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example, the illusion of anti-Semitism 1s that social antagonisms are
introduced by the Jewish intervention, so that, if we eliminate Jews, the
fully realized non-antagonistic harmonious social body will take place;
against this misperception, the critical analysis should demonstrate how
the anti-Semitic figure of the Jew simply gives body to the structural
impossibility constitutive of the social order.

It seems that Lacan also fits this logic perfectly: does the illusory
fullness of the imaginary fantasy not cover up a structural gap, and does
psychoanalysis not assert the heroic acceptance of the fundamental gap
and/or structural impossibility as the very condition of desire? Is this
not, exactly, the “ethics of the Real” — the ethics of accepting the Real
of a structural impossibility? However, what Lacan ultimately aims at is
precisely the opposite. Let us take the case of love. Lovers usually dream
that in some mythical Otherness (“another time, another place”), their
love would have found its true fulfilment, that it is only the present
contingent circumstances which prevent this fulfilment; and is the
Lacanian lesson here not that one should accept this obstacle as
structurally necessary, that there is NO “other place” of fulfilment, that
this Otherness is the very Otherness of the fantasy? NO: the “Real as
impossible” means here that THE IMPOSSIBLE DOES HAPPEN, that
“miracles” like Love (or political revolution: “in some respects, a
revolution is a miracle,” said Lenin in 1921) DO occur. From
“impossible TO happen” we thus pass to “the impossible HAPPENS” —
this, and not the structural obstacle forever deferring the final resolution,
is the most difficult thing to accept: “We’d forgotten how to be in
readiness even for miracles to happen.”"

And it’s exactly the same with belief: the lesson of Graham Greene’s
novels is that religious belief, far from being the pacifying consolation,
is the most traumatic thing to accept. Therein resides the ultimate failure
of Neil Jordan’s film The End of the Affair, which accomplishes two
changes with regard to Greene’s novel upon which it is based: it
displaces the ugly birthmark (and its miraculous disappearance after a
kiss by Sarah) from the atheist preacher to the private investigator’s son,
and it condenses two persons (the atheist preacher whom Sarah visited
after her shocking encounter with the miracle, 1.e. the rising of her lover
from the dead, and the older Catholic priest who tries to console
Maurice, the narrator, and Sarah’s husband after her death) into one, the
preacher whom Sarah is secretly visiting and who is mistaken by

" Christa Wolf, The Quest for Christa T. (New York: Farrar, Giroux and Strauss,
1979), p. 24.
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Maurice for her lover. This replacement of the agnostic preacher by a
priest thoroughly misses the point of Sarah’s visits: in a dialectic of faith
that is Greene’s trademark, she starts to visit him precisely because of
his ferocious anti-theism: she wants desperately to ESCAPE her faith,
the miraculous proof of God’s existence, so she takes refuge with the
avowed atheist — with the predictable result that not only does he fail in
delivering her of her faith, but that, at the novel’s end, he himself
becomes a believer (THIS is also the reason why the miracle of the
disappearing birthmark has to take place on HIS face!). The
psychoanalytic name for such a “miracle,” for an intrusion which
momentarily suspends the causal network of our daily lives, is, of
course, trauma. In his Zollikoner Seminare, edited by Medard Boss,
Heidegger dismisses Freud as a causal determinist:

He postulates for the conscious human phenomena that they can
be explained without gaps, ie. the continuity of causal
connections. Since there are no such connections ‘in
consciousness,” he has to invent ‘the unconscious,’ in which there
have to be the causal links without gaps."

Here, of course, Heidegger completely misses the way the Freudian
“unconscious” is grounded in the traumatic encounter of an Otherness
whose intrusion precisely breaks, interrupts, the continuity of the causal
link: what we get in the “unconscious” is not a complete, uninterrupted,
causal link, but the repercussions, the after-shocks, of traumatic
interruptions.” Although there is a similarity between this Lacanian Real
and the notion of the “priority of the objective” elaborated by Adorno,
Heidegger’s most embittered critic, it is this very similarity that renders
all the more palpable the gap that separates them. Adorno’s basic
endeavour is to reconcile the materialist “priority of the objective” with
the idealist legacy of the subjective “mediation” of all objective reality:
everything we experience as directly-immediately given is already
mediated, posited through a network of differences; every theory that
asserts our access to immediate reality, be it the phenomenological
Wesensschau or the empiricist perception of elementary sensual data, is

" Martin Heidegger, Zollikoner Seminare, p. 260.

