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~ I LOVE TO YOU ~

that their relations constitute a site of rising rather than diminishing
energy.

Women and men must therefore be recognized as representatives or
as incarnations of human gender. They have to be valorized for the sake
of the becoming of their sexed I, for the relations between them and for
the constitution of a spiritual dialectic of these relations.

In this way, intentionality between them cannot become an obliga-
tion to reproduce nor especially an occasion for degeneracy. It must be
motivated by the desire for an individual and collective spiritual becom-
ing realized by woman and man, women and men.

For this becoming, women and men need to find ways of relating to
one another and of communicating, ways avoiding the pitfalls of an
unmediated being-with-the-other for the female gender, and for the
male gender, of being-with-the-tool, hand, object, money, or language
at the expense of intersubjectivity and of recognition of the other. We
must, therefore, define a relation of indirection between the genders in
which we overcome the obstacles posed by relations of appropriation or
of fusion between persons and by replacing intersubjective relationships
with instrumentality. The “to” in the expression “I love to you,”
attempts to support this double intention by confounding an inertia
found in both sexes and which paralyzes exchanges between them.

Notes
1. See The Jargon of Authenticity, trans. Knut Tarnowski & Frederic Will,
Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1973.
2. Read, for example, the interview, “On the Maternal Order,” in Je, Tu, Nous,
op. cit.
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I Love To You

Tioveto you means I maintain a relation of indirection to you.! I do not
subjugate you or consume you. I respect you (asirreducible). Thail you:
in youI hail. I praise you: in you I praise. I give you thanks: to you I give
thanks for. .. I bless you. for... I'speak to you, not just about something;
rather I speak 1o you. I tell you, not so much this or that, but rather I tell
toyou.

The “to” is the guarantor of indirection. The “to” prevents the
relation of transitivity, bereft of the other’s irreducibility and potential
reciprocity. The “to” maintains intransitivity between persons, between
the interpersonal question, speech or gift: I speak to you, I ask of you, I
give to you (and not: I give you to another).

The “t0” is the sign of non-immediacy, of mediation between us.
Thus, itis not: [ order you or command you to do some particular thing,
which could mean or imply: I prescribe this for you, I subject you to
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these truths, to this order—whether these amount to a form of labor
or to a form of human or divine pleasure. Nor is it: I seduce you to me,
the you becoming (what belongs) to me; the “Tlove to you” becoming “I
love (what belongs) to me.” Any more than it is: I marry you, in the
sense that am making you my wife or my husband, thatis: I take you, I
am making you mine. Rather, it is: Thope to be attentive to you now and
in the future, I ask you if I may stay with you, and I am faithful to you.

The “to” is the site of non-reduction of the person to the object. [ love
you, I desire you, I take you, I seduce you, I order you, linstruct you, and
so on, always risk annihilating the alterity of the other, of transforming
him/her into my property, my object, of reducing him/her to what is
mine, into mine, meaning what is already a part of my field of existential
or material properties.

The “to” is also a barrier against alienating the other’s freedom in my
subjectivity, my world, my language.

I love to you thus means: I do not take you for a direct object, nor for
an indirect object by revolving around you. It is, rather, around myself
thatThave to revolve in order to maintain the o you thanks to the return
to me. Not with my prey—you become mine—but with the intention
of respecting my nature, my history, my intentionality, while also
respecting yours. Hence, I do not return to me by way of: I wonder if I
am loved. That would result from an introverted intentionality, going
toward the other so as to return ruminating, sadly and endlessly, over
solipsistic questions in a sort of cultural cannibalism.

The “to” is the guarantor of two intentionalities: mine and yours. In
you I love that which can correspond to my own intentionality and to
yours.

It could be that what I love in you—"%to you”—is not consciously
willed by you and escapes your intentions: a certain mannerism, a
particular expression, a feature of your body, your sensibility. We have to
seeif we can build a we on the basis of what, of you, is thus compatible with
my intentions but escapes your own (less conscious as it may be for you).
On the basis of this to you—more a property of yours than an intention,
assuming this distinction holds—can we construct a temporality?

