origin

of onebs subjectivity.

The crisis of self

We have glimpsed the other in Poeos

is an unsettling force when we try to understand the text, when we approach it

with questions and a desire to comprehend. The otherness of the text results in it

saying moreabout itself than | could, in it slipping out from my attempt to

t ext

understand or give it meaning. The text asserts itself when read in a reductive way

by someone else and | get a sense of urgency to respond, to give voice to that

which is marginalised or deiced. Do we find ourselves altered by this experience?

This is a difficult question. Surely, | can only speak from my own perspective,
give my own phenomenological account of my experience of reading this

particular text or set of texts. But is it evertessary to have this sense of crisis

and simultaneous birth of subjectivity? In the previous chapters | have argued that

ng

Levinasds philosophy sits between empiri

Similar to Kant s s ubl gnifygahe trandtendestimp i r i c al

this case primordial. The beginning of subjectivity, the origin of human

consciousness and sense of self, surely belongs to the primordial or transcendent.
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It is not the case that | exist in kind of state of nature, moving ghrthe world in
complete confidence of the fact that the world is mine; everything in it is at my
disposal. Hence, it is also not the case that at some point | come across an Other
and find my enjoyment, mpuissancedisrupted and in doing so realisetttias

Other means that | am a separate being, a self in all its meaning. This is a story of
origin without origin. There was never a person who existed in this kind of way;
rather Levinas suggests it as a kind of structure of human subjectivity. | have
argued that empirical experiences that are structurally similar to this primordial
origin signify the transcendent and unexperiencable. Through ododty lives

we can find ourselves brought up short by an other and experience the demand for
generosityThis empirical experience takes us out of our lives briefly to allow us

to remember the structure of our human subjectivity. This sense of remembrance
of the origin of subjectivitys, | argue, a key aspect of the encounter with the

Other and is requiredhiour reading, if our reading is to signify the transcendent
experience.

So, on a subjective, purely phenomenological level do | experience this
structure in which my sense of mastery gndssancas disrupted and my sense
of selfas selfbornwhenlemaunt er t he other in Poedbs text
explored above? Let us take the second approach described above first. The
second approach was when | looked more closely at the text. | tried to ask
questions of it to understand it more fully. In doingIsdiscovered that what |
thought was a simple detective story that laid itself bare, put everything in plain
sight, was in fact concealing (by leaving them unconcealed) levels of indecision
and indeterminacy. From this threshold came a voice, a deatresdls other. It
seemed to stand between logic and poetry, between the rational and the intuitive
and express something beyond the text, beyond what was said or unsaid in the
fiction. What of me? The reader, the one that finds herself responsible forgmakin
room for this other in my world? This O&dmaki
regeneration.

In the first approach, my initial or bas
not encounter something other. The text, | claim, already analyses itself, it leaves
no stone unturned in its explication of its analysis. | maintain my mastery, my
understanding and enjoyment of a world in which nothing (in this story)

challenges my sense of moving through the world that is tberae | consume
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the story in much theasne way as | enjoy the crisp autumn air or the juicy bite of
an apple. It is there for my enjoyment, | take it into myself, place it in categories
of my understanding and move on to the next consumable at my fingertips. The
second approach, when | stoddok a little more closely at the story and find

that what | thought was there for me actually has a horizon of its own and asserts
a demand on me to make room for it in my own horizon means that | discover
something outside myself. | can no longer sing@ypsume this story in the way in
which | consume an apple but instead see it as something that exists mytside
world and not only does it exist beyond my power or mastery of the world but |
find it making a demand on me. It forces me to give voice to dl|low it to exist

as itselfrather than as somethifigr me | must acknowledge or come to
understand that not everything in the world is there for me, | am taken out of the
mode ofjouissanceand placed into a mode of responsibility, of generosity and
even of hostage.

