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Abstract

This work explores three phenomenological views of subjectivity in light of
methodological transitions within phenomenology since its inception. Jean-Luc Marion
offers a critique of Husserl’s transcendental ego in Cartesian Questions. This critique
characterizes Husserl’s transcendental ego as a ‘schizophrenic ego’. This criticism is
aimed at phenomenology’s intentionality thesis as well as the method of reduction(s).
Marion is influenced by Emmanuel Levinas’ ethics and takes issue with a ‘theoretical
bias’ within Husserl’s thought, a bias that characterizes subjectivity in the same terms as
objectivity. | frame Marion’s and Levinas’ views of subjectivity in terms of two
seemingly opposed ‘origins’ of subjectivity: Marion’s notion of subjectivity embraces a
notion of an originally auto-affected subject, while Levinas’ position privileges an
originally hetero-affected subject. I argue that both these views of subjectivity remain
within dualist perspectives. Both thinkers try to overturn a hierarchy of reason over
sensation/emotion/feeling by calling for a radically passive institution of subjectivity
through either a givenness prior to subjectivity (Marion) or the face to face encounter
with an Other (Levinas). However, both positions end up instituting a new hierarchy, one
where reason is subjugated to feeling. Rather than dismantling dualism both thinkers end
up defending a revised hierarchical thinking. I argue that Husserl’s transcendental ego is
indeed a ‘schizophrenic ego’ (i.e., a split ego) in Marion’s sense but that this is not a
problem for classical phenomenology but an alternative to either an auto-affected subject
or a hetero-affected subject. Husserl’s works on internal time-consciousness and passive
and active synthesis illustrate a necessary correlation between passivity/activity,
matter/form, reason/emotion, ego/world and self/other which moves beyond the
hierarchical thinking associated with traditional dualist thought. Husserl’s notions of
correlation and synthesis actually suggest a subject that is always intentionally related to
the world and others and is also intentionally self-related. The implicit aim of this work is
to suggest an alternative to an ethics of irreducibility endorsed by both Marion and
Levinas. Husserlian phenomenology offers the possibility of an ethics of reciprocity,
which paradoxically does not undermine the irreducibility of the subject, others or the
world.
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Introduction

In the first edition of his Logical Investigations, Husserl, echoing Hume in 4
Treatise of Human Nature, suggests that he is unable to locate the ego (i.e., the ego as
center of all relations). “[T]he phenomenological ego or unity of consciousness is already
constituted, without need of an additional, peculiar ego-principle which supports all
contents and unites them all again. Here as elsewhere it is not clear what such a principle
would effect” (L1 11 364/L1 11 86). As Dermot Moran points out:

Husserl had originally held a Kantian position that the ‘I think’

which can accompany all experiences plays a purely formal role.

But by the time of the Second Edition, he maintained that the reduction
had to leave behind a residuum which was the pure ego itself
(Introduction 170).

Husserl’s position in the First Edition of the /nvestigations and arguably this is a position
he maintains till /deas I, is that the empirical ego is an object like other objects in the
world. An ego underlying this empirical ego that would unite Hume’s “bundle of
perceptions” is, at best, fictive.' Yet, his later work appears to privilege just such a view
of the ego or subjectivity with the transcendental turn and the introduction of the
transcendental ego. Husserl’s phenomenology moves from the position of the Logical
Investigations which purported to return to our lived experience and describe it, to the
“principle of all principles” of Ideas I and finally to the “absolute egology” of the
Cartesian Meditations.* For many of Husserl’s students this was a return to a Cartesian
view of subjectivity and, as such, it betrayed the promise of phenomenology. I suggest
that there is an alternative view of subjectivity that results from Husserl’s Cartesian turn.
The problem of intersubjectivity centers on how we understand subjectivity whether we
accept a Cartesian notion of an autonomous subject that is (at least for itself) ‘transparent’
or whether we endorse a notion of a decentered subject in all its various formations.
Depending on how we understand subjectivity, we can characterize intersubjectivity by

' This was a view that Husserl revised in the second edition of the Investigations.

“The opposition to the doctrine of the pure ego, already expressed in this paragraph, is
one that the author no longer approves of...”” (L1 11 364 n.3/L1 II 352 n.5).
2 “Enough now of absurd theories. No conceivable theory can make us err with
respect to the Principle of Principles: that every originary presentive intuition is a
legitimizing source of cognition, that everything originarily (so to speak in its personal
actuality) offered to us in intuition is to be accepted simply as what it is presented as
being, but also only within the limits in which it is presented there” (ID 143-44/ 1D 1 44).
While I cannot elaborate on it here, it should be noted that the principle of principles is
also the source of criticism of classical phenomenology’s intuitionism. Certainly
Derrida’s critique of Husserl as falling into a metaphysics of presence originates with the
kind of evidence that Husserl claims for intuitions.

1
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either reciprocity or irreducibility. Arguably, this creates a ‘false” dichotomy and there
may well be other ways in which to characterize the intersubjective relation. However,
the positions I focus on in this work operate within the dichotomy of
reciprocity/irreducibility. I argue that while there may be various ways to mediate such a
dichotomy one or the other term is usually privileged in intersubjective theories,
especially in those theories that I oppose to classical phenomenology. Husserl’s notion of
intersubjectivity mediates between the two extremes and so offers an analysis that need
not sacrifice either the reciprocity of self and other or the irreducibility of individuals.
Taken to an extreme neither reciprocity nor irreducibility is acceptable. Reciprocity taken
to an extreme reduces the other to the same (i.e. to a homogenous universality.) While
irreducibility suggests that other people are essentially unknowable or, at least
indeterminable (i.e. a difference without any similarity), this is to undermine the
intersubjective basis of any epistemology or ethics.

