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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to explore the relation between the works of Emmanuel Levinas and
those of Henri Maldiney. Both phenomenologists engaged throughout their careers with the issue
of the encounter, providing at the same time an ethical appraisal of it, which is centered around
the notion of personal uniqueness. While Levinas breaks off with Martin Buber's so-called sym-
metrical account of interhuman relatedness, by advancing an asymmetrical theory of interper-
sonal relationships, Maldiney tackles mostly the question of phenomenological aesthetics, in an
attempt to rigorously apply the core concepts of Martin Heidegger's fundamental ontology onto
the experience of the work of art. Even though Levinas's main concern was that of a phenome-
nologically inspired ethics, Maldiney's few and scattered remarks concerning the problem of
alterity might help to shed light on the complex yet rarely explored relation between the two
abovementioned authors. This paper sets forth the thesis that the encounter with otherness can
be subsumed under the notion of event as it was described in the works of Maldiney. Moreover,
if the Levinasian concept of encounter is seen through the prism of the notion of event, this brings
along utterly important consequences vis-a-vis the ethical relation with the other. Therefore, 1
am going to argue, using mostly the phenomenological framework of these two authors, that the
event of the encounter is that specific interhuman happening thanks to which the uniqueness of
the other is revealed.

Keywords: Emmanuel Levinas; Henri Maldiney; ethics; phenomenology; event; encounter, sur-
prise.

Introduction

Martin Buber was one of the first philosophers to actively engage in an attempt
to describe the "narrow ridge" onto which encounters occurred. (Buber 2002, 243) The
relation between Levinas's work and that of Martin Buber is well known, while Henri
Maldiney also employs the notion of encounter to describe this sort of event-like hap-
pening between I and Thou, which produces a radical change in the being of both the
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"same" and the "other". This paper argues that the uniqueness of the other can be re-
vealed through these sorts of transformative experiences, provided by the phenomenon
of encounter. While Levinas stresses on several occasions the responsibility held by the
"same" vis-a-vis the other, Maldiney was rather more interested in the possibility of
personal becoming through the experience of encounter, thus he even employed the
notion of metamorphosis to describe this perpetual, yet innocent becoming (Nietzsche)
of the same who encounters the other. This paper will be divided into several sections,
each investigating a core notion of either Levinas or Maldiney, for example, those of
event, encounter and uniqueness. These notions will be interpreted as forming a unitary
whole, from which a full-fledged and broader notion of transformation or metamorpho-
sis could be elaborated. The aim of the paper is twofold, in accordance with the twofold
structure of the encounter. First, we have the ethical component, pertaining to the ethi-
cal dimension of this phenomenon, and then, we have the ontological quality of the
encounter, which manifests most precisely in the possibility of mutual becoming.
Therefore, transformation or metamorphosis will designate the possibility of mutual
enrichment between I and Thou, where possibilities are always at stake, namely they
are always in a process of becoming or actualization. This mutual enrichment between
I and Thou represents more than what Gadamer has called the fusion of horizons (Gad-
amer 2013, 386), because our very being-in-the-world is thrown into play. Our thesis
is mainly a relational and dialogical one, i.e., it sets forth the claim that the process of
acknowledging the other's uniqueness is dependent on the relational event between |
and Thou, which is precisely the interhuman encounter. Henceforth, and partly follow-
ing the thematization of Claude Romano, it could be argued that in the case of the hu-
man being's existence, encounter is a peculiar form of the event, even a pivotal one.
Even though Levinas was mainly preoccupied with ethics, and Maldiney with aesthet-
ics, their notions of encounter seem to resonate precisely in the case of personal unique-
ness. Levinas and Maldiney knew each other's work, as Prasek has shown, and none-
theless, this paper can be regarded as an attempt to strengthen once again the philo-
sophical relation between the works of the two French phenomenologists. (Prasek 2023,
169) Finally, in the chapter concerning the possibility of transformation, key herme-
neutical concepts will be employed to define the complex process through which the
"same" passes in order that his or her possibilities come closer to actualization. There-
fore, the notions of the opportune moment (kairos), the practical wisdom (phronesis)
and interhuman confirmation will be addressed to notice precisely how the event of
encounter becomes operative. Both Levinas and Maldiney have discussed the concept
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of instant (a manifestation of kairos), in different thematizations, yet via certain herme-
neutical remarks, we aim to bring their perspectives in conjunction, by advancing the
thesis that the instant is ultimately a moment of change, thus demanding decision and
responsibility.