This new mode of being, the realisation the other causes me to have,
means that | suddenly see myself as a self, as a person with a horizon moving
through the world as separate and abl e t
But do | actually experience this? Intellectually it is easy to describe the situation
in Levinasian terms but what is the phenomenological experience? As | delve into
the story more, and begin to hear a voice that exists as echo upon the words
written on tle page, the sense of horizon beyond the text | do get a sense of
disruption. My first readings gave me a sense of mastery, of simple
comprehension and understanding but as the text shifts under my gaze and begins
to speak beyond the words on the pagelise&stand in a different position to
the text. | find myself standing before the text, in much the same way as | might
stand before the law rather than having the text before me. When | stand before
the text it holds a power over me, like standing befbe law, the text dictates my
fate. The text places me in question, it calls me out and in doing so means that |
must answer its demands, | must come before its summons and, to borrow
Levinasds favourite metaphor ,chdngek e Moses,
by my encounter with this other because | am forever aware of my changed
relationship to the world. In less (mixed) metaphorical terms, | get a sense of my

own limit, of my horizon coming up against something | cannot fully understand
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or integratanto my own understanding and in doing so realise thavéa limit

or horizon.

Summary

A similar analysis could be made for the third approach explored dlameea
thorough investigation of this will not add anything new to the discussion. So far |
have given a subjective description of my experience of encountering the other in
Poebs story (or beyond Poeds story). The se
both a subjective aspect in which the reader acknowledges the sense of coming
into contact wih something outside or beyond themselves but also provides space
for a reading in the way in which the reader responds to the demands of the text,
the way in which they might seek an understanding through dialogue, allowing
their own horizon to be placed question by that of the text. | have also offered a
subjective and phenomenological account of the sense of crisis and origin of self
that occurs (or, more accurately, is signified) by this encounter. This aspect of the
encounter with the other is anpartant feature of the experience but does not
offer the same room for responding to the text. It is a necessary condition for the
first type of response and reading and perhaps offers the possibility for some
interesting phenomenological accounts of #eding experience but, as far as |
can see, does not invite a reading with the text in and of itself.
Looking at Poebs story and the expanded
theoretical works of Lacan, Derrida and Johnson has given me a concrete example
toexplo e how Levinasds ethics and Gadamer 6s he
have discussed the necessity of failure when reading. All texts will fail to protect
otherness as the minute we begin to speak of them, to engage them in dialogue
language will work tasettle the saying into the said, to reduce the otherness to
categories of understanding and ensure the totality of the totality. | have looked at
the approaches to encountering the other in this particular story and suggest that
each fiction will be unige and work in its own way, the essential of the encounter

with the other i1is its particularity, its si

" Producing a response to the voiceof® t hat breaks through Lacanés read
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example as counterintuitively it is only when we seek to understand the story
more fully that we find meanindisrupted by the call of the other.
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Conclusion

This thesis has been haunted. Reminiscent o
F r a nideAslaptable Mathere has been a ghost lurking within my thesis
which cannot be fully understoaal the strictly philosophical sense. The sense of
the Other, the responsibility toward the Other and the disruption by the Other of
the self works between the words on the page, undermines the logic of the
arguments presented and silently but urgentlggdefor recognition.
Let me explain. Ibegamti s t hesi s wiantweencdurder questi on,
t he Other through the mediation of | iteratu
answer to this question and that this might help explain why works of literature
are still relevant, still important and why they persevere when so much of the
contemporary world has moved away from literature, or perhaps Literature, with a
capital oO0LOG. I was moved by the sense of r
towards texd and by the intuition that leads us to apply a vast ethical language to
our reading and interpretation of works of literature. It seems to me that the
experience of reading, of engaging with the text itself, offers an experience that is
unique and difficlt to put into words. | hoped to find a connection between the
intuitively ethical terminology we use to describe interactions with texts and the
experience of reading that leaves the reader feeling that they have simultaneously
encountered something outsiof themselves and become aware of their finitude
and that this connection might explain why literary texts are still relevant,
important and enduring.
The sense of being haunted prevails. There is something outside of me and
my understanding that demds recognition both in my reading of literary texts
and in my engagement with the ideas of this thesis. It is these demands that make
me read and reread, to be careful with my interpretative choices and to listen for
the voice that is unvoiced beyond teet.
To begin my answer to the thesis question | looked to Emmanuel
Levinasdéds idea of the Other and his phenome
encounter with this Other. | chose Levinas because he offered a purely
phenomenological account that did not offesuggest a method. His work has