" For a more detailed elaboration of this key feature, see Chapter 1 of Slavoj i ek,
Did Somebody Say Totalitarianism? (London: Verso Books, 2001), where 1 rely on
Jean Laplanche’s exemplary account in his Essays on Otherness (London: Routledge,
1999).
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false. On the other hand, Adorno also rejects the idealist notion that all
objective content is posited/produced by the subject — such a stance
also fetishizes subjectivity itself into a given immediacy. This is the
reason why Adorno opposes the Kantian a priori of the transcendental
categories which mediate our access to reality (and thus constitute what
we experience as reality): for Adorno, the Kantian transcendental
priori does not simply absolutize the subjective mediation — it
obliterates its own historical mediation. The table of Kantian
transcendental categories is not a pre-historical “pure” a priori, but a
historically “mediated” conceptual network, i.e., a network embedded in
and engendered by a determinate historical constellation. How, then, are
we (o think TOGETHER the radical mediation of all objectivity and the
materialist “priority of the objective™? The solution is that this “priority”
is the very result of mediation brought to its end, the kernel of resistance
that we cannot experience directly, but only in the guise of the absent
point of reference on account of which every mediation ultimately
FAILS.

It is a standard argument against Adorno’s “negative dialectics” to
reproach it for its inherent inconsistency. Adorno’s answer to this is
quite appropriate: stated as a definitive doctrine, as a result, “negative
dialectics” effectively IS “inconsistent” — the way to properly grasp it is
to conceive of it as the description of a process of thought (in Lacanese,
to include the position of enunciation involved in it). “Negative
dialectics” designates a position which includes its own failure, i.c.
which produces the truth-effect through its very failure. To put it
succintly: one tries to grasp/conceive the object of thought; one fails,
missing it, and through these very failures the place of the targeted
object is encircled, its contours become discernible. So what one is
tempted to do here is to introduce the Lacanian notion of the “barred”
subject and the object as real/impossible: the Adornian distinction
between immediately accessible “positive” objectivity and the
objectivity targeted in the “priority of the objective” is the very Lacanian
distinction between (symbolically mediated) reality and the impossible
Real. Furthermore, does the Adornian notion that the subject retains its
subjectivity only insofar it is “incompletely” subject, insofar as some
kernel of objectivity resists its grasp, not point towards the subject as
constitutively “barred”?

There are two ways out of the deadlock where Adorno’s “negative
dialectics” ends, the Habermasian one and the Lacanian one. Habermas,
who correctly perceived Adomo’s inconsistency, his self-destructive
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critique of a Reason which cannot account for itself, p(oposed- as a
solution the pragmatic a priori of communicative normativity, a kind of
Kantian regulative ideal presupposed in every intersubjective exchange.
Lacan, on the contrary, elaborates the concept of what Adorno deployed
as dialectical paradoxes: the concept of the “barred” subject that exists
only through its own impossibility — the concept of the Real as the
inherent, not external, limitation of reality.

