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The Gift of the Political

Michael Dutton

En passant on Benjamin’s chess board

The gift of the political, … isn’t that what Walter Benjamin was referring to in those wonderful opening lines of his ‘Thesis on the philosophy of history’? I speak of that part of his work in which he retells the tale of historical materialism as an encounter with a Turkish puppet and a chessboard. “The puppet called ‘historical materialism’ is to win all the time” (Benjamin, 1992, 245).   It wins every time because the puppet is not as it appears. Behind the puppet there is a mechanical chess player that can counter every opponent’s move with a countermove and thereby ensure victory, Benjamin claims. Is this endless victory of the puppet an expression of the gift of the political? Well, not quite. But this ruse is certainly revealing of its particular gift like form. Let me explain. 

In this game of chess, which is, like any chess game, merely the continuation of politics by other means (Clauswitz) we find that everything is not as it appears. As we look through the smoky haze produced by the hookah, pull away the gauze that covers the puppet’s face and look more carefully at the automaton that guides the puppet’s hands, we do not find  ‘science in action’ (Latour) but instead fall back in disbelief as Benjamin reveals yet another layer in his multi-layered ruse. 

Behind the puppet and the automaton lurks another figure; the wizened, unsightly figure of theology. It is in the messianic intensity released by this figure that each and every move can be played with a certainty that only revelation can bring. Victory, it seems, is neither dependent upon chance nor upon any science of reason. Instead, it rests upon faith. It is the certainty that faith instills within each of us that appears to offer up this power of revelation and justify a belief in the certainty of victory that is implicit in every cause. Buoyed by revelation, faith, it is said, becomes assent. It becomes ‘the “yea” of the whole man’, Karl Rahner claims (Rahner, 1973, 7). It is a yea that affirms a gift of sacrifice, “of the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob” to employ Rahner’s Christian reading (Rahner, 1969, 137). That ‘yea’ is a sign of fore-thrown-ment (Geworfenheit Masson, 1973 , 462) ; of a leap; of what would be called, in the religiously inspired reading of Martin Heidegger offered by Rahner, of grace.

No it is not, Nietzsche angrily replies!  “Ye-a” he spews forth, is something “only the ass and those like him have learned” (Nietzsche, 1961, 212).
 But even in this Nietzschian land where the last pope speaks of his disillusionment, can one not still see, lurking in the shadows of Zarathustra’s cave, another expression of the ‘yea’ of the whole man?
 This may not be Rahner’s “yea”of grace, for God is indeed dead in this cavernous land, but it is still a yearning for affirmation; for a ‘yea’-ness to life itself; a revelation of the impossible.
 Thus, even behind the contemptuous dismissal of Rahner’s “yea” there still lies a desire for ‘yea-ness.’ This moment of ‘yea’ in Nietzsche, expresses itself as heroism. It is heroism carried into knowledge, it is war waged purely for the sake of ideas.
 

Yea, as a verbal act affirming a mental commitment that heroically carries us to ideas; yea as a form of knowledge that can put our very existence at risk is also the yea that carries us beyond reason and, sometimes, into politics. Into politics, it forces us to ‘leap’ beyond ourselves and into a world where heroics fill the hearts of poets and warriors and ideas not ‘things’ come to count. That, then, is the ‘yea’ of Zarathustra. That ‘yea’ is a sign of fore-thrown-ment; of a leap; of what we could be thought of, if we were to transform a Heideggerianism, as the life-sign of a political Dasein. Thus, whether configured as a yea of theology, a metaphysical yea of total understanding, a yea of political heroism, or even a yea of passionate love, this ‘yea of assent’ always takes us beyond good and evil into that unavoidable force that (fore) throws, that leaps, that drives us into acts of which we will commit ourselves with certainty and abandon. That is the gift of the political, a gift that lets us see into ourselves. And it always weaves its magic even when we try our best to reduce its magic through scientific explanation and pragmatism claiming that its wonders are mere smokescreens covering the plentitude of self-interested reason lying behind the fog of ideology. But just as a flame acts as the sign revealing the fire burning within so too this ‘yea’ of assent, once recognised as such, offers that vital clue as to the form of life that lies beyond our world of scientific reason and, in that world, manifests itself politically in this gift-like form. Is it not something of this 'yea' that engenders the cry of victory of Benjamin's puppet player? Is that not a sign of what the gift of politics is all about? 
'The secret secretes its presence' writes Louis Marin (Marin, 1989 11). In Benjamin's chess game, that secret secretion is faith.  That, at least, is what I think Benjamin is telling us when he writes of the wizzened figure of theology.  Not disciplne, nor even a science of strategy and tactics, but faith… faith and revelation.  Here, of course, my reading streches Benjamin well beyond history and materialism and forces his analysis upon all forms of political commitment. 
 Indeed, it is only when we have the stomach to move beyond the playful extension of politics by other means (chess) to its deadly alter ego —war— that we begin to see this secret secretion of politics more clearly. This is because the binary that holds in place Benjamin’s chess board game also binds every act of war and, if Carl Schmitt is to be believed, every act of politics also. These domains that manifest a binary form, all hide within themselves a latent third element that inspires each and every move and the certainty of belief in victory. It is this latent third element that I want to explore here and I will name this element, not theology, not religion, not even faith. Instead, I will simply call it ‘the gift.’ I call I that because I want to move away from the view that it is a religious urge within Benjamin’s chess game that offers the guarantee of victory. 

Rather, I want to argue that it is a particular formulation of debt —a debt to a restricted version of what Heidegger might call ‘no-thing’—that grounds both the idea of sacrifice and a certainty of victory in the minds of all those who have faith, passion and commitment in their cause. This certainty, then, while not the sole domain of religion, is certainly a debt of faith and that, at least, is the preserve of theology (Rahner, 1973, 7; Gauchet, 1994, 116). 

With this secularized sense of divine debt lying behind the political binary of friend and enemy, let this game of Benjamin’s begin again. This time, however, let his revelation of a dark secret that lies behind both Turkish puppet and automoton speak to the broader question of politics proper. This time around, let each of his moves on this chessboard struggle be a thesis on politics and let each move be a revelation leading us toward the secret secretion that keeps each chess player in place and each game of conviction politics secure in the knowledge that the future is theirs’. 

***

Let us take our places on the edge of this chessboard for the architecture is, in fact, that of all classic political struggles. On this chessboard of political struggle, the complexity of the biopolitical gives way to the simplicity of the binary-political. There are only two sides, one is black, one white; one is friend, while the other is foe. Strangely, in what might appear to be no more than a curious accident of history, we discover that there is agreement on both sides of the great left/right political divide about the fundamental architecture of this (political) ‘game’. It provided the structural design of revolution for the communist Mao Zedong just as it became the foundation of a political ontology for that one time ‘crown jurist’ of Hitler’s Third Reich, Carl Schmitt (Gottfried, 1990, 57; Balakrishnan, 2000, 182). 

With both left and right obeying these ‘rules of the game’, we appear to have the whole of politics covered, but that is far from true nor is it the reason these two figures sit on either end of this chessboard of politics. The reason is more prosaic. It is because both Mao and Schmitt understood quite profoundly the fundamental nature of intense commitment based politics and clearly and simply articulated it. One would build a revolutionary movement around it, while the other would base an understanding of politics upon it. It was the communist Mao Zedong, who would make the first move. 

At the end of 1925, or possibly early 1926 if the official version of events is to be believed
, Mao Zedong set the stage for the Chinese revolution with what would became the opening salvo of each and every one of his subsequent political writings. On the very first line of the very first page of the very first volume of his Selected Works he would articulate the essence of politics as a revolutionary question: ‘who are our enemies, who are our friends’, he would ask. In many respects, and despite its circulation around a narrow band of questions relating only to class and class struggle, it was this friend/enemy distinction that would become the leitmotiv of the entire Maoist revolutionary process.
 Given its importance to Maoism, one might suspect that this division of life into binary forms may well be a distinctively Chinese move ‘of the left.’ The yin and yang of politics, perhaps? As events half way around the world would come to demonstrate, however, nothing could be further from the truth. 


At more or less the same time as Mao was scratching down this future slogan of revolutionary action, in another land, half way around the world and a world away politically, Carl Schmitt opened his ‘game plan’ with a strikingly similar move to that made by Mao. Working toward a theoretical definition of the political, Schmitt would contend that all political actions and motives could ‘be reduced to that between friend and enemy’ (Schmitt 1996, 26). Schmitt’s ability to make of Mao’s revolutionary question a definition of the political seems to suggest that this discourse holds true across the entire political spectrum. From Schmitt to Mao, it appears, we trace a line that takes us from the binary racial politics of Nazism into the politics of class struggle. As we trace this line, sometimes in scholarship, sometimes in blood, this understanding forces us to attend to the intimate relationship between Schmitt’s theoretical concept of ‘intensity’ and those concrete sparks that would light Mao’s prairie fires of revolution. In other words, the abstract notion of intensity proffered by Schmitt, like Mao’s concrete revolutionary violence, were both renditions of a particular form of expenditure that was central to politics. This is an expenditure of intensity or passion and it is in recognizing this that we again catch a glimpse of the wizened figure of theology. Only with the secretion of this spirit does it become possible for the politically committed to even imagine that they could kill without personal hate. 

To kill without (personal) hate was, of course, that oft-repeated Schmittian expression that underpinned his entire notion of the political. In elaborating upon this idea of friend, enemy and the nature of the political, Schmitt would end up concluding that what set the political apart from all other domains —be they economics, aesthetics or morality; what made the political  ‘authoritative’ as opposed to merely  ‘superior’, was that it constituted the only domain of human activity in which a public enemy could be produced. This figure was one we would willingly kill without the discharge of any private feelings of hatred or compassion. It is not that other domains could not learn to hate or show passion, it is just that in these lesser domains any ‘intensities’ produced were either disseminated and weakened or contoured by personal animosity, love, jealousy or some other expression of individualized emotion that was well away from collective action. 

Only in politics, Schmitt insists, does one find an intense, and collective but nonetheless, disinterested and impersonal commitment to the act of killing and/or dying. Only in politics, do tensions produce what we might call a collective, disinterested intensity. By disinterested, I mean only that one is driven not by personal advantage or egoistic feelings but by what we might begin to think of as a higher calling. In religion, this driving force is called faith, in politics it is called conviction, in both cases, I would argue, it is underpinned by an emotional economy called ‘the gift.’


Because of this gift, politics cannot be based on self-interest alone and Mao and Schmitt provide the key to an understanding of this. That there is reason and self-interest within politics is not in dispute. What is disputed, however, is the assumption that reason and self-interest alone form the contours along which all forms of the political run and can be understood. Without going beyond self-interest, how else are we to explain the power of the emotional charge that draws us to a cause, a nation, or a belief system such that, without personal anger, hatred or even immediate self interest, we feel compelled, in times of need, to risk our lives or be willing to kill a public enemy? Surely this willingness must take us beyond reason and force us to confront the power of devotion in politics? 