This work aims to engage two interpretations of classical phenomenology both of
which are motivated by ethical concerns. Jean-Luc Marion and Emmanuel Levinas are
both critical of an objective bias within Husserl’s phenomenology and their respective
positions develop in reaction to this purported bias. I specifically focus on the notion of
subjectivity that each thinker endorses and on the revision of classical phenomenology
their formulations of subjectivity entail. Marion and Levinas both attempt to uncover a
purely passive ground of subjectivity. The subject, who in Husserl’s thought is
characterized as constitutive and constituted, actually reflects a privileging of the
knowing subject over an essentially passive and affected subject. In one sense Marion
and Levinas develop their own views of subjectivity in light of problems with Husserl’s
intentionality thesis, specifically in Husserl’s account of the noetic ‘structures’ of
intentionality. According to Marion and Levinas, Husserl maintained an untenable duality
between consciousness as passively receptive and consciousness as sense-bestowing and
this led him to support a hierarchical view which privileged the constitutive aspects of
consciousness. The underlying criticism is that Husserl reduces all transcendences to the
immanence of the transcendental ego. The ego subsumes otherness within itself in its
drive for unity and identity—in such an analysis the other is an alter ego, a mere
reflection of the ego. Marion and Levinas, while maintaining the dualism entailed in the
notion of noesis, merely reverse the hierarchical ordering they attribute to Husserl. On
their accounts subjectivity (in distinct ways for each thinker) is primarily passive, for
Marion this leads to a notion of an auto-affected subject and for Levinas to a notion of a
hetero-affected subject. Marion’s account of auto-affection, even when he introduces
hetero-affection into it, ends up dissolving the differences between subject and world and
subject and other. This is one way to describe what I refer to above as an extreme form of
reciprocity. Levinas, on the other hand, posits a view of a conflicted subject haunted by a
‘trace’ of transcendence which is incomprehensible. The irreducibility of the subject and
the other suggests that this is a radical difference though one mediated by an
unquenchable desire. Levinas merely reverses the hierarchical privileging of the subject
over the other, which he associates with violence. Irreducibility taken to an extreme
creates an unbridgeable gap between the subject and the other—all dialogue is silenced in
such a view. In opposition to these views I suggest that we cannot read Husserl’s notion

2
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of constitution as a production (though there is a sense in which subjectivity is not merely
a passive recipient within experience) and that the intentionality thesis with the notion of
correlation preserves the transcendence of the world and other—though as a
transcendence within immanence. While ethics implicitly drives Marion’s and Levinas’
criticisms of classical phenomenology these criticisms also take issues with key aspects
of phenomenological method, intentionality and reduction. I argue that Marion and
Levinas while seemingly endorsing opposed notions of subjectivity actually share
similarities, particularly in their criticisms and revisions of phenomenological method.
For both thinkers the intentional relation actually suggests a non-intentional ground of
subjectivity, one characterized by the notion of exposure while the reduction if pushed far
enough reveals this ground. I argue that what the transcendental reduction reveals is the
impossibility of a complete reduction and the inherently intentional structure of
consciousness.

Chapter One analyzes Marion’s claim the subject of Husserl’s Cartesian
Meditations is a “split subject”, a decentered subject or, as Marion suggests in his
commentary on this passage, Husserl’s transcendental ego is a ‘schizophrenic ego’ (QC
157/CQ 99).> Husserl in the “Second Meditation” refers to this “Ichspaltung™/spilting of
the Ego, as the distinction between the Ego immersed in the world (“interested’ in the
world”), and the Ego after the phenomenological reduction that is now a “disinterested
onlooker”. There are three Egoic levels in this text, the Ego immersed in life, the
phenomenological onlooker and the transcendental Ego, which is itself accessible
through a “new reflection” (CM 73-74/CM 35). By “schizophrenia” Marion is referring
to the redoubled intentionality he takes classical phenomenology to advocate.*

3 In the Phenomenology of Perception, Merleau-Ponty makes a similar criticism
to Marion’s against reflection theories of consciousness. Though the main interlocutor is
Descartes, Merleau-Ponty is arguably also thinking of Husserl’s absolute consciousness.
Merleau-Ponty argues that the kind of “absolute coincidence” of the reflective
consciousness and the reflected consciousness that is presupposed in a Cartesian subject
is misguided. There is in a fact a lack of coinciding necessarily entailed in reflection—a
slippage that nonetheless does not undermine the equality of the “I think” and the “I am.”
If Husserl's intentionality thesis is redeemable and open neither to infinite regress nor the
auto-affection thesis that Marion suggests as an alternative it may be that this “lack of
coincidence” is also apparent in Husserl’s notion of the absolute ego (Phenomenology
383).