At the level of theology, this shift from external to inherent limitation
is accomplished by Christianity. In Judaism, God remains .the
transcendent irrepresentable Other. As Hegel was right to emphas.lze,
Judaism is the religion of the Sublime: it tries to render the suprasensible
dimension not through the overwhelming excess of the sensible, like the
Indian statves with dozens of hands, etc., but in a purely negative way,
by renouncing images altogether. Christianity, on the contrary,
renounces this God of Beyond, this Real behind the curtain of the
phenomena; it acknowledges that there is NOTHING beyond Fhe
appearance — nothing BUT the imperceptible X that changes Christ,
this ordinary man, into God. In the ABSOLUTE identity of man and
God, the divine is the pure Schein of another dimension that shines
through Christ, this miserable creature. It is only here that iconoclasm is
truly brought to its conclusion: what is effectively “beyond the image”_ is
that X that makes Christ the man God. In this precise sense, Christianity
inverts the Jewish sublimation into a radical desublimation: not
desublimation in the sense of the simple reduction of God to man, but
desublimation in the sense of the descent of the sublime Beyond to the
everyday level. Christ is a “ready made God” (as Boris Groys put it), he
is fully human, inherently indistinguishable from other humgns in
exactly the same way Judy is indistinguishable from Madeleine in
Vertigo, or the “true” Erhardt is indistinguishable from his impersonator
in To Be Or Not to Be — it is only the imperceptible “something”, a pure
appearance which cannot ever be grounded in a substantial property, that
makes him divine. THIS is why Christianity is the religion of love and of
comedy: as examples from Lubitch and Chaplin demonstrate, there is
always something comic in this unfathomable difference that
undermines the established identity (Judy IS Madeleine, Hynkel IS the
Jewish barber). And love is to be opposed here to desire: desire is always
caught in the logic of “this is not that,” it thrives in the gap thgl forgver
separates the obtained satisfaction from the sought-for satisfaction,
while love FULLY ACCEPTS that “this IS that” — that the woman with
all her weaknesses and common features IS the Thing I unconditionally
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love, that Christ, this miserable man, 1S the living God. Again, to avoid a
fatal misunderstanding, the point is not that we should “‘renounce
transcendence” and fully accept the limited human person as our love
object, since “this is all there is”: transcendence is not abolished, but
rendered ACCESSIBLE — it shines through in this very clumsy and
miserable being that 1 love.'"

Christ is thus not “man PLUS God”: what becomes visible in him is
simply the divine dimension in man “as such.” So, far from being the
Highest in man, the purely spiritual dimension towards which all men
strive, “divinity” is rather a kind of obstacle, a “bone in the throat” — it
is something, that unfathomable X, on account of which man cannot ever
fully become MAN, self-identical. The point is not that, due to the
limitation of his mortal sinful nature, man cannot ever become fully
divine, but that, due to the divine spark in him, man cannot ever fully
become MAN. Christ as man=God is the unique case of full humanity
(ecce homo, as Pontius Pilatus put it to the mob demanding the lynching
of Christ). For that reason, after his death, there is no place for any God
of the Beyond: all that remains is the Holy Spirit, the community of
believers onto which the unfathomable aura of Christ passes once it is
deprived of its bodily incarntion. To put it in Freudian terms, once it can
no longer rely on the Anlehnung onto Christ’s body, it has the same
sense as the drive which aims at the unconditional satisfaction and which
always has to “lean on” a particular, contingent material object which
acts as the source of its satisfaction.

The key distinction to be maintained here can be exemplified by the
(apparent) opposite of religion, the intense sexual experience.
Eroticization relies on the inversion-into-self of the movement directed
at an external goal: the movement itself becomes its own goal. (When,
instead of simply gently shaking the hand offered to me by the beloved
person, | hold to it and repeatedly squeeze it, my activity will be
automatically experienced as — welcome or, perhaps, intrusively
unwelcome — eroticization: what 1 do is change the goal-oriented
activity into an end-in-itseif.) Therein resides the difference between the
goal and the aim of a drive: say, with regard to the oral drive, its goal
may be to eliminate hunger, but its aim is the satisfaction provided by
the activity of eating (sucking, swallowing) itself. One can imagine the
two satisfactions entirely separated: when, in a hospital, 1 am fed
intravenously, my hunger is satisfied, but not my oral drive; when, on