been increasingly popular in the field of literary studies partly because he escapes
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the totalising and potentially damaging style of ethics that was criticised in the
1970s and 1980s, and partly because his descriptite @ncounter with the
Other seems so intuitively in line with the experience of reading. | explored and
developed an idea of what it would be like to encounter the Other in the
Levinasian sense but also identified a problem that has largely been iggored
|l iterary theorists, namely Levinasdos ant i
rhetorical language.

|l discussed Levinasds concerns with |
concern with literary language and a view in which the representation taat tak
place in literature means that literary works of art have a lesser ontological status
than items in the oO0real é worl d. |l then ci
problem of | iterature for Levinas in whi
(up to and including otality and Infinity offers no real possibility for the
application of Levinasian ethics to literature but argues that there is a significant
shift i n Levi na therwigethanBkinthatguggests wokse | at er
ofliteratr e can i n fact partake of the ethical
notions of the saying and the said mean that all language, including literary
language and texts, have an ethical component and that Levinas actually
composes, not a philosophical telxtit a work of literature i@therwise than
Being

|l reject Eaglestoneb6s Oanswerdé to the
argue that the notions of the saying and the said make their first appearance in
Totality and Infinityand that the later text does not mark a break from the earlier
work but instead offers an expansion upon it. Levinas can be seen as taking ideas
introduced inTotality and Infinityand expanding them, exploring them and
looking at them from a different@iction inOtherwise than Beind admit a
potenti al contradiction in Levinasods acc:
texts are said to contain the ethical saying, the goal of philosophy is to perform a
reduction from the said to the saying, but hrgrtexts are argued to be pure said.
| offer the argument that, for Levinas, ethics is first philosophy, all philosophical
work is built upon the ethics of the encounter with the Other and the ethical
saying which places philosophical texts and languagedifferent relationship to
truth than that literature holds. Essentially | suggest Levinas sees philosophical

language as a transparent window to truth and therefore straightforward whereas
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literary language seeks to occlude, it does not say what itiees doubles
meaning, and aims at fiction, not truth.

| put aside my own reservations about these arguments and claim that for
Levinas, Eaglestoneds |ine of argument will
being haunted begins for my answer to thesjon of this thesis. | argue that
regardless of the watéeri ght ness (or | ack thereof) of Le:
an urgent voice that has not been given words but nevertheless makes its meaning
felt throughout his works. | support the interpretatibat Levinas is deeply
concerned to maintain the ethical encounter as a purely human experience, one
that is marked by its singularity, by its immediacy and one, | argue, that stems
from his experiences in World War Two. The Holocaust had a major irapact
Levinas who was a prisoner of war and lost many members of his family to the
Nazi deathcamps. The descriptions Levinas provides of the Other and the
encounter with the Other are utterly compelling because they mark a completely
human experience in whimne stands before an other and cannot but act in
generosity towards her, one feels the weight obtherOt her 6s cal |l , demand
plea and experiences what it is to be a human subject in a world with others that
are not simply netne. The insistence dhe immediate and fade-face, | argue,
stems from Levinasds own hauntedness, his o
otherOther. To reject this underlying urgency, plea or voice on the basis of
traditional logic or philosophical debate, | argue, would beiss ithe point of
Levinasds ethics altogether. The 1 mportance
listening to the voice that is not given words becomes an essential component of
my approach to addressing the thesis question as well as reading literiasyifw
hope to have an encounter with titeerOther.