1. Event and encounter

As Claude Romano strongly emphasized throughout his works, the encounter is
an event par excellence. (Romano 2009, 114) Nevertheless, for him, birth is the event
that configures all the other events which will take place in the adventure of the human
being. Contrariwise, both Levinas and Maldiney asserted the pivotal role played by
interhuman meetings in the economy of our being-in-the-world. Levinas's well-known
notion of the face-to-face encounter proved to be an attempt to rethink the Buberian
reciprocity between I and Thou. Whereas Buber argued for a sort of symmetry between
the same and the other, Levinas insists rather of the asymmetric side of the encounter,
which always designates the priority of the other vis-a-vis the same, and the responsi-
bility held by the same to the other. (Levinas 1979, 215) Both Buber and Levinas agree
that responsibility is first and foremost a gesture of responding to the other (Buber 2002,
18), but Levinas conceives the other as a sort of radical alterity, who cannot be thema-
tized and synchronized. The possibility of thematization and synchronization with the
other would result in the other being subsumed under the categories of the same. There-
fore, Levinas employs the notion of diachrony to designate this sort of temporal and
ethical relation to the other. (Levinas 1999, 13) By the same token, Maldiney explores
the pathic dimension of Dasein, to reveal the profound affective structures which bind
us to the other. This possibility of welcoming the other, also present in Levinas, is called
by Maldiney transpassibility (transpassibilité). Shortly put, transpassibility represents
the liability manifested towards what transcends our horizons of experience, i.e., the
otherness. Maldiney associates transpassibility with surprise when encountering the
other, but also, he regards the interhuman encounter to pertain to this horizon of trans-
passibility. (Maldiney 2001, 104) Let me explain in a few words what Maldiney wants
to express through this relation. The encounter is always a sudden occurrence of the
other in the presence of the same, and due to this fundamental spontaneity of the other
manifested over the same, we have to resist the event of encounter, by responding with
our whole being to alterity. Thus, the notion of transpassibility will be coupled with the
notion of transpossibility (transpossibilité). (Maldiney 1991, 361) As Samuel Thoma
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explains, this couple represents two sides of the same coin, namely the receptive side
and the responsive one. (Thoma 2019, 284) The sum of the two would result in a gen-
uine decision towards alterity. I will not inquire for the moment into the complex rela-
tion between transpassibility and Urdoxa, and into their possible ramifications towards
a psychopathology of the encounter, but rather I will return to Levinas's stance towards
the other.

In Otherwise than Being or beyond Essence, Levinas introduces the notion of a
passivity more passive than any other passivity (Levinas 1998a, 15), which designates
precisely this exposure to otherness, resembling somehow the passibility described by
Maldiney. Levinas even discusses the relation to the other as a sort of trauma, but he
nonetheless does not provide an answer to how we can cope with this sort of trauma-
tism. Once again, the point of juncture between Levinas and Maldiney becomes more
evident when we try to envisage how the two of them described the possibility of a
relational trauma. In a short text, entitled Encounter and Psychosis, Maldiney even de-
scribes the encounter with the other, and the psychosis that is a possibility which always
menaces this encounter to be determined by the instant, in Plato's sense. (Maldiney
2003, 20) While for Levinas, the instant was a way of escaping the continuity of dura-
tion, for Maldiney, this particular moment becomes the genesis of psychosis itself, be-
cause it represents an overload of affectivity and even meaning, which does not have
any intrinsic past and future within. This, of course, would be an unfortunate encounter
with otherness, while in our paper we aim to describe the fortunate encounter with al-
terity, which unfolds one's possibilities, thus not stopping them from becoming a real-
ity. Therefore, the transformation of which we are going to speak is mainly concerned
with what Wittgenstein has called the world of the happy one. (Wittgenstein 2002, 87)