4 Marion cites no sources for this notion of “schizophrenia” and his use of the
term seems more colloquial than based on any psychoanalytical definition. I follow
Marion in my colloquial use of schizophrenia, narcissism and masochism in Chapters
One to Three. No doubt there are interesting connections one could make between
Marion’s use of ‘schizophrenia’ and the work of French continentalists such as Jacques
Lacan and Felix Guattari and Gilles Deleuze, not to mention some interesting
connections between Husserl and Freud, specifically in relation to the notion of the
unconscious and repression. However, the scope of this work precludes pursuing those

3
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Essentially the argument is that consciousness only has itself as it has other ‘objects’ and
according to Marion this is to undermine the foundational status consciousness should
have within phenomenological method. While Marion suggests this schizophrenia of the
ego is a problem for classical phenomenology, I argue that Husserl anticipates a current
debate on the decentring of subjectivity. The view of subjectivity that Husserl endorses,
specifically after The Phenomenology of Internal Time-Consciousness, is a view of a
complex, even divided subject. Implicit in Husserl’s “split ego” is a perspective of the
self-relation of a subject which is always articulated for itself through a gap or self-
distantiation: a subject that is given to itself only through what Marion refers to as the
ecstatic displacement of intentionality. Consciousness is intentional through and
through—even in its self-relation. The subject that lives in and through her experience
may well be distinguishable from the subject that reflects upon this experience but this is
not to say that either is separable other than through abstraction. I argue that Marion's
self-affected cogito which he opposes to Husserl’s transcendental ego is such an
abstraction and one that only becomes visible through the ecstatic distanciation of
intentionality that Marion rejects in Husserl’s phenomenology. In fact, the innovation of
the intentionality thesis is that it illustrates the reversibility that characterizes all
conscious experience.’

While Marion’s position shifts from the self-affection of the Cartesian Questions
to a hetero-affection in Reduction and Giveness and Being Given, both works are
concerned with disclosing a more primary level of experience. Marion rejects the
intellectualism that Levinas claims clings to Husserl’s phenomenology. Marion seeks to
replace the primacy of the ego-cogito with an affective cogito, the notion of
consciousness as a ‘thinking thing”’ is replaced by an affected feeling being. While
Cartesian Questions suggests the self-relation of a pre-intentional consciousness,
Reduction and Givenness and Being Given argue that Husserl does not push the
phenomenological reduction far enough. Below intentionality and reduction is a primary
givenness—an anonymous call, a receptive layer of consciousness. If Husserl privileged
the constituting role of consciousness, Marion will privilege the essential constitution of
consciousness, a constitution that precedes even Heideggerian Being. The Other is, as
Levinas argues, beyond Being—it is the Other that calls on consciousness to respond.
Marion’s project, which shares affinities with Levinas’s later works, suggests an ethical
primacy that supercedes and underlies consciousness. However, Marion’s position also
results in a “phenomenology of the unapparent,” a phenomenology that goes to the heart
of an invisibility underlying all appearance, an invisibility that goes beyond phenomena
to the phenomenality underlying it—what Marion refers to as givenness.® This is to say

possibilities.

> This is a term Merleau-Ponty will use in The Visible and the Invisible to
characterize our self-relation and our relations with others and the world.

6 As Dominique Janicaud points out the first use of a “phenomenology of the
unapparent” is by Heidegger in the Zaringen seminars. See: Martin Heidegger,
4
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that consciousness and givenness broadened to an extreme lead us out of dualist
perspectives—subject and object are imploded from within revealing givenness and what
Marion calls the interloqué. Whether Marion’s position remains phenomenological in
such claims or is decidedly unphenomenological is explored in Chapters One and Two. It
is not merely a matter of Marion’s not remaining true to the methodological exigencies of
phenomenology, as Dominque Janicaud suggests, but that there is an inherent
contradiction between claims such as the preceding ones and Marion’s reduction to the
call and the responsee/interlocutor (Theological Turn/Wide Open). As Janicaud so clearly
suggests in relation to the possibilities of a future phenomenology, there are limitations to
any method. Though these limitations need not be guided by rigid rules or principles
since all methods are susceptible to the exigencies of time. Classical phenomenology is as
open to revision as any other ‘field’ of research but not all revisions are equally
justifiable (Theological Turn 92-99).

In Marion’s formulation givenness gives a foundation for all knowledge. In
essence, Marion argues that before we are self-conscious subjects we are
intersubjectively instituted by the call as subjects. While I admire Marion’s commitment
to ethics and the attempt to continue phenomenology beyond Husserl and Heidegger, |
argue that Marion remains tied to a dualistic framework. Rather than moving beyond
dualism, Marion inverts the terms of traditional dualistic thought (i.e. mind/body,
subject/object, self/other and in relation to the intentionality thesis, experience/reflection.)
It may seem strange to claim that there is a dualism of experience/reflection but if Marion
claims that he has found the originary source of all experience in the non-reflective
affective sphere, this also entails a criticism of a reflective bias on Husserl’s part.
However, is it so easy to separate out reflective consciousness from affective
consciousness? Are these two distinct moments of consciousness and does one have a
more originary basis than the other? If we claim that there is an intersubjective grounding
to subjectivity then this type of dualism seems flawed since we are instituted (even into
affectivity) through a history of reflection since our ‘world’ is already to some extent
affected/reflected before we arrive on the scene. Chapters Four and Five will develop this
notion of sedimentation with an analysis of inner time-consciousness (Chapter Four) and
passive and active synthesis (Chapter Five).