* 1 am borrowing this formula of love as the “accessible transcendence” from Alenka
Zupancic, to whom this whole passage is deeply indebted.
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the contrary, a small child rhythmically sucks a pacifier, the only
satisfaction he gets is that of the drive. This gap that separates aim from
goal “eternalizes” drive, transforming the simple instinctual movement
which finds peace and calm when it reaches its goal (say, the full
stomach) into the process which gets caught in its own loop and insists
on endlessly repeating itself. The crucial feature to take note of here is
that this inversion cannot be formulated in the terms of the primordial
lack and the series of metonymic objects trying (and, ultimately, failing)
to fill in its void. When the eroticized body of my partner starts to
function as the object around which drive circulates, this does NOT
mean that his/her ordinary (“pathological”, in the Kantian sense of the
term) flesh-and-blood body is “transubstantiated” into a contingent
embodiment of the sublime impossible Thing, holding (filling out) its
empty place. Let us take a straightforwardly “vulgar” example: when a
(heterosexual male) lover is fascinated with his partner’s vagina, “never
getting enough of iL,” prone not only to penetrate it, but to explore and
caress it in all possible ways, the point is NOT that, in a kind of
deceptive short-circuit, he mistakes the piece of skin, hair and meat for
the Thing itself — his lover’s vagina is, in all its bodily materiality, “the
thing itself”, not the spectral appearing of another dimension. What
makes it an “infinitely” desirable object whose “mystery” cannot ever be
fully penetrated is its non-identity to itself, i.e. the way it is never
directly “itself.” The gap which “eternalizes” drive, turning it into the
endlessly repetitive circular movement around the object, is not the gap
that separates the void of the Thing from its contingent embodiments,
but the gap that separates the very pathological object FROM ITSELF,
in the same way that, as we have just seen, Christ is not the contingent
material (“pathological”) embodiment of the suprasensible God: his
“divine” dimension is reduced to the aura of a pure Schein.

We all know the phrase “the devil resides in the details” — implying
that, in an agreement, you should be attentive to the proverbial small
letter specifications and conditions at the bottom of the page which may
contain unpleasant surprises, and, for all practical purposes, nullify what
the agreement offers. However, does this phrase hold also for theology?
Is it really that God is discernible in the overall harmony of the universe,
while the Devil sticks in small features which, while insignificant from
the global perspective, can mean terrible suffering for us individuals?
With regard to Christianity, at least, one is tempted to turn this formula
around: God resides in details — in the overall drabness and indifference
of the universe, we discern the divine dimension in barely perceptible
details — a kind smile here, an unexpected helpful gesture there. The
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Turin Shroud with the alleged photographic imprint of Christ is perhaps

the ultimate case of this “divine detail,” of the “little bit of the real” —

the very hot debates about it neatly fall into the triad IRS: the Imaginary
(is the image discernible on it the faithful reproduction of Christ?), the
Real (when was the material made? Is the test which demonstrated that
the linen was woven in 14th century conclusive?), the Symbolic (the
narrative of the Shroud’s complicated destiny through the centuries).
The true problem, however, resides in the potential catastrophic
consequences for the Church itself if the tests will indicate again that the

Shroud is authentic (from Christ’s time and place): there are traces of

“Christ’s” blood on it, and some biochemists are already working on its
DNA — so what will this DNA say about Christ’s FATHER (not to
mention the prospect of CLONING Christ)?

And what about the Jewish assertion of the unconditional iconoclastic
monotheism: God is One, totally Other, with no human form? The
commonplace position is here that pagan (pre-Jewish) gods were
“anthropomorphic” (say, old Greek gods fornicated, cheated, and
engaged in other ordinary human passions), while the Jewish religion
with its iconoclasm was the first to thoroughly “de-anthropomorphize”
divinity. What, however, if things are the exact opposite? What if the
very need to prohibit man making the images of God bears witness to the
“personification” of God discernible in “Let us make humankind in our
iinage, according to our likeness” (Genesis 1:26) — what if the true
targets of Jewish iconoclastic prohibition are not previous pagan
religions, but rather its own “anthropomorphization”/“personalization”
of God? What if Jewish religion itself generates the excess it has to
prohibit? In other words, making images has to be prohibited not
because of the pagans; its true reason is the premonition that, if the Jews
were to do the same as the pagans, something horrible would have
emerged (the hint of this horror is given in Freud’s hypothesis about the
murder of Moses, this traumatic event on the denial of which the Jewish
identity is raised).