We are now ready to describe the concept of event, and to link it with the notion
of encounter. The event is this sudden excess of affectivity and meaning, which can
also be disconcerting. It represents a radically new stance towards the world, which
alongside Buber, could be called "understanding with the world". (Buber 1999, 175)
For example, the encounter with the other, which disconcerts our everydayness (we can
just think of some human endeavors, such as work), suddenly awakens the responsibil-
ity towards the other, thus reconfiguring all our possibilities towards the world. Here
we could once again remember Buber's distinction between the I-Thou and the I-It re-
lation. (Buber 2013, 3) As Buber points out, the horizon of the world becomes somehow
illuminated by the presence of the other, shedding light even on the beings which were
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previously conceived of belonging to the It-realm. What Buber was precisely attempt-
ing to emphasize is this radical distinction of attitude between the world conceived as
an It and the world as conceived as a Thou. We might even call the event of the en-
counter one of responsibility, because the sudden appearance of the other's presence in
our world horizon disconcerts us to the point when we feel responsibility towards the
other. This is precisely what Levinas was discussing under the heading of a certain
obsession with the other, which makes us somehow hostages. Moreover, Levinas also
argued that the other signifies something even before or without the experience of the
world. The last point should be emphasized further, because here arises a difference
between the dialogical and ethical experience of the other, and the hermeneutical one.
If in the case of the first, we suspend our judgements to let the other be and speak for
himself or herself, without the same attaching any prejudices to it, the hermeneutical
experience insists precisely on how prejudices intervene in the understanding of other-
ness, be they social, cultural or historical prejudices. Therefore, if in the case of the first
experience the encounter is somehow floating above the world, for the latter, the world
becomes the ground on which human encounters and interpersonal understanding might
take place. Buber and Levinas were advocates of the possibility that holds the other to
be significative for us before a certain experience of the world (Koo 2016, 100), while
Gadamer always insisted that the world is a horizon of familiarity that allows interhu-
man encounters to take place. (Gadamer 1976, 15)

Now that we have presented the basic tenets of the relation between encounter
and event, we are ready to dwell on the perspectives of Levinas and Maldiney, and to
conclude by the possibility of bringing together their views in the case of the uniqueness
of the other. We must always bear in mind that the encounter involves the sort of pas-
sivity, which was described by Levinas, implying this vulnerability towards the other.
Here vulnerability can be treated in conjunction with Maldiney's passibility, because
both notions denote this sort of liability that renders possible the fact of being trans-
formed by the other. In other words, the genuine encounter with the other might bring
along a sort of metamorphosis of our being-in-the-world, which we could call "under-
standing with the world", following Buber's letter to Hans Triib. In this letter, Buber
argues that encounters always involve resistance, adversity, contradiction and even ab-
surdity. (Buber 1999, 175) Nonetheless, these types of genuine encounters, if responded
properly to them, might trigger this understanding with the world, which might trans-
form itself even into a friendship or into another type of interpersonal relation with
otherness.
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2. The epiphany of the other's face