Against Marion, | argue that classical phenomenology moves philosophy out of
dualism and into a synergetic mode of thought. If the philosophical tradition necessarily
leads to dualism, we can hope to get beyond such oppositions not by inverting the terms
of dualism, but perhaps by suggesting that a dyadic (i.e. paired) relation better describes
our relations to others, the world and, most importantly, ourselves. Opposition is replaced
by relation in a dyadic framework, I suggest that this moves beyond the aporias
associated with the extremes of reciprocity or irreducibility. If our self-relation is also
dyadic then the absoluteness of the ego should not lead to the kind of reductionism of all
otherness that criticisms of Husserlian phenomenology focus upon (specifically the

Gesamtausgabe, Seminar v.15, ed. Curd Ochwadt (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio
Klosterman, 1986), 327-400.
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positions of Levinas and Marion.) While the dyadic relation may be oppositional, it is not
necessarily oppositional. If the relationship of the Same to the Other is always
reductionist, as Levinas claims in Totality and Infinity, then it is likely that the reversal of
the relation will lead to opposition and reductionism as well. The position that Marion
supports in Reduction and Givenness and Being Given, mirrors the Levinasian reversal of
the Same and the Other. I argue that by embracing the notion of a split subject, a subject
only given to itself as other, we can move beyond a dualistic or oppositional relation of
self and other. My disagreement with Marion and Levinas is not that the ground of
subjectivity is intersubjective but that this does not entail a mere reversal of the priority
of self and other. The claim that we are all intersubjectively instituted does not undermine
the paradoxical claim that as individuals we are also always constituting beings. The
questions of origin and method are then at the heart of the disagreement between a
classical phenomenological position and those phenomenologists that take up the project
of phenomenology post-Heidegger.

Marion reflects a particular kind of critique of Husserl’s method, one that
suggests that the main tenets of classical phenomenology, intentionality and reduction,
need to be reformulated in a way that avoids the aporias associated with Husserl’s
transcendental turn. Chapter One focuses on Marion’s critique of intentionality and
relates his notion of self-affection in Descartes thought to Michel Henry’s notion of auto-
affection, specifically as formulated in “The Critique of the Subject” and The Genealogy
of Psychoanalysis.” In “Does the Cogito Affect Itself?”” Marion takes up Henry’s notion
of auto-affection and develops it in relation to Descartes’ Meditations and The Passions
of the Soul. While I only offer a brief overview of Henry’s position I think it essential to
at least clarify what he understands by auto-affection since this notion informs Marion’s
texts. In concluding Chapter One, I suggest that the schizophrenia that Marion claims
arises from Husserl’s transcendental ego is not a problem that needs to be overcome but
an aspect of our conscious life that needs to be developed.

Chapter Two develops Marion’s critique of the reduction and what I suggest is a
fundamental misunderstanding of the notion of origin and givenness (i.e. Gegebenheit.)
Below the intentional relation, which for Marion is the basis of representation, there lies
an anonymous call or claim. This call is broadened beyond being in Being Given. The
pure reduction that he proposes as a final addition to the limited reductions of Husserl
and Heidegger arrives at a saturated phenomenon. According to Marion, this saturated

7 1 focus on these works rather than the earlier The Essence of Manifestion
since both deal directly with Henry’s notion of subjectivity and this is in one sense his
concept of ‘life’. These works also elaborate on the thesis Marion follows in
Cartesian Questions, which claims that within Cartesian texts there is a path not
followed that gives a primary or foundational grounding for phenomenology. Another
reason for not working through Henry’s entire corpus is that the scope of this work
precludes such an endeavour. Henry’s work is complex and while I take exception to
some key concepts of his phenomenology there is no doubt a sense in which his
radicalization of subjectivity offers phenomenological descriptions of a pre-reflective
layer of consciousness that are insightful.

6
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phenomenon exceeds what in Being Given he calls Husserl’s flat phenomena (ED 296-
309/BG 199-220). I argue that Marion reduces Being, the Other, the Ego (transcendental
and mundane) and the world to such an extent that there is little that differentiates one
region of being from another; we are left with an oppressive unity that is barely capable
of articulation and certainly not knowable. Marion suggests that below all knowledge
there is a true ground, a phenomenality. In one sense the reduction returns the meditating
philosopher to the intimacy of self-affection that Marion, following Henry, suggests as a
new, more originary grounding for phenomenology. The thinking/knowing self is
separated from the feeling/emotive/sensuous self to such an extent that the subject as
Marion progressively describes her has disappeared into an incomprehensible givenness
which resists all comprehension. In Being Given Marion expands the notion of givenness,
which based on a reading of Derrida’s Given Time and The Gift of Death, he equates with
the gift. I discuss Derrida’s criticism of this view in Chapter Two. I do not argue that
Marion’s whole project is flawed but that he privileges one region, one level of
experience (i.e. sensuous/ feeling, emotive) over all the others that characterize human
experience. And this is to ‘reduce’ human experience, human being. It is to return to the
worst kind of metaphysics and all the violence it initiated.

Chapter Three explores Levinas’ solution to the problem of the subject within
phenomenology. While Levinas may be right to criticize what he refers to as a theoretical
bias in classical phenomenology, I argue the solution to this problem cannot entail a mere
reversal of the dualities of the theoretical bias. The problem as I understand it is not the
desire to articulate an experience beyond the objective but in the hierarchy of this kind of
experience over all objective experience and knowledge. If we agree that there are indeed
problems with some of Husserl’s formulations of phenomenology and further, if we
suggest that these problems arise because Husserl remains tied to traditional dualistic
models, then surely the solution cannot be to maintain the dualities but to invert the
hierarchies they suggest? I argue that violence lies at the heart of Levinasian
subjectivity—the subject in such a view is a subject at war with herself. As with Marion,
there is a strange dichotomy between the feeling self and the self that thinks. Levinas
creates a hierarchy within subjectivity. A notion of authenticity underlies this hierarchical
view of the subject—the authentic self (i.e. ethical subject) is the self purified of all need
(this need is characterized by the subject of enjoyment in Totality and Infinity). The
desire that motivates this subject is informed by a refined sensibility—a purified reason—
a reason that always places us before (beneath?) the infinite. Levinas, like Marion,
privileges a phenomenology of the unapparent. My objection is not with the kinds of
experiences Marion and Levinas explore but the claim that these are ‘origins’ of
subjectivity. The real issue centers on how ‘origin’ and foundation are not differentiated,
sensibility in both Marion and Levinas is the treated as a primary foundation—one with
overtones of a causal notion of primacy. In the final analysis Levinas’ hetero-affected
subject fairs better than the auto-affected subject of Marion, Levinas accounts for a
transcendence at the heart of the immanence of subjectivity but this is a subject
characterized by inner conflict and violence. Both Marion and Levinas attempt to
overturn a privileging of reason over affection, immanence over transcendence, subject
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over other/object within traditional philosophy but perhaps the problem lies with the
assumed purity/irreducibility of these regions.