In pagan religions, such a prohibition would have been meaningless.
Christianity then goes one step further by asserting not only the likeness
of God and man, but their direct identiry in the figure of Christ: “no
wonder man looks like God, since a man [Christ] 1S God.” According to
the standard notion, pagans were anthropomorphic, Jews were radically
iconoclastic, and Christianity effects a kind of “synthesis”, a partial
regression o paganism, by introducing the ultimate “icon to erase all
other icons,” that of the suffering Christ. Against this commonplace, one
should assert that it is the Jewish rcligion which remains an

.
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“abstract/immediate” negation of anthropomorphism, and, as such,
attached to it, determined by it in its very direct negation, whereas it is
only Christianity that effectively “sublates” paganism.

Thus in iconoclasm Judaism fights 1TS OWN EXCESS. That is to
say, apropos of the standard opposition between the Cartesian self-
transparent subject of thought and the Freudian subject of the
unconscious (which is perceived as anti-Cartesian, as undermining the
Cartesian “illusion” of rational identity), one should bear in mind that
the opposition through which a certain position asserts itself is its own
presupposition, its own inherent excess (as is the case with Kant: the
notion of diabolical Evil which he rejects is only possible within the
horizon of HIS OWN transcendental revolution). The point here is not so
much that the Cartesian cogito is the presupposed “vanishing mediator”
of the Freudian subject of the unconscious (a thought worth pursuing),
but that the subject of the unconscious is already operative in the
Cartesian cogito as its own inherent excess: in order to assert cogito as
the self-transparent “thinking substance”, one HAS to pass through the
excessive point of madness which designates cogito as the vanishing
abyss of substanceless thought. And does the same not go for Jewish
iconoclasm? 1t does not prohibit/fight pagan images, but the image-like
power of ITS OWN founding gesture. It is the JEWISH God who is the
FIRST fully “personalized” God, a God who says “I am who am.” In
other words, iconoclasm and other Jewish prohibitions do not relate to
pagan Otherness, but to the violence of Judaism’s OWN imaginary
excess. In this sense, Christianity — with its central notion of Christ as
man-God — simply makes “for itself” the personalization of God in
Judaism. And is this prohibition of images not equivalent to the Jewish
disavowal of the primordial crime?” In Moses and Monotheism, Freud
already implies this ultimate identity: the primordial parricide is the
ultimate fascinating image. What, then, does the Christian reassertion of
the unique image of the crucified Christ stand for?

So how are Judaism and Christianity related? The standard Judeo-
Lacanian answer is that Christianity is a kind of regression to the
imaginary narcissistic fusion of the community that forsakes the
traumatic tension between Law and sin (its transgression). Consequently,
Christianity replaces the logic of Exodus, of an open-ended voyage
without any guarantee as to its final outcome, with the messianic logic of
the final reconciliation — the idea of the “perspective of Last
Judgement” is foreign to Judaism. Along these lines, Eric Santner is

" See Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe, Musica Ficta (Stanford: Stanford UP, 1994).
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fully justified in claiming that, while Judaism is a religion whose public
discourse is haunted by the spectral shadow of its obscene uncanny
double, of its excessive transgressive founding violent gesture (it is this
very disavowed attachment to the traumatic kernel which confers on
Judaism its extraordinary chutzpah and durability), Christianity does not
possess another, its own, obscene disavowed supplement, but simply has
none." The Christian answer is that, precisely, the tension between the
pacifying Law and the excessive superego is not the ultimate horizon of
our experience. Thal is, it is possible to step out of this domain, not into
a fake imaginary bliss, but into the Real of an act; it is possible to cut the
Gordean knot of transgression and guilt. Antigone is thus effectively the
precursor of a Christian figure, insofar as there is no tension whatsoever
in her position between Law and transgression, between transgression
and guilt, between the unconditional ethical demand and her inadequate
answer to it.