As Prasek suggests, the face of the other is transcendence par excellence, be-
cause the visage cannot be included in one's sphere of ownness (the same). (Prasek
2023, 162) Moreover, as Levinas himself emphasized, the transcendence of the other's
face points us towards the idea of infinity. There exists a certain epiphany of the face
which renders possible the ethical relation with the other. The visage of the other resists
objectification, because when encountering it, one does not pay attention to the color
of the eyes, of the hair, or of the voice even, but rather the epiphany entails the unique-
ness of the other. The uniqueness of the other implies the peculiar role played by what
Levinas has called the metaphysical desire, the desire for the other qua other. (Levinas
1979, 33) One can also remember Martin Buber's inborn Thou (Buber 2013, 19), whose
strength is reinforced in the case of the phenomenon of tenderness, whereas for Levinas
also, the caress is pivotal for demarcating the metaphysical desire for any other desire
or need. Nonetheless, the metaphysical desire whose encounter with the face of the
other results in the ethical relationship of responsibility is not a desire that can be sat-
isfied, but rather, a desire that grows stronger and stronger with every encounter of a
visage, i.e., a uniqueness. Returning to the topic of epiphany, it also designates an "au-
tophany" of the same, as Maldiney considered. (Maldiney 2003, 16) We can already
notice how a certain process of mirroring, similar to that described by Patocka occurs
in this scenario. (Patocka 1998, 36) The uniqueness of the other consequently reveals
our own uniqueness, and from there on, the ethical relation might emerge. Contra He-
gel's dialectic of master and slave, Levinas suggests that the other and the same might
be regarded as the teacher and the apprentice. This epiphany also represents a sort of
wonder before the presence of the other, which causes a disproportion and even a non-
coincidence between the cogitatio and cogitatum. (Levinas 1999, 3) The interrelation
between epiphany and autophany, as described by Maldiney resembles Levinas's notion
of awakening to the other, i.e., the awakening of a responsibility pertaining to the im-
memorial past of existence. (Levinas 1998b, 77) Nevertheless, this sort of interhuman
mirroring is first and foremost related to the notion of responsibility of one for the other,
whereas both I and Thou come to acknowledge the uniqueness of the other. The relation
between epiphany and autophany comes close even to what Maldiney called the sur-
prise of being, a sort of overwhelming surplus of affectivity and meaning, which pro-
duces a metamorphosis of one's being-in-the-world.
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Levinas emphasized several times that the other also resists the act of transcen-
dental synthesis of transcendental apperception, as in Kant's sense, but also, he or she
resists synchronization, in a sort of Schutzian manner. Not only did Levinas point to-
wards the impossibility of grasping the other as such, but he also alluded to the thesis
stating the primacy of the ethical relationship with the face over the experience of the
other's resistance. The main concern of Levinas was how he could describe the encoun-
ter with the other, without the alterity being lost as such. He thus introduces the notion
of the face as transcendence, to prove how the ethical relation with the other is estab-
lished. Moreover, his notion of diachrony plays the pivotal role in outlining the impos-
sibility of synchronization between the same and the other, and also the impossibility
of thematizing the other, without he or she losing his or her otherness, i.e., the radical
alterity. What Levinas wanted to highlight is that the other has primordiality over the
self, in a temporal manner, similar to Nietzsche's statement that the Thou is always
older than the I. (Nietzsche 2006, 44) This puzzling statement renders the immemorial
responsibility of the "same" to the other, which is manifested precisely in the first ges-
ture of the encounter. Levinas discusses the salute expressed to the other, which initi-
ates the relation and only after the other's response can we thematize reciprocity, as in
Buber's sense. As we are going to see very soon the ethical imperative of Levinas stat-
ing that one shall not kill the neighbor is precisely inscribed on the other's face.

A very interesting point wherein the philosophies of both Levinas and Maldiney
seem to resonate is that of our primary anchorage into the world, i.e., the earth under-
stood as nonmoving. Levinas argues that the encounter with the other shakes somehow
the solid ground beneath us, introducing a fundamental question vis-a-vis the other,
translatable in the language of responsibility. (Levinas 1999, 28) On the other hand,
Maldiney thematizes the event, which could also be an interhuman encounter, as a sort
of disconcertment of our Urdoxa, the primal faith in the world, our symbolic anchorage
onto the earth. (Maldiney 1991, 270-271) Urdoxa plays the pivotal role of being a sort
of feeling of symbolic security, whereas as Fazakas and Gozé have shown, losing the
basic trust in the world represents precisely the impossibility of virtually every encoun-
ter. (Fazakas & Gozé 2020, 171) Not only are we anguished when encountering others,
but also, the possibility that the other affects us, in a sort of transformation of our state
becomes impossible. This statement resembles Maldiney's wording that the psychotic
is unable to welcome events. Therefore, we could consider the earth that does not move
as peculiar for interhuman encounters, because when this earth shakes, i.e., faith in the
world, then encounters become an impossibility.
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Levinas introduces the metaphor of the solid ground beneath our feet, when he
discusses the death of the other. (Levinas 2000, 129) Contra Heidegger, Levinas sug-
gests that anxiety is not paramount for the feeling of nothingness, but rather, the death
of the other plays this particular role for the one who survives, i.e., the same. As Levinas
expresses this thought in a poetic manner, when the other dies, the face becomes a
mask. (Levinas 2000, 9) The thesis held by Levinas can strengthen our argumentation
once again, because the Heideggerian anxiety is not an event per se, but rather the pos-
sibility of resoluteness towards death. (Heidegger 1962, 312) Moreover, on the other
hand, the death of the other represents for the survivor a sort of event, which can be
designated, alongside the thematization of Romano, as bereavement. (Romano 2009,
114) The death of the other is not only a tragic event, but also a reminder of the unique-
ness of the other person. Romano introduces the notion of shared possibilities to de-
scribe how, when the other dies, the possibilities we used to share with him or her are
annulled. This once again reveals the uniqueness of the other and his or her irreplacea-
bility, because one could of course share those possibilities with other people, but the
outcome would not be the same, because there has existed a certain bonding between
the I and Thou, wherein the historicity of the I and that of the Thou intertwined and
even overlapped. Thus, concludes Romano, the metaphor asserting that the death of the
other is also somehow my death is not that metaphoric anymore, because alongside the
death of the other, the possibilities which used to be share with the other are now gone.
(Romano 2014, 163) Levinas also describes the ethical imperative of not killing the
other, because without implying any sort of ontological necessity, the visage of the
other designates the other's nudity and vulnerability, i.e., his or her defenselessness.
Therefore, when encountering the other's face, the immemorial responsibility is awak-
ened by this specific event, which results in the ethical imperative of solicitude, and not
of violence, for example. (Levinas 2000, 106)