Levinasodés ethics, the encounter with the
definition go beyond the usual rul es of | og
a break with totality, is completely beyball understanding, comprehension and
not party to the | aws of nor mal debate. To
contradictory and therefore wrong misses the point of the ethical encounter
altogether. | argue that we must listen to this insistenthtirgece that haunts
Levinasdéds work, that appears in the cracks

Same or totality.
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The answer to the question of my thesis found itself in doubt at this point.
Levinaso6s antipathy t owbdlistehingtdthetv@ce at ur e al
that places the ethical solely in the realm of the-fadace and immediate
suggested a roadblock to an ethical encounter in literature. At this point | bracket
Levinasbés concerns for a tifronéegfmywhi | st st
inquiry to consider Han&eorg Gadamer and his hermeneutics in the hope of
finding a way to respect Levinasoés work

Gadamer and Levinas have not been put in dialogue often. Their shared

backgroundip henomenol ogy, particularly Hei deg:
Gadamer 6s rejection of method, the centr
respect for alterity al/l suggest some poi

philosophical work. | traced the question epresentation in art through

G a d a mleuth@rsd Metho@nd found that both he and Levinas take a mimetic

view of art. The two thinkers both see art as imitation but Levinas sees it as pure
representation, absent of any claims to truth, and relianteniitg ni f i ed i n t h
world for meaning. Gadamer, on the other hand, claims that representation in art

I's revelatory in that i1t presents truth
work of art, for Gadamer, presents what the artist knows in tiyer@y that it

can be presented. Gadamerés idea of repr
in the thesis when | | ook at Jean Baudr il
photography.

My investigation of Gadamer s her menei

important question of the thesis, namely, who is the other in literature? | argue
that the other in literature is not a character in the text, a position that most literary
theorists take when applying Levinasds wi
ldevel op a notion of O6authordé using Gadame
effected consciousness to mean the worldview that is expressed in a text, the
insight into another personds intention |
as the persowho literally sat down to write the book.

| explored the ways in which Gadamer argues one can read a text and seek
understanding with that text without annihilating alterity. This rests on the idea of
a fusion of horizons in which understanding is reachesugh a dialogue in
which oneés own horizon, oneds own subj e

is put on the line. When | want to read a text | must not simply read it as an
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artefact of a tradition that has nothing to do with me but rather put my ow
tradition in question as | seek understanding. | need to be willing to be challenged
and changed by the experience, | must treat the text as a Thou.

Gadamer 6s hermeneutics certainly suggest
phenomenology and offers a norethalological approach to reading that would
allow alterity to be maintained should we discover that the Other can be
encountered in |iterature. Gadamerds descri
with Levinasd6s phenomenolesggoucbeiinahe encount
different vocabulary, and suggests that the experience that Levinas describes is, at
|l east phenomenologically, experienced in re
clarification of who the other might be in literature and the assuranced¢hdo
experience something that appears | ike Levi
text | continue my exploration of the question of the thesis | return to Levinas and
the question of the encounter.

As a result of the discussion of Gadamer | approached Levinas with a new
guestion. Because Gadamerds work is so anal
describing, is there a way in which we can account for this that might allow us to
mai nt ai n Istenca on thesfé@em-fade nnsmediate and unmediated
encounter? To address this question | picked up the debate between those who
interpret the encounter with the Other as something completely transcendent,
primordial and beyond experience and those veoitsas something that can and
i's experienced in everyday I|ife. I argue th
own assessment of his project when he cl ain
understand what he might mean by this | looked at the ik dnfinite in
connection with the Other and then argued that the Other as the idea of the infinite
is analogous with the Kantian sublime.

The analogy with the sublime allowed me to argue that when Levinas
claims his work lies between transcendent emgbirical philosophy he means that
there is an interplay between the transcendent and empirical in his work, and both
are required to experience the encounter yet neither is the experience of the Other
in and of itself. | claim that the encounter with D#her is something that cannot
be experienced as such. It is beyond experience, primordial and an essential part
of being human; to experience it we would need to escape our human subjectivity.

In our lived lives we experience certain encounters thataretsrally the same
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as the encounter with the Other and, like the sublime, they signify not themselves
but the encounter with the Other. It is the primordigderiencghatmakesthe
experiences in our everyday lives elevated and appear like the emasinte
described by Levinas. Likewise, it is only through these everyday experiences that
we can glimpse or remember the primordial encounter with the Other.