Through Mao and Schmitt, we come to understand this. Mao brings it to the surface in a very public and politically intense way. As millions of Red Guards, under the banner of zhong meaning devotion, chanted, fought, and struggled in his name, we witness a society riven with intense political passion, but divided by the very thing that impassioned the activist.
 The result was Mao’s theory of continuous revolution (jixu geming) which was little other than the name given to continuous, violent and intense class warfare.
 Schmitt’s recognition of such political intensity was of a different order of engagement. 

Some ten years before he wrote on the binary intensity of politics, Schmitt penned another work entitled Political Theology. All significant concepts of the modern theory of the state, he would argue, were merely secularized theological ones (Schmitt, 1988, 36).
 The immediate effect of this argument was to ground his conception of sovereignty theologically. The sovereign, he would come to say, was the one ‘who decides on the exception’ (Schmitt, 1988, 5) and this exception, he concluded, was the jurisprudential equivalent of the theological miracle (Schmitt, 1988, 36).
 The significance of this idea that all political concepts
 are, in origin, theological has, I believe, ramifications that go well beyond the (largely spurious
) ascription of contemporary political and state based conceptual equivalents to the religious miracle. When it comes to Schmitt’s concept of the political based on the friend/enemy divide, however, his theological equivalents in Scripture do prove illuminating.

In terms of his concept of the political, Schmitt refers back to Genesis 3:15 where it is said ’I will put enmity between thy seed and her seed.’ As a concrete expression of this enmity, Schmitt points to the parable of Cain and Abel leading Heinrich Meier to note that this takes Schmitt back to the first fratricidal or civil war and from there, back to the idea that ‘the enemy is my brother’ (Meier, 1998, 56). It is this same trajectory, based on a shared interest in the political, that led Derrida back to the Greeks and to the ‘illumination’ offered by ‘true and perfect friendship’ (Derrida, 1997, 3)

“O my friends, there is no friend” wrote Aristotle in his work on a philosophy or phileîn of friendship.
 In the friends/no friends divide opened up on either side of this ‘apostrophe,’ there is, for Derrida, the shadowy figure of fraternity. Fraternity helps Derrida establish the conceptual limits of friendship and from there, democracy.
 Fraternity carries that limit within itself by its familial demarcations (older/younger), its gender hierarchy (male/female) and its sense of a kinship-community built on a logic of ‘us and them.’ “O my friends, there is no friend” speaks to that brother/stranger couplet that not only occupied the thoughts of the Greeks, but also came to form the basis of the double law of Moses (Hyde, 1983, 132)
 For Derrida, the question is how can one imagine community beyond this potentially deadly divide, beyond this loving but insular hearth, a community that is open to all, without barriers, without restraints (Derrida, 1997, 154, 235). To work toward this type of friendship, however, means unraveling a paradox.

Friendship, like fraternity, has a limited jurisdiction, and precisely because it has these limits, it develops into a “confidence, a faith a ‘fidence’ [fiancé], greater in the other than in myself” (Derrida, 1997, 194). It is this form of bonding through giving part of thyself that leads Derrida towards an understanding of fraternity and friendship as a gift (Derrida 1997, 63). There are good reasons for rendering fraternity in this way. 

It was Marcel Mauss, the doyen of theories of the gift, who noted that it was the morality of the clan that founded the law of the gift (Mauss 1990, 70). That law of the kinship group or clan is one based on an affective relationship within which one presents “some part of oneself” in a gift form that is tied to a sense of one’s own spiritual essence or soul (Mauss 1990, 12). Mauss adds that the obligations of the gift regime under such circumstances, have a “magic or religious hold” upon those involved leading them back to their place of origin, to their native soil, back, in other words to the gift of fraternity (Mauss 1990, 12-13). Native soil therefore becomes the well-spring from which this extraordinary gift of fraternity grows into a general theory of the gift but in this instance, it is a non-symmetrical giving to superiors, to the gods, in sacrifice, in awe, and in devotion. At the same time, however, one must also understand that affective relations are only able to operate ‘intensely’ because they establish clear boundaries between the trusted ‘us’ with whom one can bond in this way and the alien ‘them’. 

Native soil is, then, not just the site of intensely felt affective bonding but also the soil out of which grows the possibility of intensely felt enmity toward the other. And it is none other than Carl Schmitt who points this out in his study of the partisan. 

The partisan, says Schmitt, lives the political with tellurian intensity and the figure who he believes best captures this political intensity is none other than Mao Zedong (Schmitt 2004, 13).
 This “new Clausewitz” as Schmitt called him, along with Lenin, “took the logic of partisanship systematically to its limit” (Schmitt 2004, 39-40). That logic, according to Schmitt, is pure Clausewitz. 

‘War is the continuation of politics’ said Clausewitz, and this, claims Schmitt, is the “theory of the partisan in a nutshell” (Schmitt, 2004, 5). But is this politics or war? Schmitt’s answer is revealing: “war has its own grammar” he insists, “but, politics remains its brain. It does not have its own logic. This can only be derived from the friend-and-enemy concept….” (Schmitt, 1996, 34). It is Lenin, Schmitt claims, who would push this binary to its absolute end: “Lenin blindly destroyed all traditional containments, war became absolute war, and the partisan the bearer of absolute enmity against an absolute enemy”(Schmitt, 2004, 64). William E Scheuerman agrees and argues that because violence lies at the core of Schmitt’s concept of politics
that even those on the revolutionary left such as the young Otto Kircheimer, could notice an affinity between Schmitt’s theory and Lenin’s practice.  

Lenin’s virtue, according to Kircheimer, lay in the fact that he adopted a doctrine of “unmitigated, all embracing class struggle” that would “ruthlessly distinguish between friend and enemy.” This would challenge the state based notion of conventional enmity—within which the enemy still has a status — just as it would displace the defensive but real enmity of the telluric partisan. With Lenin, the world revolutionary, we reach the point where we face the prospects of ‘absolute enmity’ (Slomp, 2005, 512). Lenin thereby, not only “established the main conceptual shift from war to politics i.e., to the distinction of friend and enemy. … But Lenin, the professional revolutionary of the world-wide civil war [Weltbürgerkrieges], went even farther and made an absolute enemy out of the real enemy” (Slomp, 2005, 512). Echoing Schmitt, Kirchheimer reiterates the point that Lenin’s “militant, myth-inspiring socialism” was the realization of the “true kernel of Marx’s theory, namely the doctrine of class struggle” (Scheuerman, 1994, 25).
 It was this focus on class struggle that Mao Zedong inherited from Lenin. Yet Mao would surpass Lenin, according to Schmitt, “by taking the formula of war as the continuation of politics by other means even further.” (Schmitt, 2004, 41).  

Mao, says Schmitt, had “one characteristic through which he comes closer to the core of the thing than Lenin does, and through which he attains to the possibility of the most extensive conceptual completeness. To state it briefly: Mao’s revolution is fundamentally more telluric than Lenin’s.” (Schmitt, 2004, 40). Mao is of the soil, and from this soil came a political movement propelled by intensification of absolute enmity.
 The unparalleled enmity that is generated out of this soil, however, is but one of its fruits, and the other, much sweeter fruit being produced, is the intensification of a sense of absolute fraternity. 

“Fraternity is the law above the law,” Michelet once remarked.
 The power of the bonds fraternity creates, however, make it potentially at least, the law above the law of the gift; what Maurice Godelier came to term, the “famous fourth obligation” (Godelier, 1999, 13).

In his seminal work on a theory of the gift, Marcel Mauss famously outlined the gift cycle as the obligation to give, receive and reciprocate (Mauss, 1990, 13). Maurice Godelier’s attention to the “fourth obligation,” in this context, moves beyond the conventional cycle of gift giving and refers instead to those gifts that Mauss claims pertain “to the soul” and take place “in the sight of the gods…” (Mauss 1990, 14). It is in this sacred gift of sacrifice to spirits, gods and ancestors, that leads Mauss to outline an altogether different form of gifting.  What we might term, the ‘absolute gift’ is more violent and intensely felt than the conventional gift. Moreover, unlike the cyclical and egalitarian forms of conventional gifting, the absolute gift is both asymmetrical and hierarchical. This is not the unmediated gift-giving between equals or brothers. Rather it is found only among brothers bound by a common gift of faith (to gods, spirits, ancestors or even to the idea of fraternity itself). The absolute gift, and absolute enmity, it seems, share in dreams of the absolute.

To give to the gods, the spirits or the dead is to sacrifice with one’s head bowed. It is carried out in awe and with devotion. It transforms the conventional gift of brotherly love or friendship into something more than a love between equals.  Any hint of the pragmatism and equality of the conventional gift is repressed as a divine act of sacrifice, operating within the realm of what Georges Bataille has termed ‘the sacred’, comes into being.
 

According to Bataille, this form of expenditure is one of the key ways in which the “excess energy” of humanity is transformed into the “effervescence of life” (Bataille, 1991, 10). Indeed, according to Bataille, it is just this transformation that underpins the idea of dépense, or theory of the human need for loss (but not of loss itself). It is this that makes us all live under the shadow of an accursed share.

In this Bataillian re-reading of the absolute gift as a need for loss, the sacrificial nature of giving begins to complicate the issue of reciprocity. The devoted have expectations in this regard but part of their act of devotion is to repress any of these expectations.  Faith turns the gift into a freely given gift rather than a wager or contract.  It is in gifting-in-faith, that is, in the absolute gift (rather than in the conventional act of giving between brothers or kin) that one comes to an understanding how friendship can so easily be transformed into comradeship. Conceptually, the reciprocity between comrades is of a different although related order to brotherly love. With comrades, gifting takes place based not upon blood, but upon devotion to a shared cause, even when the cause is tied to blood through the shedding of it in the pursuit of racialised political ends.  This is where and when the political ‘revolutionises’ the gift and makes it absolute. 

It is Foucault who brings this political aspect most directly and historically to the fore claiming that, with the development of racial binarisms in Western discourse “for the very first time”, the analysis of political power as war comes into being (Foucault, 2003, 19). This, he argues, would lead to a biological division that would end up enveloping the whole of Europe. Indeed, it more or less informed the whole of the European colonization process.
 At the heart of this discourse, however, was not so much the colonial encounter with other races as the splitting of a single race into super- and sub-races within a single society or people.
 Nazism would be the ultimate conclusion of this particular trajectory, Foucault claimed (Foucault, 2003, 82). 