Summing up Levinas's overall account of the face, it represents the uniqueness
of the other but also the ethical imperative not to kill the other. The epiphany manifests
itself in the encounter and it reveals also our uniqueness and the shared possibilities,
which could refer also to such Buberian notions as participating and cooperation. (Bu-
ber 1957, 79-80) Nonetheless, the face also transcends all the sensible qualities of the
physical visage, because it designates the awakening of responsibility, and the impos-
sibility of including the other in the sphere of ownness. If the other would be included
in the sphere of ownness, then we could not speak anymore of the other, because he or
she would be a mere reduplication of the self, and so, responsibility would lose the
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feature of solicitude. This is why Levinas contrasted his approach of radical alterity
with such notions as thematization, comprehension, grasping or synchronization. He
nonetheless considered the other to be fully other in the face-to-face encounter, i.c.,
when responsibility intervenes without the interruption of conceptualization, categori-
zation, labelling or typification.

3. Maldiney on the event of encounter

Despite Maldiney's scattered remarks on the notion of event, a full-fledged ac-
count of it can be found in his text entitled Event and Psychosis. There, Maldiney ex-
plains how the event might be the source of mental illness, especially of trauma. How-
ever, there exists another version of the event, precisely in the case of the work of art.
(Maldiney 2000, 34) Aesthetics and psychopathology were long time preoccupations
of Maldiney, and he believed that the notion of event could explain the genesis of psy-
chosis, as well as the work of art. Recalling the notion of passibility, it is intimately
related to the event, because transcendence manifests for Maldiney as a sort of happen-
ing, which is radically new, and it exceeds the prehension of the human being. There-
fore, transpassibility would again designate the capacity to resist this sudden excess of
affectivity. Correlatively, transpassibility is tied to the notion of transpossibility, which
denotes the possibility of a response towards the event. The receptive part and the re-
sponsive side are both of the same importance, because they articulate the moment of
decision through which the subject escapes crisis. The event is characterized also by
surprise, since surprise disconcerts our entire being, not only the body or the mind. This
disconcerting feature of the event and the surprise correlated represent the moment of
reality. As Maldiney has emphasized numerous times, surprise is the mark of reality.
This sudden disconcertment demands a response, which is precisely the decision taken
vis-a-vis the event. As Maldiney himself suggested, both transpassibility (receptivity
towards the event), and transpossibility (responsivity towards the event), are two modes
of living in transcendence. The event represents a novel situation, which brings along
a constative transformation of Dasein's existence, i.e., his or her being-in-the-world is
metamorphosed. (Maldiney 1991, 252)