The problem of we is that of a meeting which occurs through fortune,
good fortune, as it were (a kairost), or partly that of a coincidence whose
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necessity escapes us, butitis also or especially that of constituting a tem-
porality: together, with, between. All too often, sacramental or juridical
commitment and the obligation to reproduce have compensated for
this problem: how to constructa temporality between us? How to unite
two temporalities, two subjects, in a lasting way?

For making you my property, my possession, my mine does not
accomplish the alliance between us. This act sacrifices one subjectivity
to another. The “to” becomes a possessive, a sign of possession and not of
an existential property. But whatifit is claimed that man is a possessor
who transforms his instincts into laws? In that case, the “to” of
possession is no longer bilateral. You are (what belongs) to me, often
without any reciprocity. In this mine that you are, you lose the freedom
of reciprocity; never mind the fact that the possessor is scarcely available
to belong to someone. Active and passive are divided between the
possessor and the possessed, the lover and the beloved, for example.
With that, we no longer have two subjectsin a loving relationship.

The “to” is an attempt to avoid falling back into the horizon of the
reduction of the subject to the object, to an item of property.

But how can a subject attach him or herself or be attached to another
on along-term basis? How can we prevent the length of this attachment
from being dependent upon the judgmentofa God-the-Father or King,
upon the decisions of a civil authority, upon a genealogical kind of
power or knowledge—whether dictated or elected? And how can the
relationship between the lovers be saved from alienation through the
family?

It could be that, behind the sacramental or juridical mirages of “Thou
art mine,” and | am thine, forever, there lies something natural,
unresolved, which is projected onto the celestial or the law.

In my view, I love to you cannot be temporalized in this fashion: Ilove to
you your natural subsistence, even if this “to” does not imply the
sacrifice of the latter. For can what I love turn out to be obedience to a
nature?

In our culture, this is still the fate that befalls the definition and
condition of women, and those of men, too, insofar as he has to be a
citizen whose nature is neutralized, as he also has to be the “head” for
human kind (and for woman particularly), as well as the “image” of
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divinity. All of thisis to be expected with the lack of a culture of sexuality.

But am I able to love subjection to a nature, be it animal, human, or
divinet Isn’t freedom of movement lacking on both sides, a movement
that constructs the one and the other and enables a common tempo-
rality to be constituted? If T am attentive to your intentionality, to your
fidelity to yourself and to its/your becoming, then it is permissible for
me to imagine whether there can be anything long-lasting between us,
whether our intentionalities can come into accordance.

These intentionalities cannot be reduced to one. It is not enough to
look ahead in the same direction, as Saint-Exupéry says, or even to ally
rather than abolish differences. Man and woman, faithful to their
identity, do not have the same intentionality, as they are not of the same
gender, and do not occupy the same genealogical position. But they can
make commitments to act together according to terms of agreement
that render their intentionalities compatible: to build a culture of
sexuality together, for example, or to construct a politics of difference.

In realizing our intentionality, each one of us can find support from
alliances such as these.

And so: you do not know me, but you know something of my
appearance. You can also perceive the directions and dimensions of my
intentionality. You cannot know who I am but you can help me to be by
perceiving that in me which escapes me, my fidelity or infidelity to
myself. In this way you can help me get away from inertia, tautology,
repetition, or even from errancy, from error. You can help me become
while remaining myself.

Nothing here, then, suggests marriage through a contract that
snatches me away from one family to chain me to another, nothing
subjects me like a disciple to a master, nothing takes away my virginity,
or halts my becoming within submission to another (supported by an
Other or the State); nor is there anything to force my nature to
reproduce. What we are dealing with, rather, is a new stage in my
existence, one enabling me to accomplish my gender in a specific
identity, related to my history and to a period of History.