While race would throw up the earliest empirical examples of the binary of politics that enveloped Europe and later formed the basis of social eugenics and ethnic cleansing, it was far from being the only one. Indeed, Foucault would insist that this was but the earliest rendition. Political binarism, he adds, would later reemerge under a different transcription; that of class struggle.

For Foucault, “Racism is, quite literally, revolutionary discourse in an inverted form” (Foucault, 2003, 81). In both transcriptions, however, Truth is always deployed from a “combat position”(Foucault, 2003, 53). In this framing, race and class share a family resemblance in their dyadic re-structuring of political discourse. 

Little wonder then, as Derrida informs us, that the original ghosts of this dyadic framing in the west, Cain and Abel, were still “haunting Schmitt in his prison cell”(Derrida, 1997, 151). In an attempt to free himself of the fratricidal link to Cain and Abel that so haunted Schmitt, Derrida returns to ancient Greece. Yet even with this move, Derrida is drawn back to fratricide by the enemy-brother relationship of Atreus and Thyestes.
 The binary form of the brother-enemy, it seems, is unavoidable. Yet the power of the binary of brother-enemy still relies upon the absolutization of the gift through the fourth obligation. How can brotherly figures be the unavoidable ur-form of the political when the political itself demands of its binary the generation not of private brotherly enmity but of disinterested passion? That is to say, the intensity generated by the political binary is —and all would agree on this— the product of hating a public enemy, not a brotherly jealousy.

Cain and Abel no less than Atreus and Thyestes before them, therefore, provide a clue to the genesis of the political in mythic or theological forms. They both highlight the fraternal origins of the political but precisely because they both still operate within the deeply personal and limiting circle of kinship relations, they elide any description of how the political arrives at a passionate but disinterested embrace of a public enemy. One may well argue that Cain and Abel, as the first Biblical reference to a binary form that would one day give rise to the friend/enemy distinction, is a parable of greater cultural import than the now forgotten relationship of Atreus and Thyestes. That, however, is irrelevant. This is not a quibble about which brother is important but about the question of the brother himself.  

The category of brother might be a clue to the struggle that leads us, when locked in a friend/enemy dyad, to move beyond ourselves but it is far form being disinterested. Filled with personal animosity, jealousy and hatred, neither the relationship of Atreus and Thyestes nor that of Cain and Abel can account for the power of politics to harness that capacity within us all to go beyond our own agonistic feelings and desires and embrace the absolute gift while still maintaining a disinterested public enemy. 

Likewise, Foucault may well help us to locate that moment in European history when this type of kinship relation moved beyond its limits in kinship and embraced the broader question of race. That, in turn, might very well have resulted in a racialized ‘imagined community,’ but ontologically, this argument does little to help the search for the way in which public ‘virtues’ and intensities develop out of private ones. How can kinship possibly lead to a spirit of agonistic publicness? Is this not the paradox we need to unravel if we are to uncover that part of the political that speaks to the ontological? 

Yet any return to this ontological quest must take us, not only beyond the confines of kinship but also beyond the boundaries of Europe. Being an ontological question, after all, presumes a politics that lives primordially and essentially everywhere. Yet where can one find a clear sign that reveals that moment when kinship transforms itself into an absolute gift of the fourth obligation and thereby simultaneously admits the possibility of an intensely felt commitment to a cause and an enmity toward a public enemy?

 To shed light on this we must turn to those eastern skies under which Red Guards pinned their ‘devotion’ (zhong) badges to their chests in demonstration of their filiality and loyalty to the Chairman and to his revolutionary political cause. Remembering how, under moments of intense political pressure in China, filiality toward Pater was transformed into devotion to the Party helps us understand this transference more generally. To understand this, however, requires a closer look at the character zhong through which this transition is made possibly and visible.
The character zhong (meaning loyalty or devotion), which emerges out of the idea of filiality, played a central role in the transformation of fraternity into political fraternity. Given the patriarchal nature of the traditional Chinese order, this is, perhaps, hardly surprising. What is, perhaps, more surprising, is that, through re-telling the story of zhong we are able to say something germane to political ontology more generally. In other words, the zhong badges of the Cultural Revolution reveal in quite concrete ways something profoundly philosophical that we need to disinter and remember about our ‘other’ selves that has, in so many ways, been dimmed and repressed by the bright lights of our consumer world. It is, then, through tracing this character zhong that we are given clues as to how a disinterested, public and intense form of kinship through comradeship comes into being. 

The value of other pasts
To begin this excavation of the principle of zhong requires an appreciation of the fact that this form of devotion can only ever be registered in the singular. In other words, under heaven one cannot follow two masters (Chen wu erxin, Tian zhi zhi ye). This facet of the principle of zhong is carried into the very heart of the character itself by its pictographic form. When one’s heart (心) is centered (中), it is said, one is ‘devoted’ (忠). When one’s heart is de-centered, disaster follows and the pictographic evidence for this is found in the character huan (患) meaning disaster. Within this character, the appearance of two centres (串) above the heart radical (心), come together to literally create the character for disaster (患). 

The character, zhong, therefore, lays greatest stress on the single centeredness of any act of devotion. It places a premium, in other words, on the idea of ‘the one.’ It is this idea of ‘the singular centered one’ that can show the characters “sacred stem” (神杆) Wang Zijin, 1999, 4). It is a stem that stretches back to the founding principle of all traditional Chinese cosmology, the Grand Unity (taiyi/dayi 大一) (Lei Xuehua, 1996, 84). For the ancients, life began with Grand Unity and it was the dissolution of this state of being that resulted in the emergence of the binary. This, in turn, took a multitude of forms; yin and yang, heaven and earth, the four seasons, man and woman, husband and wife, father and son. Thus the Grand Unity was the origin of all, but flowing from that came the hierarchically ordered world of binary forms that would inhabit all lived existence.  As the Yi-Jing (I-ching) makes clear: 

With heaven and earth existing, the myriad of things exist; with the myriad of things existing, then male and female exist; with male and female existing, then the relation of husband and wife exists, with man and wife existing, then follows the relation of father and son; with father and son existing, then prince and minister exist; with prince and minister existing, then upper and lower classes exist…

From nature through to society there is pre-determination ordered by natural creation. This natural creation is the way (dao) for it is heaven that is the highest order of this natural creation. All these categories exist in harmony, according to the law and authority of this heavenly dao. The prince is the son of heaven in society who represents the will of heaven. Li or propriety is the instrument through which the harmony between humans and nature and among humans is maintained. Li or propriety is an abstraction drawn from social activities that accord with the way (dao) by the ancient wise kings to guide society in the way of harmony. Li is the embodiment of dao.

The key to life was to be centered. But the world of an undifferentiated Grand Unity had long since exploded into a series of binary forms. The only force that could hold myriad things in their proper place and thereby enable a centered life, was the Great Harmony (大同). This would ensure harmony with all elements, with other human beings, with oneself, with nature, with heaven and with the cosmos. Great Harmony involved a restoration of ‘the singular’ not as a return to an undifferentiated original ‘Grand Unity’ but by recourse to rites, rituals and rules that enabled a balance of binary forces. It was in the practices surrounding the concept Li, meaning rites, propriety, or ceremony, that harmony could be achieved through this form of reconciliation.
  Hence, even after the emergence of binary forms, unity did not dissipate for there was always a recoupable possibility and life was built around that possibility and/or the quest for it. In this respect, life was built around the concept and practice of li. 

Li began life as a means of heavenly worship (jintian) but would later develop into a ceremony to honor one’s ancestors.  By the time of Warring States (475 BC- 221 BC), li had, in fact, became the very basis of all ontological claims of humanity (Zhang Xiaohu, 2002, 27).
 Li, grounded and in turn grounds, the core philosophical proposition of ancient China, namely, that two becomes one (Zhang and Xiao, 1996, 39). This, of course, would later be inverted to found the radical and quite antithetical philosophic disposition of Mao Zedong. His dialect of one divides into two emanates from a reversal of this classical order of things, even though it appears to be entirely modern, Western and Marxist. Whether merely an inversion of tradition or a Western import is, perhaps less important than the fact that it is with this, that we arrive at an understanding of the binary as the site of dyadic political intensity. 

Ancient Chinese binaries of harmony did not lead in this direction. Indeed, these binaries led not to political intensity and struggle but were designed to pull one away from such potential violence. Indeed, the entire syncretic belief system of dynastic China could largely be thought to revolve around the quest for power, harmony, and balance. From the construction of ancient cities such as Chang’an (modern day Xi’an) and Beijing —which were capitals specifically designed to channel the flow of qi or spirit through the city in ways that would promote harmony and benevolence within the Celestial empire—through to Confucian morality —that placed emphasis upon acceptance and obedience— the cosmology of ancient China was largely designed to bring order to the universe by the correct balance of things. 

This approach correlated with an understanding of the world that would, at times, regard benevolence as the key. The Ming Confucian scholar, Wang Fuzhi, would sum up this position in his commentary on the Book of Rituals, the Liji ZhangjuI that stated:

“The difference between humans and animals is that humans have benevolence.”
 Benevolence would come about through the education of the people in the way of harmony enacted and encoded under the principle of li, or, as Wang explained, “ritual is the fabric of benevolence.”
 One accepted one’s status and one’s place in the world and this is summed up in the oft-repeated Confucian expression junjun, chenchen, fufu, zizi (the sovereign must act as sovereign, the official as official, the father as father and son as son). This hierarchical classification of different status positions was joined by a complex understanding of subjectivity that required a display of different human capacities in relation to different objects and duties. Hence, the chen-official must, on the one hand, act as a subject before the sovereign but as an official before the people (Confucius analects???192???source). In other words, one must show  ‘loyalty to the state’ (zhongyu guo), ‘fidelity to the sovereign’ (xinyu jun) and ‘filiality toward one’s father’ (xiaoyu fu) (Zhang and Xiao, 1996, 256). Essentially, these different capacities added up to one thing, ‘obedience’ or wuwei.
 

This notion of obedience was originally derived from the extension of the duty one felt towards one’s family and one’s ancestors.
 Obedience was, therefore, at the centre of Confucian relations. Harmony flowed not so much from (the equality of) fraternity as from an extended (hierarchical) sense of filial piety or xiao (孝). Within this cosmology, emphasis would be placed upon a subject’s duty, obligation and obedience toward the prevailing patriarchal order, rather than toward one’s brothers or friends. Thus, while relationships between friends were part of the Confucian imaginary —and constituted the only really acceptable non-kin and non-state orientated relationship— these ties were nevertheless, still viewed with some suspicion (Lee 2007, 30).  This suspicion was reinforced by the fact that it was just these principles of egalitarian solidarity that tied together the largely heterodox sworn brotherhoods and sectarian organizations of dynastic China. While these organization may have been based on classical philosophical precepts, their sense of autonomy, their claims of universality and most significantly, their egalitarian ethos, tended to suggest that they were a threat to the prevailing order (Lee, 2007, 32). In place of equality, the orthodox Confucian placed emphasis upon a highly stratified and hierarchical sense of reciprocity, within which “the lord bestows benevolence (ren or en) in return for loyalty; the parent exudes kindness (en or ci) in return for filial devotion.” In this regard, reciprocity is secondary to hierarchy and it is loyalty and filiality that constitute the foundational moral sentiments in orthodox Confucianism (Haiyan Lee, 26). 
The teaching of these principles would eventually come to constitute the core elements of Chinese pedagogy. Through rote learning, copying and memorizing the sacred texts that embodied these principles, subjects, it was thought, would come to interpolate the values of the ancients into their own way of seeing, doing and being. Through this, harmony, would not only come to constitute ‘the way’ but, in a very singular and existential fashion, come to constitute ‘their way.’