So, perhaps, the difference between Judaism and Christianity is, to
put it in Schelling’s terms, the difference between contraction and
expansion: Jewish contraction (perseverance, enduring in the status of a
remainder) lays the ground for the Christian expansion (love). If Jews
assert the Law without superego, Christians assert love as jouissance
outside the Law. In order to get at jouissance outside Law, not tainted by
the obscene superego supplement of the Law, the Law itself has first to
be delivered from the grip of jouissance. The position to adopt between
Judaism and Christianity is thus not simply to give preference to one of
them, even less to opt for a kind of pseudo-dialectical “synthesis,” but to
introduce the gap between the enunciated content and the position of
enunciation: as for the content of the belief, one should be a Jew, while
retaining the Christian position of enunciation.

Herbert Schnaedelbach’s essay ‘Der Fluch des Christentums’”
provides perhaps the most concise liberal attack on Christianity,
enumerating its seven (not sins, but) “birth-blunders”: (1) the notion of
the original sin that pertains to humanity as such; (2) the notion that God
paid for that sin through a violent legal settlement with himself,
sacrificing his own son’s blood; (3) the missionary expansionism; (4)
anti-Semitism; (5) eschatology with its vision of the final Day of
Reckoning; (6) the import of the Platonic dualism with its hatred of the

" See Eric Santner, “Traumatic Revelations: Freud's Moses and the Origins of Anti-
Semitism,” in Renata Salecl, ed., Sexuation (Durham: Duke UP, 2000).

" See Herbert Schnaedelbach, ‘Der Fluch des Christentums’, Die Zeir 20, 11. Mai
2000, pp. 41-42.
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body; (7) the manipulative dealing with historical truth. Although, in a
predictable way, Schnaedelbach puts most of the blame on Saint Paul, on
his drive to institutionalize Christianity, he emphasizes that we are not
dealing here with a secondary corruption of the original Christian
teaching of love, but with a dimension present at the very origins.
Furthermore, he insists that — to put it bluntly — all that is really
worthwhile in Christianity (love, human dignity, etc.), is not specifically
Christian, but was taken over into Christianity from Judaism.

What is perceived here as the problem is precisely Christian
universalism: what this all-inclusive attitude (recall Saint Paul’s famous
“There are no men or women, no Jews and Greeks”) involves is a
thorough exclusion of those who do not accept to be included into the
Christian community. In other “particularistic” religions (and even in
Islam, in spite of its global expansionism), there is a place for others,
they are tolerated, even if they are condescendingly looked upon. The
Christian motto “All men are brothers,” however, ALSO means that
“Those who are not my brothers ARE NOT MEN.” Christians usually
praise themselves for overcoming the Jewish exclusivist notion of the
Chosen People and encompassing the entirety of humanity — the catch
is here that, in their very insistence that they are the Chosen People with
the privileged direct link to God, Jews accept the humanity other people
who celebrate their false gods, while Christian universalism tendentially
excludes non-believers from the very universality of humankind.

The question nonetheless remains (if such a quick dismissal does not
fail to account for the momentous dimension of the Paulinian agape) as
to the “miracle” of the retroactive “undoing” of sins through the
suspension of the Law. One usually opposes here the rigorous Justice of
Judaism and Christian Mercy, the inexplicable gesture of undeserved
pardon: we, humans, were born in sin, we cannot ever repay our debts
and redeem ourselves through our own acts — our only salvation lies in
God’s Mercy, in His supreme sacrifice. In this very gesture of breaking
the chain of Justice through the inexplicable act of Mercy, of paying our
debt, Christianity imposes on us an even stronger debt: we are forever
indebted to Christ, we cannot ever repay him for what he did to us. The
Freudian name for such an excessive pressure which we cannot ever
remunerate is, of course, superego.” More precisely, the notion of Mercy
is in itself ambiguous, such that it cannot fully be reduced to this
superego agency: there is also Mercy in the sense Badiou reads this

® One should not forget that the notion of Mercy is strictly correlative to that of
Sovereignty: only the bearer of sovereign power can dispense mercy.
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notion, namely the “mercy” of the Event of Truth (or, for Lacan, of the
act) — we cannol actively decide to accomplish an act, the act surprises
the agent itself, and “mercy” designated precisely this unexpected
occurrence of an acl.