This argument makes space for an encounter with the other in literature
because it does not clainetkexperience to be anything but similar to the
encounter with the Other. | do not think this aleverks for mypurposes.

Levinas could argue that, as the only way to experience the encounter with the
Other is through every day, empirical encounters wiéhather then it is these
empirical situations that must be fateface; he could argue that this simply adds
another layer of representation to the encounter in literature.

With this basic structure in place | then looked again at the issue of
represerdtion in the hope of finding a way to see literature that would appease
Levinasds objections. I picked up the
truth-producing from Gadamer and looked to extend these ideas by looking at
Jean Baudr i lepresenthtidrsin phatography. Batidrillard argues that
photography is unique in its representation because the object of the
representation is an active participant, able to shape and influence the
representation by posing in a particular way, for exanhidealso argues that
photographs do not represent reality but something other than reality that is more
real than real. Baudrillard argues that in a photograph people will pause from their
day-to-day lives to pose for the camera, to represent themselaegsarticular
way. This is presented as a moment in time but in fact the moment never existed
except in the resulting image which endures.

| argued that literature can be seen as representing in a similar way to
photography. | had already established tgtomy discussion of Gadamer that the
ot her that is encountered in a work of
worldview presented in the work. If this is the case then that worldview is active
in its representation in much the same way the obfezt{photograph is. The
author, the creator of the text, is able to shape what is included and how it is
represented in the work in the same way the person in front of the lens can pout,
tilt or pose to influence the representation. The representatidrotography is

always, argues Baudrillard, a fiction of reality and a similar case can be made for

251



literature. Works of literature do not attempt to represent the world but rather
present a O6realityé that is otherwise to

The combination of both &se arguments, that we experience something
very much like an encounter with the Other in our daily lives, and one that
signifies the primordial encounter and that works of literature are best seen, not
mimetic as Levinas would have us believe, but rathetrthey are active
presentations of a worldview allowed me to conclude that there is a sense in
which we can encounter the other in literature. The conclusion is tentative,
contains several qualifications and is not unproblematic. | suggest that wadcan a
do experience something like the encounter with the other in literature and that
my formulation of the lived encounter means that we can talk sensibly about the
encounter in Levinasian terms without destroying the alterity of his work in which
the faceto-face and immediate is central.

In the final chapter of this thesis | read a literary text to work through the
conclusions and implications of my earhero r k . |l read Edgar Al Il an
Pur | oi n ¢hbugh altevinasia®and Gadamerian franadtdmpt to read
and reread in ways to understand whilst maintaining the otherness of the text. |
also work through exactly what the other is in this text, the sense of something
beyond the text that | cannot quite understand or fully grasp and explore the
experience in light of my earlier investigations. | discover that it is through
rereading the work, through exploring the ideas that are hidden in plain sight that |
encounter the other.

To pick up the thread from the beginning of this section of thésthebat
does this mean for the study and enjoyment of literature? | said that | had hoped
my investigation would give me some insight into the reason why literature is still
relevant today and also into the nature of literary texts but has it done this?

Gary Saul Morson wrote an article iBommentary Magazinghere he
identifies something of a crisis in humanities and English departments in
particular. He suggests that courses that offer factual information about texts,
where t hey f i tre, their cammectianucalparticudasgeroesou v
literary movement their significance for later works, and so on risk low
enrolments. Students know that this information is easily accessible online and do
not need to take a course to find it out. He arguatsdburses must offer students

somet hing that they cannot get el sewhere.
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e x p e r.ieconcue. d suggest that one of the reasons people still read, that

more people should read and that readers love reading is fexphgence® It is

the sense that you have encountered something other than yourself, something that
reminds you of your human finitude and that there is something larger than

yourself that exists beyond your experience that makes reading relevatttelt is
textds ability to haunt us, to make demal
a text is able to remind me of my human finitude at the same time as bringing my
subjectivity into being that keeps me coming back to works of literature. | think

the relevance and importance of literature, as well as the joy of reading, lies in the
way it allows us to be close to another worldview without assimilating that
worldview to our ownbut rather find our own sense of self challenged and

changed through the experience.