This particular pedagogy of rote learning was designed to forge a powerful bond between memory and conviction. Hence, the pedagogic practices of late dynastic China worked on the belief that memorization would lead to intimacy and intimacy produce a stigmata on the mind such that one adhered to the value system not just consciously, but also ‘intuitively.’ In this way, the principles memorized would, over time, become principles lived. Once learned by heart and the dictatorship of the mind would ensure that even after the final page of a particular text was turned, the principles espoused within the text would live on and eventually become habitual, lived practices. It was these habitualized, daily practices and rituals —that were themselves based on an extrapolation of points made within the Classics— that set the parameters for all life’s actions. 



It was this method of learning the sacred texts that would later come to constitute both the form and content of the Imperial Examination System, thus ensuring that these values were, in theory at least, sutured into everyday considerations of government. Moreover, in becoming the lived values of the scholar-official who memorized the texts and managed the state, this scholar-official could be said to have became ‘adherents’ of that particular knowledge system. 

In the language and logic of Leo Strauss, such rote learning scholar-officials could be said to be enabling the ‘spirit of the original legislator’ to live on even when the decisions of those aforementioned scholar-officials went beyond the original legislation.
 For Strauss, who looked to Ancient Greece when making this point, this practice was nothing other than an example of Schmittian ‘decisionism’ at work. In other words, the application of the ‘spirit of the original legislator’ rather than a dogmatic application of the original legislation was precisely an example of what Schmitt would call, ‘the exception,’ says Strauss. For Strauss, such an application of ‘the exception’ by ordinary officials, however, dissolved the very basis of Schmitt’s concept of sovereign decisionism.
 

Yet as the Chinese case shows, this scholar-official’s right to act exceptionally, far from dissolving sovereign decisionism by impinging upon the ‘exceptionalism’ of the sovereign’s right to decide, actually reinforced and even routinized it, for it was always exceptionalism based upon obedience and loyalty to the original legislator (which, in this case, was a shared obedience to the will of heaven as outlined in the Classics). In other words, decisionism in this instance reinforced the sacred legitimacy of the natural order.
 Hence, any form of decisionism would always be based upon a strict hierarchy within which one would act in accordance with one’s appointed status. It was within these constraints that one would come to act “without constraint” (lij jiyi) . Ideally, constraints were not tied to a world of external laws but to a morality that derived from the ‘affective elements’ of the patriarchal order.
 Just how deeply traditional notion of governance were tied to patriarchy and the notions of affect it reinforced, is evidenced by the fact that the Chinese character for zhong meaning devotion (to the ruler) is in fact, philologically, nothing more than an extension of the notion of filial piety toward one’s parents and ancestors. This is because, zhong as a concept emerges out of a concern for bloodlines for bloodlines, we are told “are the original source of devotion (zhongcheng)” (Fu, Yang and Yang, 2000, 1). 
Until the Spring and Autumn Period (770-476 BC), devotion and filiality therefore shared a family resemblance in that they were both concerned with establishing loyalty to the sovereign and to the patriarchal lineage group.  Because of the close kinship of zhong and xiao, no absolute distinction was ever made between devotion to the state and filiality towards one’s lineage group.  Instead, both provinces of ‘government’ were subject to the rule of filiality, which carried within it the meaning of loyalty or devotion. From the Warring States Period (475-221 BC) onwards with the acceleration of the collapse of lineage group rule, we discover greater differentiation coming into the relationship between filiality and devotion. From this time onward, and despite their continued close kinship, devotion (zhong) and filiality (xiao) slowly emerged as discrete and unique character forms with their own differentiated domain of application (Zhang and Xiao, 1996, 256).


By the time of Han Wudi (206 BC), the newly consolidated concept of state relies upon what T’ung-tsu Chü called the ‘Confucianization of law’ (Chü, 1965, 280). This legal enactment of Confucian values as the basis of state rule also reinforced more ‘affective’ concepts such as zhong that then came into their own. It is in this period that the distinction between the two concepts of devotion and filiality starts to grow until finally, we find filiality or xiao being employed principally in relation to family matters, while devotion or zhong is increasingly tied to matters of state. This separation, of zhong and xiao, far from placing limits upon filiality, actually reinforces its status as the founding norm of the Chinese political. It thereby came to constitute both a ‘source of morality’ and a ‘political program’.
 By such extensions, filial piety, ‘came to cover just about everything’ [jihu wusuo bubao
] (Zhang and Xiao, 1996, 255).  State power rested upon the belief that such extensions did not alter the essential nature of filiality
 yet if we follow Schmitt’s argument about the need for a public (rather than private) enemy in the production of political intensity, we come to regard this transition very differently.

Schmitt’s argument requires that we draw an absolute distinction between the public and the private for it is this that constitutes the founding divide that enables the separation of the political from all other domains.
 Without this distinction, we cannot separate the public from the private enemy and without that, we are unable to found politics on its uniquely ‘authoratative’ basis. If the essential character of the political is founded upon its unique ability to produce public intensities that enable ‘disinterested’ killing, then it requires by definition, the separation of the public from the private emotion. Hence, while Chinese texts insist that the essence of filiality does not change when the character zhong emerges as the public expression of filiality one has for one’s sovereign, Schmitt’s argument implies, in fact, that everything has. We have moved from a form of filiality that is private and agonal to its non-agonal public expression and in that move we have, in fact, located what might well be thought of as the founding moment of ‘the political’ in China.

 
As witnessed by the distinction that begins to be drawn between the largely agonal notion of filiality (xiao) that lived on in family affairs and the newer more general and ‘public’ notion of filial action as devotion we begin to see a general principle emerging that takes us beyond family and into government. Thus, while the transition to the character zhong enables us to plot the emergence of a discrete domain we might today call, ‘the political,’ the historic and philological intimacy of ‘loyalty’ and filiality suggest that we need to be very careful about making too clear a distinction between these two terms. It is, in fact, its paradoxical status of being both within and outside of the concept of filiality that enables ‘devotion’ to operate as a political category.

Filiality (xiao) as it is employed in the seemingly discrete and agonal family domain, reinforces the use of loyalty or devotion (zhong) in the public non-agonal domain thereby authorizing it as a key concept of the entire patriarchal political system. It was recognized, as such, even by Confucius who noted that zhong was a political term, yet one that also had a sacred heart (Zhang and Xiao, 262). Filial piety gave it this heart and this heart gave it the capacities of the absolute gift. Filial piety constituted the bridge that enabled commerce between the public and the private as well as between the sacred and the profane. Yet filiality accrued this power, only because of its centrality within a system of ceremonial or ritual practices that took the name, li (礼).  


As the Book of Rites or Liji makes clear, it is when the filial act of ‘showing gratitude about where one’s life came from’ (or baoben fanshi) is wed to the idea of ‘educating the people in the beauty of recompense’ (jiaomin meibao) that the system of li is formed. The character li, which is variously translated as propriety, rites or ceremony, covers a multitude of meanings but all of them lead back to the crucial idea of sacrifice and debt. In essence, li is the means and meaning of a peculiarly Chinese rendition of what we might call, in the language of Marcel Mauss, a sacred gift-like relationship between mammon and the cosmos, the living and the ancestoral, heaven and earth. In other words, it is an exemplification of what has been termed the ‘absolute gift.’ So central was this particular sacred form of ‘gift’ economy to the constitution of li that it was embedded in the character’s original pictographic form.

[ The traditional form of the character li]
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“It is language that tells us about the essence of a thing, provided that we respect language’s own essence” writes Martin Heidegger (Heidegger, 1993 348). Employing this observation to authorize an examination of that which remains buried within the architecture of the pictograph, one can say that the character li still carries within its structure, the vapor trails of its original meaning and that meaning throws a light on the path back to its gift like quality. So let us explore this architecture of the pictograph in search for a better understanding of the meaning and significance of the character li. 

Like most Chinese characters li is made up of two parts. On the left hand side there is the radical element of the character, and in this character the radical is pronounced shi 示. Shi indicates that the character “has something to do with the spirit world.” Shi is made up of three vertical strokes (小) that sit under the ‘heavenly stroke’ (二). These three vertical strokes stand for the sun, the moon and the stars.
 Together, they highlight the divinational practices used to determine one’s future (Jiang Renjie, 1996, 8). On the right hand side of the character, is a compound structure made up of two sacrificial vessels that were employed in ritual exchange with the spirits. These sacrificial vessels contained jade items and drums for the performance of the li ceremony.  It was thought that the sound of drums could reach the gates of heaven and the residences of the gods. Thus, while the character li, in its totality, stands for everything ‘we’ have to do with the spirits (Jiang Renjie, 1996, 10) its meaning, as evidenced by the pictograph itself, is of a sacred gift-like sacrificial ceremony.

This quality manifests itself in the ontic world in two ways. The li of ritual or ceremony established the form by which one could speak to gods and ancestors without causing offense. At the same time, it also offers a symbolic ceremonial form through which the idea of the sacrificial gift gained meaning and significance (Yang Yang 2000, 180). In the language of Schmitt, one could say that li comes to constitute the key means of channeling emotional ‘intensities’ and it is through Yang Yang’s work on li, that this aspect of the character is brought to the fore:


From a Confucian perspective, the emotions of humanity naturally need an outlet. If they flow without restraint, then there is no distinction to be made between humans and animals. Human emotions therefore require an adequate means of expression and the ritualized concept of li is the form through which such human emotions can be expressed appropriately (Yang Yang, 2000, 189).


Where, for Hegel, the channeling of emotions that separated the human from the animal world led to a disquieting desire for Desire and from there, to genuine human action, in Confucian concepts of recognition, we find the more sedentary idea of self-cultivation. Where, for Hegel, action only gained full expression as human action in those forms that force us to risk our (animal) life for the sake of human desire (Kojeve, 5-7), in Confucianism we are offered a set of ritual practices designed to reinforce authority. Where, in Hegel’s dialectic of human enlightenment, the master/slave relationship drives us directly into the friend/enemy reason of politics, with Confucian rites we are driven toward the idea of harmony. 