Once again, likewise Levinas, Maldiney emphasized how faith in the world,
Urdoxa, is shaken by the disconcerting event, which results in a sort of instability of
the earth beneath us. Moreover, in another of his books, Maldiney alludes to the oppo-
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sition between the firmness or the stability of the earth and the void of the world. (Mal-
diney 1975, 251) The firmness of the earth, phenomenologically understood, might be
the antidote, so to say, to the void of the world. Fazakas and Gozé have described in a
genetically fashion how the parental environment is internalized by the infant in the
guise of the earth that does not move. (Fazakas & Gozé 2020, 185) This would be the
genetic origin of our anchoring into the world, i.e., into the earth that does not move.
The earth has a double function, a phenomenological and a symbolical one, to use
Richir's phrasing. (Richir 1988, 91) Not only is the earth the ground onto which the
encounter happens (the phenomenological side), but also, it represents our symbolic
faith that it will not shake when encountering a radical change in the guise of the event.
Therefore, the earth can be considered both as the grounding of corporeal experience
(Merleau-Ponty 2002, 120), and also as a certainty in the world enabling the subject to
welcome surprise. The event is ultimately and existential (Maldiney 1991, 294), in
Heidegger's sense, but what about the event of encounter in Maldiney's?

The event par excellence is the encounter with the other. Maldiney recalls
Levinas's wording that the other cannot be invented by the same. Maldiney insists not
only that Levinas's statement is valid, but also, that the other is the one that I am not.
(Maldiney 2001, 103) Encountering the other, the same finds himself or herself in a
situation of passivity, and even of welcoming, likewise the overall situation with the
event. As Maldiney asserts, we are liable vis-a-vis the uniqueness of the other. We
cannot respond to the other by virtue of an a priori system, therefore, spontaneity is
addressed. Henceforth, not only does the encounter with the other demand our sponta-
neity and decision, but also our welcoming and confirmation of otherness. (Maldiney
1991, 404) The encounter is the moment of the real, a specific moment which cannot
be anticipated. The reality of the other so to speak is correlated with our faith in the
world, in a similar fashion to Merleau-Ponty's perceptual faith. (Merleau-Ponty 1968,
5) This means that we do not first doubt the real existence of the other, but rather, with
this sort of interhuman trust, we are always and already ready to engage in dialogue.
The horizon of the encounter pertains to transpassibility. (Maldeiny 2001, 104) Trans-
passibility here designates the possibility of a radical change in our tissue of existence,
namely of our being-in-the-world. But as Maldiney reminds us, in order to change,
passibility is not enough. There needs to be a response, thus transpossibility is ad-
dressed alongside passibility. Once again, passibility designates here the possibility of
resisting the event, and its intrinsic activity refers to the responsive component of this
encounter. (Maldiney 1991, 364) Levinas insisted several times on how the "same" who
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encounters the other is always and already a separated being, and thus, he or she finds
himself or herself in a sort of crisis, which is caused by the excess of encounter. We
will see exactly how this change occurs when we are going to employ some hermeneu-
tical and anthropological aspects later in this essay, such as kairos, phronesis and con-
firmation.

Exemplifying the relation between the encounter and passibility, Maldiney re-
fers to the infant who lances a cry towards the mother. The infant finds himself or
herself in a sort of limit situation (in what Maldiney calls a crisis), wherein the response
of the mother is pivotal and somehow vital. Because the world of the infant is involved,
two outcomes are possible. Either the mother responds and then the infant finds himself
or herself in the world of the happy one (Wittgenstein), or the mother does not respond
in time, and the infant will dwell in the world of the unhappy one. Maldiney analyzes
the contradictory aspects of the phenomenology of the call, because as he argues,
whereas a response is awaited even before the cry, surprise is always at stake in this
phenomenon. (Maldiney 1991, 402) Returning to the mother-infant relation, if she re-
sponds in time to the infant, then bonding takes place, and this is the situation also with
friendship and love relations. Moreover, by welcoming the infant, for example, the
mother also confirms his or her existence, thus introducing him or her to the world of
the happy one. The significance of the world is at stake for the infant who lances a cry,
thus what we have called, alongside Buber, understanding with the world is implied
too. Depending on the mother's response, the infant will come to an understanding with
the world (the world of the happy one), or he or she will collapse because of what
Maldiney has called the abyss of rhythm. (Maldiney 1991, 425) If there exists a rhyth-
mical attunement of mother and infant, that the presence of the mother and her response
will help the infant remain in the world of the happy one, i.e., the world in which the
relations of signification are operative. If the outcome is unfortunate, then the collapse
will be represented by anxiety, as in Heidegger's example of the anxious Dasein who
cannot relate himself or herself anymore to beings ready-at-hand. This is why Maldiney
names the phenomenology of the call the moment of the conscience (as in Heidegger's
sense).