As we read we get a sense of responsibility, a feeling that Gadamer can
explain by our role in finishing the work as spectator or reader, or the need for a
reader to tnslate the dead words back into living language, and | have talked in
the final chapter about doing justice to a text. More needs to be said about how we
might do justice to a text in a Levinasi@adamerian sense in which we must
allow the text to remaintherwise whilst still wanting to say something about it.
Further reading of other literary texts with a similar approach to that | have taken
with Poe will be illuminating. | am interested if this kind of approach to texts
allows us to say something ungand interesting about them or whether we will
be left with an other of whom we must not speak and a reading that repeats
Levinasds ideas |iké&° waves | apping at th

If I am correct, and the experience of encountering the other (in the
necessarilyimited and qualified way) is what makes the study and engagement
with literature valuable and enduring, even in the qpostmodern world, then |
suspect this will also allow us to say something about the nature of literary texts.

Levinas recognises thetrinsic importance of the fae®-face. The ethical

¥"Gary Saul Moorlsloeng,e KWhdys Are Avoiding The Study C
<https://www.commentarymagazine.com/article/wdollegekids-are-avoidingthe-study-of-

literature/> [accessed 20 August 2015].

]t should be noted t hat otdverdsjthatyevieas wouldusétp oy 6 and
describe the person experiencing the ethical relation. The subject is held hostage or traumatised in

relation to the Other. | believe my distinction between the empirical and transcendental encounter

allows me to use thegerms, albeit more as common expressions than accurate descriptions of the

encounter.

39 Derrida, Writing and Differencep. 312.
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encounter is a vital part of our subjectivity and humanity and he seeks to justify
this by maintaining the encounter as immediate and unmediated. | have argued in
this thesis that we have a structuraimilar experience when we read a work of
literature but does this apply to all works of literature? | might find that some texts
leave me unmoved, do not give me a sense of encountering something infinite and
otherwise. Does this mean that this is aéesvork? Or, does it mean that my
argument is incorrect? The consideration of these questions might lead to
guestions about what constitutes a text as fitting into the category of literature and
offer a possible avenue for exploring a definition of litere.

| suspect any work of literature has the possibility to allow an encounter
with the other but that the reader might not always take the right position with
regard to the text. A reader who approaches the text with an agenda, who leaves
their own heizon behind and does not offer up their tradition, self or subjectivity
for question is unlikely to feel or experience the otherness of the text, but rather,
work to annihilate any alterity. The question of the nature or definition of literary
texts stillremains. | have made certain claims about works of literature in this
thesis that have mostly gone unchallenged. | have claimed that works of literature
open a world insofar as they represent or present a fiction of reality. | have
claimed that they reveéa worldview and that this is the reason that we get a sense
of the other working between the words on the page. But do other texts or art
forms also present the fiction of reality, revealing instedth that does not rely
upon Or eal iitybutds ratheritrueibdecause\t & présdnted? Do other
types of texts or works of art open the encounter with the other to experience in
the same way a work of literature does? It is tempting and appealing to argue that
there is something unique and jpaurtar to the experience of literature that other
works of art and other texts do not invite but this needs to be explored further. The
particular way in which a literary text represents, the way in which it produces
truth and meaning seems utterly coneddb the experience of the encounter and
does invite further consideration.

| have worked through the question of whether we can have an encounter
with the other in literature throughout this thesis not simply to justify the
applicat i on kadofliterargstudyrbat bedasise the ather itself haunts
me, as a reader of literature. It is the ethical demand of the text and my intuitive

understanding that reading a literary text somehow creates an experience that goes
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beyond my understanding or knealge but that, at the same time, confirms my

self and subjectivity that pushes me both towards literature and does not allow me
to rest easy with my understanding or intuition. | must continue to reread and
question, to open dialogues and maintain distatoceeposition myself and place

my horizon up for challenge. The sense of being haunted, the responsibility
toward the other is that which both draws me to reading and rereading literature
but which also continually stops me in my tracks and perhaps resriswill

keep returning to both the question of the thesis and to literature like the waves

lapping at the shore.
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