In Confucianism, then, the great divide is not between elements within the system of thought, but between this system of li that establishes the homo humanus of the Chinese and the alien practices of the barbarian who can, therefore, only ever be rendered as homo barbarus for they lack an understanding of li. Because of this, the question of recognition that, in Hegel, is rendered as a synthetic outcome of the struggle of the original master/slave dialectic, is replaced in Confucianism by a demand for ceremony (li) and by the need to appreciate the gift of life. Where Hegel would present ‘recognition’ as an outcome of the dialectic between master and slave, in the humanism of Confucianism, this ‘ternary element’ (of recognition) is the constitutive moment for all else that transpires within humanity. It is with li that the dialectical pyramid of Hegelian ‘recognition’ is turned on its head, not in support of materialism, but to reveal the intrinsic order of the cosmos. 

In terms of the political, then, li helps refocus our attention. No longer are we caught in the grip of an ontology that ties us to a binary struggle for recognition but are instead moved toward the question of Being as a question of our gift-like relation to the cosmos. It is with that newly established focus that we come to view the question of human indebtedness anew. In other words, we move away from dialectic productivity to the productivity of a sacred gift relation made absolute by a sense of fore-thrown-ness. 

 Unsurprisingly li as a sacred sacrificial practice is as closely tied to the question of what it means to be human as the master/slave dialectic is for Hegel. As such, both are inextricably tied to the question of the political. But where the master/slave relation neatly dovetails into the Schmitian binary of politics, li evades it. Yet it is precisely in resisting this collapse into the binary that li offers itself as a site of revelation. By not folding into the binary, li allows us to see the secret secretion of the political without the dyadic repression of the ternary element that reduces this secretion to a mere synthesis of a binary dialectical process. Moreover, in being neither entirely religious nor fully secular, being both a form of religious practice while also opening up a space for the secular-political, li is unlike any other ritual practice and quite unlike Western theologies that emanate from the Religions of the Book. 

In theory, at least, the religions of the Book tether the human soul to a form of life that goes beyond ‘this world’ and ties human essence not to ‘this mortal coil’ but to the hereafter. In so doing, and again, in theory, they logically tie the practice of worship to a set of strictly apolitical forms of ascetic practice. Confucianism, on the other hand, came to regard human essence as being of ‘this world’ and politics as a part of human nature. The result was not so much the establishment of a religious order as it was a form that Yang Yang calls, a ‘politico-religious unity’ [zheng-jiao yitihua] [Yang Yang, 2000, 193]. Through this unity, one could both attend to gods and ancestors but also speak to the heart of the political and ontological. 


This particular rendition of politico-religious unity seems to confound the Schmittian rendition of the political. With binaries cleaving for harmony, and the notion of li being central to  achieving it, where was there a space for  struggle? With li promoting filial piety and extending this affective notion into government, where was there room for a public enemy?  Yet it is precisely at this point that filial piety returns to centre stage to rescue the possibility of Schmitt’s notion of political intensity by suggesting a different form of binary division that could, indeed, lead to the real possibility of killing a public enemy. It begins, as it almost inevitably must, with the enemy within. It is here, in Confucianism, that the specter of the unfilial looms large. 


To be unfilial was to ignore the sacred debt owed to one’s ancestors
 and, as such, to abrogate one’s worldly responsibilities. The gift of life, it seems, incurred an eternal debt and the present(ation) that was the li of sacrifice was the partial yet permanently re-occuring means of recompense. Through these ceremonies or rituals of sacrifice (li), filiality moved from being a personal expression of one’s love for one’s parents and ancestors, into a precept of the universal. It was through this process of conceptual abstraction, achieved in the li ceremony of sacrifice, that filiality was transformed into a universal precept that one would defend without any direct reference to one’s own personal family circumstance. No longer tied to those immediate feelings or expressions of intimate, personal and familial love, filiality was now a principle, a mark of virtue, an abstraction, that could and should, indeed must, be defended publicly. It is at this point, and rather perversely given the sentiments being expressed, that the conditions for a public enemy begin to emerge. If the filial was the loving embrace, the unfilial was its opposite. Increasingly rendered as a breach of the heavenly code, the unfilial paradoxically becomes both a public non-agonal and private, agonal enemy. Early legal enunciations highlight the ‘publicness’ of this offense. 


Of the three thousand crimes covered in the wuxing (the ‘five punishments’), the most heinous was buxiao or lack of filial piety. Even Mencius, who laid greatest stress on sincerity but who would otherwise follow Confucius’ lead in highlighting benevolence, turned a less than benevolent eye upon this particular crime. The first injunction, he appeared to assent to, was to ‘slay the unfilial’ (zhu bu xiao)
.

These tales of intimacy between li and filiality establish clearly the interconnectedness of the two concepts. Li offers a means of abstracting filiality from the conditions of its daily agonal usage and tying it directly to a set of gift-based rites within which one would be willing to sacrifice the most intimate of things (one’s children) for the sake of a principle. By creating a ritualized space that allowed one to speak to gods and ancestors in their own language of recompense and sacrifice, li formed the bridge across which the political could traverse. It offered the means by which to partially and quite conditionally assuage filial guilt and debt. Despite this sacred gift economy, however, the original debt of life could never be fully recompensed. In the face of this un-repayable sacred debt, filiality became much more than an expression of love for one’s ancestors and family. It overwhelmed and, in the process, became a principle of life that would spread into other domains and become a general principle worthy of public defense. In other words, it became zhong. Yet filiality could not have done this without the concept li.

 If the divide between filial and unfilial is, as I am suggesting, the localized ur-form of the friend/enemy divide in classical Chinese cosmology then the gift like sacrifice that is li is clearly its silent but critical point of origin and generation. It is the ‘secret secretion’. It is here, in recognizing filiality’s silent partner li that we come full circle and recognize something that Schmitt did not.  Blinded by a politics that from Hobbes to Hegel spoke in the language of the binary and a theological trajectory that reinforced this,
 politics was rendered as little more than the non-agonal binary divide between friend and enemy. What we discover, however, is that the ‘thing’ most crucial to the formation of the public-ness of the political, is the very thing that is occluded by the ‘intensity’ of the binary clash. 

The type of non-personalized intensity that the political binary depends upon to generate a state in which we are willing to kill without hate is, as we have discovered, not internal to the binary division. Indeed, just as the filial/unfilial divide is made ‘intense’ by the ceremony of li, so too the political binary proper is made intense by factors in excess of the simple friend/enemy couplet. This divide, in fact, is an effect of an ur-form never adequately registered as being part of the political. Yet without it where would the political be? At the same time, politics cannot be ‘thought’ without thinking through the crucial political dyad. Schmitt, however, limits this dyadic formulation by his denial of its generative, ternary element.

 “The enemy is our own question as a figure” (Meier, 1998, 44) Schmitt would often say and, as Strauss so clearly and perceptively remarks in relation to Schmitt, “One looks for friends only because one has enemies” (Schmitt,1996 , 86). If this is the dynamic that, in Hegel, leads us to what it means to be human, then the enemy in Schmitt, not only takes precedence ontically but also takes precedence at an ontological level. What we can now say, however, is that if the enemy ever takes precedence it does so only because it is seen to threaten the absolute that propels our thoughts in that direction. It is this latent but absolute gift like element that, along with the more public binary form it creates, constitutes both the ontic and ontological conditions of politics. If, as I have argued, politics requires both a binary of friend and enemy as well as an absolute gift of sacrifice to a cause, then the single-minded focus on enemy disappears. In its place, we discover the importance of the latent ternary element that I have named ‘the absolute gift’. 

Yet, as has already been made clear this is no ordinary gift. It is in fact only possible to imagine this type of gift relation when one is ‘in faith’. This sacred gift relation is the key that opens onto the primordial form of politics and it is, therefore, with this concept of sacred gift in hand that we can now, once again, have Europe in mind as we return, more directly, to the origins of the political.

The gift of the political?




In the Judeao-Christian tradition, one can say that the gift economy was borne of a sacred alienation derived from the Fall, and would wane with another type of alienation induced by what Marcel Mauss would come to call the ‘cold hard calculating rationalism’ of capitalism (Mauss, 1993).
 From sacred tryst through to its appearance at Christmas as a borderline commodity, even in the most conventional of renditions, this concept of the gift has never been about the ‘thing’ given. It is about the ‘thought’ that is ‘materialized’ in the ‘thing’ being given. Thus, the vernacular expression that ‘it is the thought that counts’ is profoundly correct in its assessment. And it is through this lapse into everyday speech —when a profound recognition of the ontology of gift as an emotional not economic relation slips through into the vernacular— that one comes to recognize the centre of gravity of the gift. In receiving such gifts, one is emotionally  ‘touched’ and, in being touched, one feels the need to reciprocate. 

Yet when it comes to reciprocity, we arrive at the opening paradox.  To be under an obligation to reciprocate implies that the gift is not given freely but on the basis of an obligation. This seems also to be the thought underpinning Mary Douglas statement that there is no such thing as the ‘free gift’ (Douglas, 1990, vii-xviii). 

Derrida would go even further. Claiming that the obligation to reciprocate constitutes the annulment of the gift. Derrida would argue that the gift was not so much caught in a paradox as defeated by one (Derrida, 1992, 13). A true gift, he notes, is always given without any expectation of return. Indeed, a true gift requires forgetting the act of giving at the very moment of undertaking the act of generosity (Derrida, 1992, 35). Yet just as the possibility of gift as pure gift is borne through the act of forgetting, it is also killed by that very same act. To forget during the act of giving and receiving is to forget all obligations. No longer feeling obliged to reciprocate means falling from the enchanted circle of the gift relation. Yet to remember this obligation, is to fall into calculation. As an attempt, conscious or otherwise, to square a debt, ‘the gift’ is transformed. It is no longer a gift.
 

Derrida’s argument is compelling but only because it is tied to what Kierkegaard called, the logic of the universal.
 Tied to a universal social obligation to reciprocate, the gift is indeed the paradox that annuls its own conditions of existence. Yet if we change our disposition and move from a logic of the universal and the secular to the idea of an absolute gift built on faith, we come to recognize new possibilities. Economies of the gift in the secular world give rise to ties of friendship that are built upon reciprocity. In the sacred world of the divine gift, however, it is not friendship that ties, but devotion that binds. 

In faith, the paradox of the gift is not annulled but instead comes to constitute an affirmation (of faith). It is an affirmation given to each and every one of us in the singular and in faith. Speaking in the singular, faith equips us with the knowledge that the sacrifice that is given holds within itself the promise of a return. This certainty of return is not an obligation placed upon the gods by the believer much less a demand upon them. Like the throwness of being into the world, reciprocation simply ‘is’.
 In the given-ness of reciprocation, our faith in the divine and in our singular importance to that divine presence is affirmed. We are enchanted and, as we are, we are ‘thrown.’