Chapter Four offers my interpretation of Husserl’s spilt Ego. I briefly discuss the
static and genetic methods of phenomenology and tie these to a refinement of
reduction(s) and intentionality in classical phenomenology. The problematic relation
within intentionality between noesis and noema is at the heart of Marion’s and Levinas’
criticisms of classical phenomenology but also the inspiration for their own mature
positions, particularly the separation within the noetic moment of hyle and morphe (i.e.
content and apprehension). Husserl maintains the hyle/morphe distinction even in the
lectures on passive and active synthesis and I argue there are sound methodological
reasons for doing so. Premised on their individual interpretations of this distinction,
Levinas and Marion both defend a view of a non-intentional basis of subjectivity. I argue
that given Husserl’s analysis of inner time-consciousness this is untenable. I focus
primarily on The Phenomeonolgy of Internal Time-Consciousness to fill in the sense in
which there is, as Marion claims, a ‘schizophrenia’ at the heart of subjectivity. This
doubling of consciousness is related to the structure of inner time consciousness which |
suggest reflects its inherently intentional structure. I suggest that the double intentionality
thesis Husserl’s introduces in the lectures on time-consciousness expands the notion
intentionality beyond an intentionality of act. The schizophrenic ego offers an alternative
to the one-sided theories of either auto-affection or hetero-affection which result from the
inverted dualism that both Marion and Levinas retain. This ego mediates between the
either/or of auto-affection and hetero-affection. We are, in Husserlian terms, constituted
beings and constituting beings (i.e. affected and active.) The origin that phenomenology
seeks in its various investigations cannot be an origin that acts as the foundation of a
system of philosophy. The origin is rather an uncovering of the synthesis of the stream or
flux of experience and in this sense it is an infinite task. It is an infinite task not merely
because the ideal of a rigorous science underlies it but because the meditating
philosopher is always motivated by particular interrogations/questions at any one time.
And, more importantly, against some of Husserl’s characterizations, it is because there is
always a gap that prevents the philosopher from coming into contact with her initial
experience in all its immanence and originality. The meditating philosopher is always
involved in a retrospective endeavour.

In Chapter Five I turn to transitions in the notions of intentionality and
reduction(s) in Husserl’s thought. I tie these transitions to the role of alterity within
classical phenomenology, an alterity that is recovered at the heart of subjectivity with the
deepening of the reduction in the transcendental turn. I also address Husserl’s notion of
evidence, while the focus is on the kind of evidence he claims for the transcendental ego,
I also present an analysis of the notion of evidence as it pertains to the objectivities of the
world. While Marion and Levinas are both motivated by ethical concerns in their
respective critiques of classical phenomenology the former reduces all transcendence to a
radical immanence while the later makes the inscription of a radical alterity at the heart of
a just as radical immanence problematic. The issue of transcendence is tied the issues of
temporality and individuality in Husserl’s thought. While Husserl persists in suggesting
there are non-intentional experiences, particularly in our emotive affective lives I argue
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that if we take the temporal unfolding of lived experience seriously then even in these
regions of experience there is an intentionality at work. Husserl’s notion of subjectivity
offers a perspective of a complex subject that is intricately bound to the transcendence of
the world and others because it is always from the first implicated with others and is in its
self relation a self transcending—paradoxically constituting and constituted. I also
suggest that Marion and Levinas both in their respective ways transgress the limitations
of phenomenological method, both push the reduction and intentionality beyond their
limits and this is motivated by the desire to establish a metaphysical (i.e., causal)
foundation for phenomenology. The method of phenomenology suggests that origins are
only retrospectively retrieved and that they act as the ‘grounding’ of phenomenology in a
unique way (Lampert, Synthesis ; Byer, Transcendence). If this reading is legitimate then
the sense in which transcendental subjectivity grounds phenomenology is unique. The
absoluteness of transcendental subjectivity does not suggest what Levinas refers to as the
“Same” and which he equates with a tendency to privilege identity and unity and reduce
all otherness. In concluding I address what I refer to as Levinas and Marion’s attempts to
describe the non-normative or abnormal. While it is certainly true that classical
phenomenology focuses on the normative I do not think it precludes an analysis of the
abnormal or non-normative. Though Levinas and Marion may be right that it privileges
the normative/rational over the non-normative.
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Chapter One: The Schizophrenic Doubling of the Ego: Husserl's Egology
Introduction