For the generic universal is not transhistorical. It is to be hoped that
it will be realized progressively, and, by extension, that this occurs
throughout the world. It is now possible for the culture of sexual
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difference to spread throughout different peoples and traditions. Such
an extension should be accompanied by (qualitative) progress, by a
progressive distancing from animality and from the subjection of
sexuality to reproduction or porno graphy.

This progress needs language. Not just the language of information,
as I have suggested, but the language of communication, too. What we
particularly need is a syntax of communication. For communication
amounts to establishing links, and that is a matter for syntax.

Thus: how am I to speak to you? And: how am I to listen to you?

Note
1. Seenote 3, p. 102. (Tr.)



In Almost Absolute Silence

Letus begin with: how am I to listen to you?

No longer is it a matter of listening to a message in terms of a content
that has already been coded by society or language. Of course, that is
always useful. If you let me know what time you are arriving or calling,
it is useful for me to understand so that [ am there when you do. If you
tell me where we are to meet, I need to understand you in order to get
there. And if you would like some fruit and I bring you a book, you will
feel that I do not understand you.

Yet, this sort of communication is not enough to weave a web of
alliances and histories between two subjects.

But expressing subjective affect will not manage it, either. For I can
console your sadness but sadness is not necessarily what you intended
and it does not necessarily help me in my own becoming. It
is possible that your/my joy or your/my sadness could be a sign, an
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indication of the elaboration of our becoming, but this is rarely the case.
And should either one of us submit to the other’s pathos, it may well be
that spirituality will not be formed in the relationship but elsewhere.
Sentiment will bind one to the other, often in one direction and not
reciprocally, and the locus of thought will be taken up by other realities
and truths. This is often how it is in our civilizations, where thought is
separated from affect, thought being a logical construction for truths
beyond earthly contingencies, which are associated more with affects,
with nature. In that case, marriage becomes a tale of love subjugated to
faith in God or to the service of the State through the institution of the
family and reproduction.

Thus, I am listening to you is not to expect or hear some information
from you, nor isit the pure expression of sentiment (a rather naive aim
of psychoanalysis sometimes). [ am listening to you is to listen to your words
as something unique, irreducible, especially to my own, as something
new, as yet unknown. It is to understand and hear them as the manifes-
tation of an intention, of human and spiritual development.

In relationships within genealogies, be they human or divine, natural
or spiritual, the elder is supposed to know what the younger is and what
he or she must become. The elder is supposed to know the younger,
and only listens to him or her within the parameters of an existing
science or truth. To attain sexual difference, to attain horizontality in
transcendence, requires: I do not know you, hence the birth of solitude
and respect for the mystery of the other. I comprehend you, Tknow you,
often express the impossibility of attaining solitude. I alienate myself and
I alienate you tofin a pseudo-reality or truth. I reduce you to my exis-
tence, to my experience, to what I already know so as to avoid solitude.

This sort of language is often used by adults, thus paralyzing the
freedom of the child’s becoming out of a lack of autonomy on the part
of adults themselves.

I'am listening to you, as to another who transcends me, requires a
transition to a new dimension. I am listening to you: I perceive what you
are saying, | am attentive to it, [ am attempting to understand and hear
your intention. Which does not mean: I comprehend you, I know you,
so] do notneed to listen to you and I can even plan a future for you. No,
Iam listening to you as someone and something I do not know yet, on

116

~ In Almost Absolute Silence ~

the basis of a freedom and an openness put aside for this moment. Tam
listening to you: [ encourage something unexpected to emerge, some
becoming, some growth, some new dawn, perhaps. [ am listening to you
prepares the way for the not-yet-coded, for silence, for a space for
existence, initiative, free intentionality, and support for your becoming.

I am listening to you not on the basis of what I know, I feel, I already
am, nor in terms of what the world and language already are, thusina
formalistic manner, so to speak. I am listening to you rather as the
revelation of a truth that has yet to manifest itself—yours and that of
the world revealed through and by you. I give you a silence in which
your future—and perhaps my own, but with you and not as you and
without you—may emerge and lay its foundation.