We are all political dasein?

To bow before one’s maker, to lay prostrate in awe, to feel alive to one’s own sense of interiority that brings forth a new sense of Being; these are but a few of the concrete and ontically accessible possibilities of the ‘throwness’ of Being that faith awakens within us.
 This type of ‘thownness’, I would argue, is one of the three conditions by which Heidegger claims the figure of Dasein is brought to light in care. 

Here we must be clear in our understanding of what Heidegger means by Dasein. It is not a religious state, nor a state of enchantment but rather simply, the state of a subject-Being for whom the ontological question of Being is an issue. That is to say, it is “being in such a way that one has an understanding of Being” (Heidegger, 1962, 32/12). In this respect, Dasein has an understanding not just of its own being but of Being in general (Heidegger, 1962, 34/13). It is, therefore, a state of being in the world that is both collective and individual. This is, then, not a question of being as such, but of being-with. In other words, Being implies an understanding of Others.
 This understanding is not a knowledge form as such but an ‘attunement’ of moods. It is in one’s attunement that one comes to understand the ‘primordially existential kind of Being’ or, as Heidegger elsewhere describes it, being as a whole [Heidegger, 1962, 161, Heidegger, 1993a, 100].

At the same time, Being-with is a two way street. Attunement as a mood may well bring us face to face with beings as a whole but in so doing, it also offers the possibility of concealing from us the very ‘no-thing’ we strive to reveal (Heidegger, 1993a, 100). In Being-with we are all too often drawn away from no-thing for this no-thing is, in fact, repellant to us (Heidegger, 1993a, 103). This repulsion is a sign that we are submerged in the whole of our everyday sociability and it is this that anesthetizes us to the meaning that we simultaneously drawn toward and yet are repulsed by.

Being thrown forward rather than thrown into the everyday and mundane worldliness of the sociability, dasein’s Being-with is of an altogether different order. Dasein’s attunment to this mode leads it toward a form of Being that is always ahead of itself and  toward an altogether different form of attunement.  In this mood, the possibility of nothing opens onto what Heidegger calls ‘understanding’. Such an understanding is, to use Magna Kings expression, ‘tuned’, by moods and feelings. There are many moods but it is in anxiety or dread that no-thing is disclosed according to Heidegger [Magna King, 236]. Why? Because as Heidegger notes, the concept of no-thing is, to quote him “originally disclosed only in anxiety…” {Heidegger, 1993a, 104]. This is because no-thing cannot be encountered as if it were a thing and as a consequence it is forced to manifest itself only as a state of anxiety. Anxiety is not fear for in fear we run from this or that.  Rather, anxiety becomes the state of Being or mood through which we come to know this no-thing of Heidegger. But it is not simply this link to Heidegger’s no-thing that is important here but perhaps equally importantly to my argument is the connection it allows us to draw, back to Kierkegaard. As is well known, Heidegger draws his notion of dread or anxiety from Kierkegaard’s writings and even a cursory glance at these reveals the importance of dread or anxiety in relation to the question of the divine or absolute gift.

"It was dread which drove me to excess," Kierkegaard would write in his Journal entry of May 1843. Dread or anxiety, he would go on to explain, under-girds the need within us all to return to the innocence that each man loses essentially the same way as Adam lost his.
  In other words, anxiety or dread, is nothing other than the feeling of attunement to the (divine) or absolute gift. Little wonder, then, that Heidegger’s work suggests that the question of Being is of exactly the same order as the question of the gift (Champetier, 2001,19). Read thus, the link back to what I am calling the gift of the political, which is founded on the absolute gift, becomes clear. An even clearer indication comes from Heidegger himself. Foreshadowing the possibility of anxiety or dread erupting from within the ontic realm, Heidegger notes that one ‘abysmal source’ for this dread emerging comes from ‘unyeilding antagonism and stinging rebuke’ [Heidegger 1993, 105]. Is it not clear that with the words, ‘unyeilding antagonism,’ we are being offered another way of pronouncing the binary of politics?  Is it not also clear, by now, that within politics like other domains touched by the sacred, one constantly bares witness to expressions of fore-thrown-ness? 

Indeed, if Bataille is to be believed, this ‘throwness’ of Being finds its most dramatic expression concretely, in the gift-like practice of hurling things! From festivals of excess to the carnival of fools, from ancient Chinese archers firing on the dragon gods of the sea through to Kwakiutl chiefs hurling copper blazons into the ocean, we are caught in an endless quest aimed at ‘finding relief.’ Indeed, in expending in this way, we are, in fact, affirming our humanity, even if it is lived as curse (Bataille, 1991, 40). Like the sun that throws off endless light, we, too, require a means by which to expel from our social bodies the excessive energy we have built up and cannot absorb (Bataille, 1991, 28-9). Moreover, like the sun that beams without expectation of a return we humans too can be  left untroubled by the question of reciprocity.
 Unlike the sun, however, we are untroubled by the question of reciprocity because in all our ways of living, we live in faith. Thus, this destructive, excessive, erotic act of wanton expenditure called by Bataille, dépense
 comes to constitute our response to this circumstance and in presenting this, he opens onto a radical departure from the traditional theory of the gift. 

Where some have suggested that the genuine act of giving is based upon the assumption of the other as self where the collective tries to act as a collective ‘I’,
 Bataille’s flirtation with the sacredness of the gift leads him in an entirely different direction. It is not for an ontically based collective ‘I’ that the I of self-searches, but it searches instead for a supreme Other. This searching ‘I’ is one that must therefore, like Derrida’s gifting subject, be rendered in ‘absolute singularity.’ Why? Because it is the absolute singularity of this ‘I-self’ that gives me utter responsibility toward the gift-giver [Derrida, 1995, 41]. In other words, in any ceremonies of faith and devotion, intensities may manifest themselves collectively, but they are offered in each case in absolute singularity. They are, once again, examples of expenditure in joy yet expenditure simultaneously tied to an existentially felt obligation. Indeed, it is ‘in faith’ and only in faith that the gift relation becomes sacred and expenditure becomes dépense. The moment the emotions generated by the gift are made electric by touching the hand of god, such emotions are transformed. This transformation not only touches the soul of the subject but effects all social relations into which they enter. Indeed, as is evident, it even transforms the very basis upon which one ‘thinks’ the gift relation. 

Mortgaged to faith and, in faith, lived as debt, yet carried with joy, even the giving and taking of a life cannot be rendered as a gift in the Maussian sense for there are no equivalents that can square this gift of death. A sacrificial death undertaken as an act of faith, far from squaring a debt, demonstrates a knowledge of transcendence. Death as sacrifice committed in faith is not ‘the consummation of vacuity’ but the ‘valid fulfillment of existence’, writes Karl Rahner in his thesis on death (Rahner, 1973, 87). This is not just about existence, however, for as Derrida notes, this is the trading of one’s life for immortality (Derrida, 1995, 17).

The giving and taking of life, therefore, does not free one from the burden of faith but reinforces that faith for it is faith that justifies these acts. Faith is reinforced through sacrifice. Without this relation to faith, sacrifice would be meaningless. To offer one’s existence as part of a sacrifice to faith is a sign of the power of faith. In the language of Schmitt, we come to recognize this for what it is, namely, a technology of ‘intensity.’ Yet this technology of  ‘intensity’ is different from the one produced through the Schmittian binary division of politics. It is not the binary of friend and enemy that produces this particular expression of intensity but, in the Religions of the Book, at least, it is the Fall. It is in the desire yet impossibility of ‘recuperating’ a sense of ‘oneness’ with one’s ontological self through sacrifice to one’s maker that this explosion of the passions is itself embraced in passion. And it is this that is revealing of the primordial gift relation. If rote learning can be said to leave a mark on the mind, this type of gift relation leaves a scar on the soul. It becomes the ever present, life affirming, exhilarating burden that is borne in joy. As a burden that one desires, yet it is born of a paradox. That paradox is captured in the west in the Biblical tale of Abraham and Isaac. 


‘There is no beauty without blood’ writes Denis Hollier, (Hollier, 1998, xiii) and it is Abraham who shows us this. In the Religions of the Book, the beauty and blood that follow from faith are revealed in Abraham’s willingness to kill that which he most values. Hence, he and he alone is the ‘father of faith’ for he and he alone, is willing to offer the life of his beloved son, Isaac. Abraham is willing to give this commitment in faith for only in the throws of faith can he be certain of his son’s return. Here is the strength of the absurd that enables doubt to be overcome by certainty. Yet here certainty is only secured through faith. Had these bindings of faith been loosened and had Abraham under these circumstances still committed this unspeakable act, he would have done so only in resignation.  In resignation, however, there is no joy only tragedy for in that state one would feel the profound and unbearable sense of loss. This overwhelming feeling of absolute loss is a burden that faith lifts from Abraham’s shoulders. In its place there is the joyous burden of the paradox. 

An Abrahamic promise of nation

God demands that Abraham sacrifice his son yet somehow, and in some way, he promised his return. This much God had made clear. Had God not made this promise in the legend of nations that Genesis 12.2-3 records? There, it was stated clearly enough: ‘And I will make of thee a great nation, and I will bless thee, and make thy name great…and in thee shall all families of the earth be blessed.’ How could all nations be blessed if the fruits of Abraham’s seed were sacrificed? Without Isaac, the divine promise would remain unfulfilled. So it was that Abraham would live this paradox. He would slaughter his son but would also remain certain that his son would be returned. Clinging to faith was the means by which Abraham resolved this paradox. Yet such a resolution meant that there could be no question of human calculation entering into Abraham’s most important decision. What bound Abraham to his decision was not calculation but what Kierkegaard calls ‘faith in the strength of the absurd’ [Keirkegaard, 1985, 65]. And it is in this faith in the strength of the absurd that this ‘father of faith’ lays the seed to become ‘father of nation’
 (Kierkegaard, 1985, 44).

Faith founds nation because only ‘in faith’ can the universal be transcended with righteousness intact. And is it not just such a ‘righteous intent’ that can enable the non-agonal ‘killing without hate’? Yet this, too, is a paradox. The universal that founds all social morality and ethics is abrogated in an act of killing legitimized at the level of each individual by a higher faith. To remain caught within social morality would be to resign oneself to social obligations that would forbid such an act. To act in resignation would be to forgo the quest for the unobtainable and tie one’s fate to a series of exterior pressures that makes of one a tragic hero.  With inner desires repressed by externally imposed social norms, this tragic hero is incapable of acting beyond the threshold of social responsibility. In this world of resignation, Abraham’s willingness to commit the abominable act of murder condemns him. In the world of faith, however this was a sublime act that kept faith with his divine responsibility. The story of Abraham and Isaac, then, is a tale of responsibility. Yet it is a tale not as we might imagine of the responsibilities of earthly father to biological son but of earthly father to heavenly father. 