The question of the self relation of subjectivity is paramount within
phenomenology. This Chapter deals with a relatively early work of Jean-Luc Marion,
dealing with the notion of auto-affection. Marion, influenced by Michel Henry’s material
phenomenology, returns to Descartes’ texts in order to show that within these texts a
latent alternative to reflection theories of consciousness is apparent. Entailed in this
reading of Descartes is a criticism of classical phenomenology, specifically the claim that
consciousness is intentional. In order to secure a more originary grounding of
phenomenological method, one that is not subject to the charges leveled against reflection
theories of consciousness, Marion suggests auto-affection. The self-relation of
consciousness cannot be modeled on the perceptual model—unlike the relation it has to
objects, a relation secured through the ecstatic distanciation of intentionality,
consciousness should come into contact with itself in an immanence and immediacy
without ecstatic distance. Implicit in this view is a critique of an objective bias within
classical phenomenology. Marion is also an attempting to account for experiences that
fall outside a purely objective intentional analysis, experiences that exceed presence.
Marion following insights from Husserl’s analysis of the intentional correlation attempts
to develop a possibility that Husserl considered but never fully elaborated—a non-
intentional dimension of existence characterized by its affectivity. I argue that the kind of
grounding Marion seeks for phenomenology is problematic and that Marion’s attempts to
discover a non-intentional basis for subjectivity are unsuccessful. This is not to say that
the kind of experiences Marion describes are impossible but that these can still be
analyzed through an intentional analysis though this would not be through an objective
intentional analysis. Part One of this Chapter contextualizes the basis of Marion’s auto-
affection thesis. In Cartesian Questions (“Does the cogito Affect Itself””) Marion is
influenced by Michel Henry’s notion of auto-affection. I offer a brief analysis of Henry’s
critique of the subject and his own notion of auto-affection. I then turn to Husserl’s /deas
I where he describes experiences that are characterized as non-intentional. While Marion
does not refer to the numerous texts where Husserl discusses non-intentional experiences,
it is likely that he is influenced by these undeveloped themes in Husserl’s texts. In Part
Two I turn to Marion’s analysis of Descartes’ Meditations and The Passions of the Soul
and flesh out the notion of auto-affection that is developed there. Part three offers a brief
defense of Husserl’s intentionality thesis, a defense that I return to in Chapters Four and
Five. I argue that the implications of the notion of auto-affection on Marion’s mature
works is critical and it plays a key role in his revision of phenomenological method
which I discuss in Chapter Two.

Part One: Preliminary Remarks

Marion questions the meaning of the ‘cogito” and in particular, ‘cogitare’,
thinking, in Descartes Meditations on First Philosophy and The Passions of the Soul.
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There are two primary sources for Marion’s interpretation of Cartesian texts: the first is a
critique of Husserlian phenomenology that originates in Heidegger’s works and the
second is the influence of Michel Henry’s material phenomenology, which aims to
uncover or disclose the immanent (Henry, “Critique”). If Henry’s material
phenomenology is inspired by these two strands of thought it is also a development and
critique of unresolved aporias in Husserl’s position. The role of the distinction of hyletic
data and apprehension within the noetic moment of intentionality in Husserl’s Logical
Investigations and Ideas I also plays a pivotal role in Henry’s phenomenology. While I
do not offer an in-depth discussion of Henry’s position I do offer a brief discussion of the
influence Henry has on a specific strand of phenomenology that following Levinas will
attempt a reversal of the priority of theory over practice (i.e. theory over ethics). Henry
develops the nuances and difficulties in Husserl’s intuitionism, which is related to the
noetic/noematic analysis in Ideas 1. (While Husserl does not refer to noema in the Logical
Investigations he does describe what he later refers to as the noematic moment in Ideas
1.)* Henry and Marion attempt to uncover a purely passive sphere of experience, one that
precedes the animating intention. This primordial ground of experience can be
characterized by the notion of exposure (while this is Levinasian term Henry or Marion
both implicitly suggest a similar sense of the subject as exposed). However, it should be
noted that Husserl in a footnote in the later part of Ideas I already has reservations about
the distinction within the noetic moment between morphe/hyletic data.

It is not until p. 199 that it is said in passing that ‘noesis’
signifies the same thing as “concrete-complete intentive

mental process,” with “emphasis on its noetic components.”
Thus the hyletic moments belong to the noesis in so far as

they bear the functions of intentionality, undergo sense-bestowal,
help constitute a concrete noematic sense (/D / 181, Appendix
51/ID 1213, n2).

Husserl may well point out two aspects of the noetic moment but this perhaps
should not be taken to imply an actual separation between hyle and morphe.” While I

¥ In § 17 of the “Fifth Logical Investigation” Husserl states: “We must
distinguish between the intentional content taken as object of the act, between the object
as it is intended and the object (period) which is intended” (L 11 414/L1 11 113). Dermot
Moran offers a concise historical overview of the development of the concept of noema
in Husserl’s thought (/ntroduction 155-160).

?  Robert Sokolowski offers a in depth account of the shift in Husserl’s thought

on the component aspects of noesis in his The Formation of Husserl's Concept of
Constitution. Sokolowski argues that it is only in the transition to a genetic account that
the aporia of the relation of intentions (animations) and sensations is capable of
resolution (97-115).
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cannot offer an in-depth analysis of material phenomenology here, Henry’s brand of
phenomenology can be seen as following insights similar to those of Merleau-Ponty’s
phenomenology with his privileging of Husserl’s “Ich Kann” (though with some
important differences specifically in the role and function of the body), as well as
Heidegger’s return to the question of Being and his critique of the history of philosophy
as a history of the “metaphysics of presence.”'’ For Henry the ‘material’ of
phenomenology is affection, pure appearance/pure appearing or the phenomenality of
any actual or possible phenomena. Henry’s analysis also follows insights taken from
Descartes’ notion of material falsity. Sensations cannot be false in the same sense a
judgment can—my feeling is not itself mistaken though the circumstances may affect how
[ feel (i.e. a fever can be accompanied by shivering and feeling cold even though the core
body temperature is high.) There is a certain truth to this view—we would not want to treat
a feeling as we do a judgment and certainly we do not expect of feelings the kind of
evidence we do with judgments or perceptions. Unlike the perception where we can be
mistaken and realize it in time (i.e. the fox I thought I saw was a cat) the feeling,
regardless of later ‘facts’ does not seem to be susceptible to the same kind of adjustment.
This is a key element of Marion’s own position on the primacy of auto-affection—
regardless of issues of epistemology our emotive affective lives are given with a
‘certainty’ of a different order than either adequation or inadequacy.