This is not a hostile or restrictive silence. It is openness that nothing
or no one occupies, Or preoccupies—no language, no world, no God.

This silence is space-time offered to you with no a priori, no pre-
established truth or ritual. To you it constitutes an overture, to the
other who is not and never will be mine. It is a silence made possible by
the fact that neither I nor you are everything, that each of usis limited,
marked by the negative, non-hierarchically different. A silence that is
the primary gesture of I love to you. Without it, the “to,” such as T under-
stand it, is impossible.

This silence is the condition for a possible respect for myself and for
the other within our respective limits. It also assumes that the already
existing world, even in its philosophical or religious form, should not
be considered complete, already revealed or made manifest. If I am to
be quiet and listen, listen to you, without presupposition, without
making hidden demands—on you or myself—the world must not be
sealed already, it must still be open, the future not determined by the
past. Iflam to really listen to you, all these conditions are essential. And
moreover, that [ do not consider language to be immutable. Otherwise,
language itself controls, orders, and hinders freedom.

Of course, language is important. This third term or reality is always
there between us. And claiming to reduce it to an immediate relation
between the sexes is a naive move. But saying that a man speaks differ-
ently to a woman than a woman to aman is also problematic if language
itself is not analyzed.! Language exists between us but is more modifi-
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able than our difference. Many seem inclined to think the opposite,
owing to speculative or religious idealism, social conformism, submis-
sion to some past that has the force of law, or being in the grip of the
language of the father, or of ancestors, which it is deemed right to sub-
mit to or believe in.

Listening to you assumes that, for a moment at least, | may put
all these obligations to one side. That no one or nothing forces any oblig-
ation upon me, no matter what my body, my lethargy, my tiredness
might be telling me.

Listening to you thus requires that I make myself available, that I be
once more and always capable of silence. To a certain extent this gesture
frees me, too. But above all, it gives you a silent space in which to
manifest yourself. It makes available to you a still virgin space-time for
your appearance and its expressions. It offers you the possibility of
existing, of expressing your intention, your intentionality, without you
calling out for it and even without asking, without overcoming, without
annulling, without killing.

I could list other processes that linguists, philosophy and psycho-
analysis claim are necessary for communication. These processes never
really give thought to one with the other in the serenity and the occasion
of being with, respecting difference. They remain within the horizon of a
single subject—more or less realized or fulfilled—in the horizon of the
same, in the order of genealogy, of hierarchy. The you is then the same
as me, more perfect, older, or the opposite. It is still a passage to the limit
or beyond: the divine Thou of philosophers like Buber, the Thou of the Our
Father. The Thou that is ecstatic but fundamentally the same as I, my
superior equal, my remains on high, the fabricated transcendence with
which I dialogue as with a sort of spiritual placenta, expecting to become
greater or more perfect, to be born into difference.

This Thou traps in its mystery the irreducibility of the other, he or she
who is horizontally transcendent to me. To relate to he or she via the
detour of this Theu is indeed to subject difference to sameness and
similarity, in the name of an ecstatic model outside the judgment of
consciousness, thus to remain unaware of the lack of ethics in this
gesture. The Thou of the wholly other with whom I dialogue, that other
me, cannot be substituted for the mystery of the other of sexual
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difference, and I cannot subordinate this difference to Him.

It would be more correct, then, to refer oneself to He or She, the ideal
representations of my own and the other gender’s becoming. Yetit is
true that the child is always within us, and that we need you as we need
parental guidance. Therefore you cannot be only you-father at the risk of
depriving the child I am of the warmest and most vital childhood
guidance: you-mommy.

Once beyond this moment of intimacy with the child I am, it is
towards the other thatIshould turn and, moreover, return trying not
to impose on him or her any genealogical refuge or authority I may
have.

You, who are you? You who are not nor ever will be me or mine.

Note
1. See, for example, some interesting commentaries that yet require a degree
of modification in “Discours sexué et intersexué” in Sexes et genres & travers les langues,

op. cit.
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