In this tale of responsibility, which is also the story of faith, Abraham is overwhelmed by what Derrida calls, his secret responsibility to God (Derrida 1995, 60). In taking a life, which is the story of the giving of a sacrificial gift, Abraham willingly contemplates committing an unspeakable act on the basis of this secret responsibility. This responsibility to God that Abraham has and has alone, overrides any social responsibilities he may have to kith and kin. To put to death what one hates, writes Derrida, is not a sacrifice. It is a sacrifice only when one kills off what one loves. (Derrida, 1995 ???). 

Despite the intense earthly love Abraham feels for his son, in the name of God, he willingly contemplates an act that is, for the Religions of the Book, the first sign that faith can lead to ‘killing without hate’. It is here in this tale of conflicting responsibilities that we discover the real Biblical genesis of the political. It is in this act; an act that takes Abraham beyond social responsibility and into the responsibility demanded of knights of faith, that we begin to see the origins of a type of politics that in our times are known only by the many faces of the suicide bomber. 

It is here, then, that we come to see the gift of the political. Neither Cain’s personal jealousy of his brother nor the gendered animosity presented in Genesis (’I will put enmity between thy seed and her seed’) can provoke this kind of intensity of faith that ‘throws’ a subject beyond social morality and into a moment that leads them to a oneness with the divine; to a need to give the absolute gift. While Genesis and Cain and Able establish in their binary logic a path leading back to earthly struggle, it is the tale of Abraham and in the choice of responsibilities he faces that our eyes are turned to that part of the political equation that looks to the sky. Where Cain and Able lead us back to an intensely felt agonal and private passion and Genesis offers us the possibility of motherly redemption,
 it is only in the story of Abraham that we are led to the affective dimension of the public enemy. The intense and deep love Abraham feels for his son, cannot override faith. Abraham kills without hate, but he can only do so in the throes of faith. It is this willingness to kill without hate and in faith to be willing to act upon that willingness that showed he was indeed the ‘father of nation.’ 

Yet to register passion and intensity in this way is to move well beyond the binary formulation that Schmitt claims lies at the heart of the political. It is, instead, to enter a world in which the ternary element of the political, the absolute gift —that which we could call the gift of faith— produces the possibility of a devotional intensity fuelled by notions of sacrifice. It is only in registering the importance of this ternary gift-like element of the sacred realm that one can understand how the political ‘throws’ us towards such ‘intensities’ and we can begin, again, to recognize its other possibilities. Yet it is also at this point that we realize that this sense of the absurd, of a paradox and of the possibilities it opens while expressed in a primordial form by religion, are by no means a form of life restricted to the religions. It is in raising the specter of politics that we come to see that the way of the sacred is simply the form in which our own ontology is laid bare. 



 There is much left unsaid and much more to be done to flesh out this ternary gift-like quality of the political. But historically, we can at least now see the effects of that iron cage of instrumental logic and bureaucratization that has come to colonize our political minds, deaden our passions and transform deadly but poetic intensities into bare life abandonment. The rise of the commodity-fed-life which aided and abetted the deadening of our senses prevails. It has diluted our sense of wonder and driven back desires to go beyond the everyday. Perhaps the ancients help us reflect upon this, and help us add this element to the story of the political. 

***

**** 






� Here, my reading pulls Rahner’s thought back through the lens of Heidegger toward an appreciation of his work that, like Heidegger’s is concerned with the human being (in the mode of Dasein) being the site for the revelation of Being; where a being that questions the meaning of its own Being. It draws toward Robert Masson’s (1973) understanding which suggests that, for Rahner, “the ultimate resolution of Heidegger’s philosophy will be either most radically atheistic or most profoundly religious.” Masson claims that for Rahner if Heidegger’s ‘last word’ is nothingness then it is an ontology that leads to nothingness (atheism through nihilism) but if Dasein ‘in its ultimate stage discovers the infinity of the absolute, then it paves the road to a profound religiosity (Masson, 1973, 464). That it can lead to profound religious awakening or an equally profound sense of the opposite is, itself, a sign of not only the possibility of an Other to Heidegger’s thought which Kangar (2000) insists is disinterred in the writings of Rahner, but also the sign of what I will call ‘the gift’. See Robert Masson (1973) “Rahner and Heidegger: Being, Hearing, and God” in The Thomist, XXXVII, 3 July, 455-488) and William Kangar (2000) ,”In the proximity of guilt and danger: Karl Rahner as Heidegger's other” , Philosophy Today; Fall 2000; 44, 3; 269-282.


� “The ass is the Gospel-symbol of debasement and humility (as well as concomitant regeneration)”, writes Bakhtin (1984, 199). It is central to the ‘feast of the ass’ or ‘feast of fools’ the central characteristic is the gift of laughter and therefore close to the carnival or charivari, he writes (78). 


� This reference is to Nietzsche (2003) who speaks of the last pope ‘’retired from service” and now in search of Zarathustra. He searches for him for it is in him that the last pope’s knowledge that god is dead is confirmed. See Nietzsche, 2003, 271-5.


� Bataille alerts us to this when describing the ‘crestline’ of Nietzsche’s thought in the ‘ecstatic revelation of the impossible’. See Sylvère Lotringer (2004), “Furiously Nietzschean” in Georges Bataille (2004), On Nietzsche, Continuum, London, (vii-xxx), x


� Nietzsche, Fredrich The Gay Science, 283 qtd in Intro to Thus spoke…18


� The Selected Works of Mao Tse-tung  (Volume one) dates this text as March 1926. Schram and Hodes, however, have traced it back to 1st December, 1925 [Schram and Hodes, 1994, 249].


� There is little space to argue this point here suffice to say that in my most recent work I offer a detailed account of how virtually every moment of the Chinese revolution was in many respects little more than an elaboration and negotiation of the dyadic question of friend and enemy (Dutton, 2005).


� Schmitt points to another source to base an understanding of the political intensity of Maoism. According to Schmitt, it is the “intense political commitment which sets the partisan apart from other fighters. The intensely political character of the partisan is crucial since he has to be distinguished from the common thief and criminal, whose motives aim at private enrichment. This conceptual criterion of his political character possesses—in its exact inversion—the very same structure as the case of pirates in maritime law, whose concept is based on the unpolitical character of his bad deed which aim at private theft and profit. The pirate is possessed of what jurisprudence knows as animus furandi [felonious intent]. The partisan, by contrast, fights on a political front, and it is precisely the political character of his action that brings to the fore again the original sense of the word partisan. The word is derived from Partei [party] and refers to the relation to some kind of fighting, warring, or politically active party or group. Such connections to a party are particularly strong in revolutionary times.” Carl Schmitt (2004), The Theory of the Partisan: A Commentary/Remark on the Concept of the Political, by Carl Schmitt (Translated by A. C. Goodson). Michigan State University Press. 


� ADD SOURCES Woodard and Young, Mao economic notes etc.


� Schmitt would repeat this point in The Concept of the Political when he notes “The juridic formulas of the omnipotence of the sate are, in fact, only superficial secularizations of theological formulas of the omnipotence of God (Schmitt, 1996, 42)


� For Schmitt, sovereignty was the right to make the exceptional decision. Herein he claimed, ‘resides the essence of the state’s sovereignty... not as the monopoly to coerce or to rule, but as the monopoly to decide’ (Schmitt, PT, 13). This right to decide upon the exception necessarily pushed authority beyond the law (Schmitt, 1988, 13) for the law could not know in advance the requirements of each circumstance that forced an exceptional decision to be made. While Schmitt’s concept of sovereignty therefore places considerable weight upon the virtues of office and the wisdom of a single leader it left little room for the people to do anything but obey. The theological basis he establishes for the concept of sovereignty, therefore, placed the ruler in the position of the God of judgment and the decision in the realm of the miracle. See Schmitt, 1988.


� Indeed, Schmitt went so far as to insist that ‘The concept of the state presupposes the concept of the political (Schmitt, 1996, 19).


� Here I am in complete agreement with Balakrishnan, who argues this ‘striking’ claim is ‘manifestly implausible’ (2000, 47).


� This, at least, is the claim of both Diogenes Laertes and the 16th Century French philosopher Michel de Montaigne whom Derrida follows while acknowledging a doubt. On Montaigne see Derrida, 2003, 2. On both see Sandra Lynch, “Aristotle and Derrida on Friendship” Contretemps 3, July 2002, 98 (98-108) cited on line at � HYPERLINK "http://www.usyd.edu.au/contretemps/3July2002/lynch.pdf" ��http://www.usyd.edu.au/contretemps/3July2002/lynch.pdf� on 5th May, 2005, 8.40pm. 


� The “canonical concept of friendship” in Derrida, as John D.Caputo points out, may be shaped by the “natural born brother”� and may well found our concept of democracy (Caputo, 1999, 188, 185)


� The moral and ceremonial law. Lewis Hyde offers a guide covering some of this Biblical journey. Hyde insists it is also the basis for the later political divide between Church and State (Hyde, 1983, 125). As to the status of the stranger, Saint Ambrose leaves us in little doubt: “Who then is the stranger… except Amalech, except the Amorite, except the enemy (quoted in Hyde, 1983, 118) 


� According to Schmitt, Mao was not only the “greatest practitioner of revolutionary war in our time [but] was also its most famous theorist” (Schmitt 2004, 39).


� According to Scheuerman, “violence in Schmittian theory too often is envisioned as making up the very apex of politics. If intensity is the chief standard by which we are to determine how genuinely political something has become, what could possibly be more truly political than political violence?”(Scheuerman, 1994, 31). 


� For an elaboration on the left, and in particular the Frankfurt School’s flirtation with Schmitt see William E. Scheuerman, 1994. 


� Schmitt notes the way Mao intensified political intensity: “Various kinds of enmity are joined in Mao’s concrete situation, rising up to absolute enmity. Racial enmity against the white colonial exploiter; class enmity against the capitalist bourgeoisie; national enmity against the Japanese intruder of the same race; internecine enmity nursed in long, embittered civil wars” (Schmitt, 2004, 41)


� Derrrida quotes Michelet on this. See Derrida, 1997, 182


� The sacred, according to Bataille was ‘a restricted area of the heterogenous’ in part, one suspects, because affect is, according to him ‘necessarily heterogeneous’ (Bataille 1979, pp. 69-70, emphasis in the original).  According to Surya, Bataille’s version of the heterogenous or the heterological is hard to define because only science has the power to do so and science is, by definition, part of the homogeneous world. Nevertheless, Surya postulates that Bataille draws essentially upon Durkheim for his definition and this weds it firmly to  ‘the sacred.’ Yet the sacred is read here not just as god but also as filth, excrement and refuse (Surya (2002, p.177).