Henry returns to Descartes and Kant in order to show that both philosophers
remain blind to their most inspired idea—this is the self-affection of the ego. He associates
self-affection with “life”” or absolute subjectivity—a non-intentional ground of all
experience (Henry, “Critique” 162; Henry, Genealogy 6-7). The problem with
representational thought with its “destruction of the subject” is described in “The Critique
of the Subject.”

The historical self-destruction of the philosophy of the subject
....implies this decisive consequence: that the essence of the subject,
that is to say, of Being itself, cannot consist in representation, because
representation does not rest upon itself and cannot ground itself

in itself, because to be does not mean to be represented if we are
dealing with a being that actually exists in all its concreteness,

that truly is. What then does “being” mean? Is there an essence of

' While “metaphysics of presence” is Jacque Derrida’s phrase, I would argue

that it has affinities with Heidegger’s critique of western philosophy. Simon Critchley
holds a similar view in The Ethics of Deconstruction. Quoting an unpublished text of
Derrida’s, Critchley illustrates the relation between Derrida and Heidegger:
“Heidegger...says that the thinking of Being was lost...when , at the birth of philosophy,
Being was determined by metaphysics as presence, as the proximity of the being (étant)
before the glance (eidos, phenomenon, etc.) and consequently as object. This
determination of Being as pre-sence (pre-sence) and then of presence as the proximity of
the being to itself, as self-consciousness (from Descartes to Hegel) would outline the
closure of the history of metaphysics (PC 14)” (qtd. in Critchley Ethics 80).

12
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the subject that does not succumb to its own presuppositions, that
is not given over in its very principle to nothingness? Or, to put it
another way, this time from an epistemological point of view: Is
there a philosophy of the subject capable of thinking a subject other
than [through] representation, one whose being therefore would not
destroy itself ? (Henry, “Critique” 160)

In Cartesian Questions, Marion claims to find in Descartes a “non-ecstatic,
nonrepresentative, and nonintentional determination of cogitatio,” a pure immanency
from which all experience arises (QC 171/CQ 107). The nonintentional cogito is a better
foundation for philosophy in Marion’s estimation. The cogito cannot be an object of
consciousness but is in its self-affection a coinciding of that which thinks and its thought.
Marion makes a distinction between a reflection that necessarily ‘objectifies’ (i.e. makes
itself an object) and a thought that thinks itself not as an ‘object’ but through various
modalities of itself (i.e. value/esteem) (QC 180-181/CQ 113)."" This position may be
influenced by a distinction Husserl makes between various sorts of ‘objects’ and
modalities of ‘objects’ that cannot be “objectivated simply” (ID 1 66, ID I 76)."> While
some types of ‘objects’ can be “seized upon” (“Erfassung”), there is a difference when
“the act is not simply consciousness of a thing, whenever there is founded on such a
consciousness a further consciousness in which ‘a position is taken’ with respect to the
thing” (ID 1 66-67, ID 1 76-77). Husserl makes a distinction earlier in the same section
between “seizing upon an object”/“having the mind's eye on” and “heeding”
(“Beachtung™). He is clear that we do not “objectivate” in the same way in ‘seizing’ upon
an object (i.e. directing our attention to a ‘thing”) and when we ‘heed’ something or have
an attitude towards something such as loving, valuing or hoping (/D 1 66-67, ID 1 76-77).

In a subsequent section he claims that when we have a feeling it is there absolutely,
without adumbrations or profiles. In other words there is a distinction not only between
different types of objects (i.e. to attend to a feeling as an object or to attend to things) but
also in the modes of givenness of these possible ‘objects’. The suggestion seems to be
that feelings, such as love or pain never have ‘sides’ or profiles but are given absolutely
or immediately (/D 7 81-82/ID 1 95-96). Arguably a feeling would also have to be
distinguished from other types of “intentive mental processes” (which may also be
‘objects’ of a very different kind.) Marion’s position can then be seen as a development
of this type of absoluteness with the qualification that Marion seeks a type of foundation
for this givenness that Husserl claims can never be “seized upon completely” since it is

" Tt is in dealing with Descartes’ The Passions of the Soul that Marion

elaborates on this argument. The distinction between an object of consciousness and a
modality of consciousness is pivotal to Marion’s interpretation of Descartes.

"2 Interestingly, Marion does not refer to Ideas in this essay but only to the
Cartesian Meditations. An unsympathetic reading could view this as more than an
“oversight” since Marion’s argument against Husserl would no doubt be undermined or
at least significantly weakened if this earlier text were cited.
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only possible to disclose this givenness retrospectively. At best, the meditating
philosopher “‘swims along with it’ [the initial intentive mental process]” (ID I 82/ID I
97). There is a difference between /iving in the experience and retrospectively describing
such an experience.