We can now draw some concluding lines between the experience of the event
and that of the encounter. Both are experiences wherein the suddenness inherent in
them disconcerts us to the point at which there seems to be a risk within virtually every
encounter, as Buber would state. This risk indicates precisely the possibility of a meta-
morphosis of our being-in-the-world. Likewise Buber, Gadamer discussed how a word
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thrown into the dialogical game, a word, a gesture, a movement etc. might highly in-
fluence the course of the dialogical intercourse. (Gadamer 1976, 56) Nonetheless, Bu-
ber also insisted on the sacrifice involved in the encounter, this pointing to the brack-
eting of our prejudices vis-a-vis the other. (Buber 2013, 9) Thus, the encounter becomes
an ethical event, because as Maldiney and Levinas have insisted, the other cannot be
invented. Moreover, if the other were to be thematized, synthetized and synchronized,
then we would talk about a totality and not of the infinity of transcendence. This mo-
ment of meeting between I and Thou can be thematized under the aegis of the Platonic
instant. This instant has no intrinsic past and future within, but also, it represents the
opportune moment for decision and change. We are soon approaching the final section
of our paper, in which transformation and uniqueness will be addressed, but until then,
we still have to describe the role played by the instant. Whereas Levinas saw the instant
as a discontinuity in the flow of time, as conceived by Husserl or even by Bergson,
Maldiney asserted that the instant is related to the event, because of their suddenness
and possibility of change. Even though the encounter is a spontanecous event, it happens
however between I and Thou, thus decision becomes crucial for how we are to approach
the other with responsibility. This decision is led mostly by the practical wisdom
(phronesis), as the Greeks conceived it, which might result in a sort of mutual bonding
between I and Thou, and even of confirmation between them. It could be argued, along-
side Claude Romano, that the event instantiates itself through the instant of opportunity
and decision, so that transpassibility and transpossibility could be addressed as manners
to cope with this usually overwhelming experience. Although, and contra Romano, we
have considered in this paper the event to be not utterly impersonal, but rather, an inter-
human happening between I and Thou.