Usually, it is Judaism which is conceived as the religion of the
superego (of man’s subordination to the jealous, mighty and severe
God), in contrast to the Christian God of Mercy and Love. However, it is
precisely through NOT demanding from us the price for our sins,
through paying this price for us Himsell, that the Christian God of
Mercy establishes itself as the supreme superego agency: “l paid the
highest price for your sins, and you are thus indebted to me FOREVER.”
Is this God as the superego agency, whose very Mercy generates the
indelible guilt of believers, the ultimate horizon of Christianity? Is the
Christian agape another name for Mercy?

In order to properly locate Christianity with regard to this opposition,
one should recall Hegel’s famous dictum apropos of the Sphynx: “The
enigmas of the Ancient Egyptians were also enigmas for the Egyptians
themselves.” Along the same lines, the elusive, impenetrable Dieu
obscur also has to be impenetrable to Himself, He must have a dark side,
something that is in Him more than Himself. Perhaps this accounts for
the shift from Judaism to Christianity: Judaism remains at the level of
the enigma OF God, while Christianity involves the move to the enigma
IN God Himself. The Christian logos, the divine Revelation in and
through the Word, and the enigma IN God are strictly correlative, the
two aspects of one and the same gesture. It is precisely because God is
an enigma also IN AND FOR HIMSELF, because he has an
unfathomable Otherness in Himself, that Christ had to emerge to reveal
God not only to humanity, but TO GOD HIMSELF — it is only through
Christ that God fully actualized himself as God.

What is incomprehensible within the pre-Christian horizon is the full
shattering dimension of this impenetrability of God to Himself,
discernible in Christ’s “Father, why did you forsake me?”, this Christian
version of the Freudian “Father, can’( you see that I am burning?”. This
total abandonment by God is the point at which Christ becomes FULLY
human, the point at which the radical gap that separates God from man
is transposed into God himself. Here, God the Father himself stumbles
upon the limit of his omnipotence. What this means is that the Christian
notion of the link between man and God thus inverts the standard pagan
notion according to which man approaches God through spiritual
purification, through casting off the “low” material/sensual aspects of his
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being and thus elevating himself towards God. When I, a human being,
experience myself as cut off from God, at that very moment of the utmost
abjection, I am absolutely close to God, since [ find myself in the
position of the abandoned Christ. There is no “direct” identification with
(or approach to) the divine majesty: 1 identify myself with God only
through identifying myself with the unique figure of God-the-Son
abandoned by God. In short, Christianity gives a specific twist to the
story of Job, the man-believer abandoned by God — it is Christ (God)
himself who has to occupy the place of Job. Man’s identity with God is
asserted only in/through God’s radical self-abandonment, when the inner
distance of God towards himself. The only way for God to create free
people (humans) is to open up the space for them in HIS OWN
lack/void/gap: man’s existence is the living proof of God’s self-
limitation. Or, to put it in more speculative-theological terms: man’s
infinite distance from God, the fact that he is a sinful, evil being, marked
by the Fall, unworthy of God, has to be reflected back into God himself,
as the Evil of God the Father Himself, i.e. as his abandonment of his
Son. Man’s abandonment of God and God’s abandonment of his Son are
strictly correlative, the two aspects of one and the same gesture.

This divine self-abandonment, this impenetrability of God to himself,
thus signals God’s fundamental imperfection. And it is only within this
horizon that the properly Christian Love can emerge, a Love beyond
Mercy. Love is always love for the Other insofar as he is lacking — we
love the Other BECAUSE of his limitation, helplessness, ordinariness
even. In contrast to the pagan celebration of the Divine (or human)
Perfection, the ultimate secret of the Christian love is perhaps that it is
the loving attachment to the Other’s imperfection. And THIS Christian
legacy, often obfuscated, is today more precious than ever.