� ‘The flight headed towards the summit (which is a mythic flight to the heart of all knowledge ) is only one of the paths out of the “labyrinth”’ (Bataille, 1988, p.86). 





� For a development of this aspect of Foucault see Ann Laurer Stoler 1995, 


� And it is precisely at this point that Ann Laura Stoler offers her critique of Foucault for failing to take up the invitation offered by postcolonial theory. See Ann Laura Stoler???


� The story of these two brothers is as long as it is complicated but the animosity between them is perhaps best captured by Seneca when he rehearses Atreus’ summary of the crimes of his treacherous brother: "My wife has he debauched, my kingdom stolen; the ancient token of our dynasty  by fraud he gained, by fraud overturned our house." [Atreus on his brother. Seneca, Thyestes 222 ??? Check Source please]. Unlike Abel, Atreus would respond to his brother’s crimes with an even greater one of his own. 


� Xiao Qunzhong explains that li was a way of regulating people’s behaviour. Li has various meanings in ancient society he informs us. Narrowly speaking, it refers to the moral norms, regulations and proprieties within human relations. More broadly speaking, it refers to a system of official ranks, legal rules, rituals, ceremonies, customes, and instruments. It is the external world what benevolence is to one’s internal being. In other words, it is the external code of ethics and decorative manner. See Xiao Qunzhong 1997, 33.





� Zhang Xiaohu (2002), “Some Thoughts on the Culture of Propriety in Ancient Chinese”, Academic Monthly, number 6, pp.25-29. (张晓虎 (2002),“关于中国古代礼文的若于思考”〈学术月刊〉第六期， 25－29; Zhang Xiaohu (2002), “guanyu zhongguo gudai li wenhua de ruoyu sikao” xueshu yuekan, #6 25-29)


� He then goes on to add, “the difference between China and the barbarians (by which he meant the Manchus) is that Chinese have benevolence. Wang Fuzhi, “Liji Zhangju xu (Preface to Liji zhiyi) quoted in Stephan R. Platt (2007), Provincial Patriots: The Hunanese and Modern China, Harvard University Press, 16.


� Platt Ibid. 16


� Wuwei, literally  means, ‘no rebellion.’


� “Filial piety and fraternal Submission!—are they not the root of all benevolence?” (Confucius, 1971, 139)





� This point is one made by Confucius but tied to the veneration of age. Ideally, through learning one reaches the stage where one can flow what one’s heart desires “without transgressing what is right” (Confucius, 1971, 146).


� It is this ability to go beyond the specific concrete application of the ‘original legislator’ yet hold the general principles of that legislator in one’s minds-eye when turning to other issues that the Analects commend under the rubric of ‘’flexibility’. There are many examples of this, but just to issue forth a few from ‘xue er’???? 


� For a detailed articulation of this argument see Robert Howse (1998, 56-91). Strauss pointed out that ethical and wise behavior ‘beyond the law’ isn’t really the sole prerogative of the sovereign. Even in the more mundane act of administering the law, officials are called upon to administer equitably. For Strauss, they must be able to draw upon the spirit of the law or the spirit of the wise legislator to determine how to deal with things in ‘circumstances which the [original] legislator could not have foreseen’ but which, nonetheless, capture the ‘spirit’ or intent of the original legislation.  What is crucial for Strauss, is not simply the wisdom and virtue of the leader but ‘the attitude and disposition of the administrator’ (Howse, 1998, 78 ). In proffering  this argument, Strauss turns away from Biblically based ‘decisionism’ and proffers instead an argument about government derived from the Greeks. In the Greek Classics, he notes, the question of the exception does not hinge upon the sovereign’s decision but upon the ‘character and education’ of those who make and implement the rules. (Howse, 1998, 79).


� Nor can one say that this is a peculiarity of the Chinese. In a very different context Foucault speaks of sovereign and bourgeois right: Bourgeois right he tells us is nothing more than the right of sovereignty. Michel Foucault (2003), Society Must Be Defended: Lectures At the College de France; 1975-76, (ed. Mauro Bertani and Alessandro Fontana. Trans. David Macey) Picador, New York. 39 


�  On the under researched but vitally importance of affective relations in Confucianism see Lee says: “The relative paucity of affective terms and references in the classics is not necessarily a sign of emotional aridity. Rather, it stems from the fact that sentiments such as filial piety are moral requisites for all properly socialized persons. In other words, moral sentiment are not a matter of voluntary choice  or free-willed commitment” , (Lee 2007, 28)


 On the importance of morality over law see the Analects which state: “If the people be led by laws, and uniformity sought to be given them by punishments, they will try to avoid the punishment, but have no sense of shame. If they are led by virtue, and uniformity sought to be given them by the rules of propriety (li) they will have a sense of shame and moreover will become good” (Confucian 1971, 146)


� Zhang and Xiao describe  the relationship in the following manner: “Loyalty or zhong (÷“) is parallel to filiality or xiao(–¢) and xiao(–¢) in turn  can guide zhong (÷“) for  nation or guo( π˙) is simply family jia (º“) writ large” (Zhang and Xiao, 1996, 259).


� As the Xiaojing notes: 


The filial piety with which the superior man serves his parents may be transferred as loyalty to the ruler. The fraternal duty with which he serves his elder brother may be transferred as submissive deference to his elders. The regulation of his family may be transferred as good government to any official position (Xiaojing, Ch. 1, in Zhang and Xiao, 1996, 258).


� To cite but one example from the Liji:


“A loyal official is used to serving the sovereign. A filial son is used to serve his parents. These are as one.  Toward the Gods and Spirits you obey them. In society you obey authority. At home be filial toward one’s parents. This can be called a complete form” (Quoted in Zhang and Xiao, 1996, 259).


� With regard to the enemy, Schmitt leaves one in no doubt. “He is not the private adversary whom one hates. … The enemy is solely the public enemy….. The enemy is hostis, not inimicus….(Schmitt, 1996, 28)


� For more details see Jiang Renjie (1996) 


ShouXx wenjiezi jizhu, Volume one, Shanghai guji chubanshe. ΩØ»ÀΩ	‹(1996)°∂ÀµŒƒΩ‚◊÷ºØ◊¢£®…œ£©°∑ …œ∫£π≈ºÆ≥ˆ


 


�說文解字云：「天垂象，見吉兇，所以示人也。從二；三垂，日月星也。觀乎天文，以察時變。示，神事也。」 From Shuowenjiezi, Xu Shen.


� Yang Liansheng points out that filialty was nothing other than ‘the most appropriate demonstration of the principle of repayment (huanbao ªπ±®) ‘ (Li Yiyuan, 1998, 36).


� Although Mencius did not say this himself, he told a story in which someone else stated it as a political condition for peace.（Gaozi, Xia).  The claimant is probably someone respected by Mencius, or at least acknowledged as powerful in his time.


� Here one only needs to think of I and Thou and the endless ways in which the binaries that fill our lives and our minds both  leads and mislead. See Buber 1970.


� When Adam and Eve fall from the Garden of Eden, they are alienated from God and thus set of humankind’s endless search for reconciliation. This reconciliation takes the form of endless attempts to be in a state of grace that requires sacrifice and prayer. This, then, is an economy of the gift whereby humankind strives to repay the un-repayable gift of life that God has given. When capitalism alienates us from the conditions of production such that use items become commodities and things become things ‘in themselves’ rather than signs of emotional connection we can say that the emotions necessary to charge the gift economy have all but disappeared. 


� Here Derrida’s reading draws upon the stoic tradition.  Within this tradition it was Seneca who would speak of the act of giving as necessitating a kind of forgetting. Unlike Derrida, however, Seneca would also insist that while a giver must forget, a recipient must never (Champetier, 2001, 16). Here, I think, even in the ontic realm, one discovers a problem with Derrida’s position. He fails to register the multiple and fluid subject positions within every gift relationship. Can we not, as Seneca seems to suggest, be forgetful of reward as givers while as recipients be alive to our need to repay?


� In both Keirkegaard and Hegel the term  ‘particular’ means individual while ‘’universal’ means society. See Hannay,  1985, 15.


� Martin Heidegger (1962), “Letter on Humanism”, Basic Writings (ed. by David Farrell Krell), 220.


� ‘Thrownness is one of the three conditions by which Da-sein is brought to light through care. In combination with existence and fallenness, thrownness signals Dasein’s whole Being. That is to say, it is being-ahead-of (Existenz), already-in-the-world (thrown), with-others (falling). As a becoming, Dasein is ahead-of-itself, directing itself into the future. In existing, therefore, Dasein is in a constant state of being thrown forward. The fore-throw is toward nothing but it discloses the possibility of nothing. This is called by Heidegger ‘understanding’. See Magda King, 2001, 36; Bonsor, Jack (1987), 18.


� “Being could not come to presence without beings”, cited in Kohei Mizoguchi (1987), “An Interpretation of Heidegger’s Bremen Lectures: Toward a Dialogue with His Later Thought” in Graham Parkes (ed.), Heidegger and Asian Thought, Hawaii University Press, 189


� Drawn from “Soren Aabye Kierkegaard at � HYPERLINK "http://www.kirjasto.sci.fi/kierkega.htm" ��http://www.kirjasto.sci.fi/kierkega.htm� accessed Aril 18 2005.


� For Baudrillard it is at this point that we reach a moment whereby   'the unilateral gift does not exist'. Quoted in Pefanis, 1991, 54


� Dépense is, as Denis Hollier reminds us, the means by which ones need for loss is partially relieved (Hollier, 1998, xiv).


� The ‘phenomenological reality’ of the gift, argues Claude Lefort, lies in the fact that  ‘the other [autrui] is another self which ought to behave as I do.’ In reciprocity the urge is to confirm this for it is nothing other than a "collectivity trying to behave as a collective 'I'.” [Lefort, "L'echange et la lutte des hommes", p.1415 quoted in Richman, 1982, 35].


� Galatians 3.8 ‘And the scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the heathen through faith, preached before the gospel unto Abraham, saying, In thee shall all nations be blessed.’


� The reference to Genesis in is, from a Christian perspective, highly problematic and therefore inappropriate from Schmitt’s perspective. The actual reference in Genesis 3:15 is to God addressing Satan after the Fall. As Duff’s explains, this Biblical quotation of “thy seed and her seed” actually concludes with the words: “she shall crush thy head.” With Satan’s head crushed redemption, not war, is assured. 


Redemption is achieved through Mary. Mary, the mother of Jesus, is eulogized in the Christain reading as the one who will crush the serpent’s head. As Duff then goes on to say “she is that Woman, the realization of the Promise”(19). Faith in Mary, he adds, relies on Mary’s faith in God. (Duff, 1976, 9, 19).
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