4. Transformation and uniqueness

Let us summarize what has been argued throughout this paper in order to get a
clearer picture of the relation between the event of the encounter and personal unique-
ness. (Prasek 2021, 729) As Levinas has asserted, the other strikes me with some sort
of suddenness, similar to how Maldiney has described the happening of the event. Con-
tra Romano, and somehow following the path of an interhuman hermeneutics, the event
is not something that strikes the "advenant", i.e., the happening subjectivity, as some-
thing impersonal, but rather, it is always co-created due to the dialogical intercourse
between I and Thou. Therefore, the moment of surprise, as it was described in the works
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of Martin Buber and Hans-Georg Gadamer is addressed. This moment of surprise can
be designated as the via regia thanks to which metamorphosis of our being-in-the-world
happens. (Buber 1965, 113) Surprise must be tied to the notion of the Platonic instant,
the moment of opportunity, that arises between I and Thou. Needless to say, this is also
a moment of responsibility, because the instant of surprise calls forth a decision taken
from I to Thou and vice-versa. This decision is guided by phronesis (Wiercinski 2019,
329), as we have attempted to argue, which leads to interhuman confirmation. (Buber
1965, 71) Therefore, a new understanding with the world occurs. This understanding
with the world entails also the presence of the other, but not necessarily in a sort of
mutual enrichment (Gadamer), which is still a possibility, but rather as a sort of inner
change into the economy of our being-in-the-world. For example, Buber has argued
many times about how mutual confirmation can lead to becoming self with the other,
i.e., to a sort of interhuman bonding, which represents precisely the possibilities of
friendship, and even love. Therefore, the event of encounter, which implies the epiph-
any of the other's face awakens not only our responsibility to the other, but also, it
reveals the pivotal role played by the other in our understanding of the world, i.e.,
Levinas's metaphor of the other as teacher. The encounter with the other is of utmost
importance, because it represents how transformation and change become possible.
Therefore, we can deduce a threefold structure of the event of the encounter. First, it
enables a new understanding with the world, in the broadest sense of the term, which
can lead to a transformation of our being in the world, that happens thanks to the re-
configuration of our intrinsic possibilities and of our projects towards the world. Sec-
ond it renders possible responsibility towards the face of the other, and third, it reveals
thereof the uniqueness of the other's presence. The moment of surprise seizes our being
in its entirety, i.e., our being-in-the-world, thus receptivity (transpassibility), and re-
sponsivity (transpossibility), become the key feature that helps cope with this over-
whelming event, wherein the presence of the other instantiates itself in our world hori-
zon. Understanding with the world could designate distinct, yet related operations.
First, due to its reconfiguration of our intrinsic possibilities, always projected onto the
world, a new horizon of understanding might appear, i.e., also a self-understanding and
other understanding as in empathy (or Buber's notion of imagining the real). (Buber
1965, 81) Second, understanding with the world can awaken a dormant so to say hori-
zon, pertaining to the infinite responsibility, for example, to the other. Therefore, and
to paraphrase Levinas, confirmation awakens an ancient horizon of responsibility, more
ancient than any anciency. This is rendered possible by the epiphany of the face, this
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sudden appearance of a non-replaceable uniqueness. Levinas insisted numerous times,
though in his early works, on the impossibility of swapping one's "Da", as in Da-sein,
with the other's "Da", a phenomenon responsible for our feeling of loneliness, as
Levinas has argued. (Levinas 1987, 42)

5. Conclusions and perspectives

This paper attempted to argue that the event of the encounter has tremendous
consequences for our becoming in the world. First, we have provided some conceptual
clarifications concerning the notion of event and encounter which have been employed
throughout our essay. Second, we have turned towards Levinas's account of the face,
to strengthen our thesis concerning the uniqueness of the encounter with the other and
the ethics tied thereof. The epiphany of the face corresponds to the autophany of the
"same", in which a moment of meeting occurs. Thus, we soon arrived at Maldiney's
scattered yet insightful remarks regarding the event of encounter, where he was primar-
ily commenting on the relation of his own thought and that of Levinas. Next, the sub-
chapter about transformation and uniqueness was primarily hermeneutically informed,
by the works of Buber and Gadamer, which nonetheless touch upon the thematizations
of Levinas and Maldiney. Using also some ideas of Claude Romano, we have insisted
on the possibility of a metamorphosis of our being-in-the-world by virtue of the en-
counter with the other, and the relationship which emerges therein. Subsequently, even
though the event of bereavement was only barely touched upon, further research in this
direction might prove itself to be of utmost importance for our attempt at a hermeneu-
tics of the interhuman. Setting up the ground for future inquiries, the idea of a herme-
neutics of the interhuman takes the event of encounter to be paramount for the meta-
morphosis of our being-in-the-world and for the possibility of emergence of a new un-
derstanding with the world. A genuine encounter pertains to the realm of the interhu-
man, thus the hermeneutics of the interhuman attempts to provide an account of how
understanding between I and Thou might take place. Some hints and clues were given
by Martin Buber by his notion of inborn Thou, from the letter to Hans Triib cited in this
paper. Moreover, Gadamer's dialogical play is pivotal for the fusion of horizons result-
ing in mutual enrichment. Levinas and Maldiney have the merit of paving the way for
some considerations pertaining to this interhuman hermeneutics, for example the event
of encounter and the responsibility towards the other. Not only do the perspectives of
the two abovementioned French phenomenologists strengthen the idea of the event of
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encounter for a hermeneutics of the interhuman, but also, their overall thematizations
of the interpersonal realm might prove themselves to be fundamental resources for our
future research.
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