Marion claims that Husserl’s transcendental ego is only possible on the basis of
intentionality. For Marion intentionality is a form of representation and as such is a
derivative operation, one based on a prior experiencing or affection. The intentionality
thesis, which claims that all consciousness is ‘consciousness of’, in actuality claims that
all thought is a re-presentation of immediate perception (perceptions being mental states,
objects in the world, other people and, more radically for Marion’s thesis, one’s self.)
Marion claims “‘I think’ always signifies that thought is ecstatic, standing out from the /
by a displacement originating with it, in the direction of that which it posits as an object”
(QC 155/CQ 97). It is only on the basis of intentionality that objectivity of any kind is
possible for Husserl. In relation to the cogito, this implies that the cogito only
understands and knows itself as an object of consciousness, the cogito is only aware of
itself through a representation. The cogito can say sum only by making itself a
cogitatum.(QC 156/CQ 98). On the basis of this interpretation of intentionality Marion
asks:

Is consciousness related to itself by the same intentional

relation that it bears to its other cogitata? Is intentionality capable

of applying its ecstasy to thought itself, on the same grounds where-
by it does so to every other object? Conversely, does consciousness
bear no more intimate relationship with itself than the intentional
ecstasy according to the displacement of objectivity that representation
traverses? Can the ego be defined only as the impartial spectator of
itself [unbeteiligter Zuschauer] (QC 157/CQ 99)?

While these questions are valid if one takes intentionality to be synonymous with
representation, which one can only do on the basis of a larger critique of Husserl’s
phenomenological method, it is an invalid criticism if it turns out that representation, as a
form of objectification, is only one side of intentionality. Marion associates
representation with reflection (i.e. a second order experience.) But Husserl’s
intentionality thesis suggests that “objectivity” is also (perhaps even originarily) given in
our everyday experience which suggests that perhaps passivity is always infected by
conscious activity. Marion presupposes that to represent is to intend an object in
Husserl’s sense, which is partially correct and on the basis of this presumption equates
representation with intentionality as a whole."

> Dan Zahavi points out that to view intentionality as representationalism is to

seriously misunderstand the Husserlian project. One could say that intentionality seeks to
show how objects manifest themselves (i.e. how they show themselves) and while the
noesis/noema correlation does make a distinction between the object that is intended and
as it is intended in various perceptions, recollections, judgments etc., this is not to suggest
that the noema are mental representations. “[T]he noema is [not] an intermediary ideal
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The Husserlian transcendental ego is the objectified ego that the phenomenologist
as transcendental spectator represents to herself. This ego cannot act as the foundation of
a world of other represented objects and so puts into doubt the very possibility of any
knowledge. The solution to this aporia according to Marion would have to posit that the
cogito coincides with or affects itself. The cogito in question would not be a
representation that the philosopher posits as an object of consciousness but, as the basis
of all representations, would have to have an ontic priority over all objectivities it posits.
The meditating philosopher through the Cartesian method of doubt would have to come
into contact with herself in pure immanence.

[Because if] doubt disqualifies the relation between every idea
(every representation) and its ideatum (what is represented), and

if the existence of the ego or even its performance of thinking
constitutes an ideatum, then how are we to certify that the re-
presentation of that ideatum and it alone constitutes an exception

to the disqualification of even the most present of things that are
evident? In short, if the cogito, ergo sum heightens representation,
then it too, like all representations, must be vanquished by the blow
of doubt. For why should it be certain that I think, that [ am, if |
also represent these things to myself? (QC 161/CQ 101)

identity which is instrumental in our intending the objects themselves...[but rather,] the
noema is the perceived object as perceived, the recollected episode as recollected, the
judged state of affairs as judged, and so on. [T]he object and the noema turn out to be the
same differently considered” (Husserl’s Phenomenology 57-59). 1 do not think that
Marion is making the stronger claim that Husserl repeats the aporias of
representationalism but there is definitely the underlying conviction that Husserl
privileges a theoretical model of objectivity and that this prevents him from adequately
describing a pre-intentional layer of consciousness. In Ideas I as well as The
Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness, Husserl seems to suggest that there is
indeed something like a non-intentional layer of consciousness (or perhaps, more
radically, he questions whether there is not a type of intentionality that is non-objective)
but he never fully explicates this originary level. Husserl claims that the Ego is “not
constituted” and is “undescribable in and for itself: it is pure Ego and nothing more” (/D /
110, 160-161/ID 1 133, 191) Accordingly, Marion's project should not be viewed merely
as if it were (in the form of a critique) a patricide but as the attempt to think Husserl
through, to complete what Husserl leaves unfinished. See also Appendix IX of /nternal
Time Consciousness, where Husserl is clear that “Consciousness is necessarily
consciousness in each of its phases. Just as the retentional phase was conscious of the
preceding one without making it an object, so also are we conscious of the primal
datum—namely, in the specific form of the ‘now’—without its being objective” (P1Z
119/PIT 162) It will have to be explored whether Husserl is suggesting a non-intentional
consciousness in these texts or whether there is another ‘side’ of intentionality that
Marion does not acknowledge.
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Henry claims that Descartes’ question in the Meditations is the question of the
being of the cogito “its pure essence” (“Critique” 160). If the essence of subjectivity is
representation, as Marion’s interpretation of intentionality suggests, then the cogito can
be no more certain of itself than it is of other objects of representation. However, Henry
claims that the genius of Descartes lies in the fact that the essence of subjectivity is “the
anti-essence of representation” (“Critique” 161). Marion argues that it is only in its “auto-
affection” that Descartes’ cogito shows itself as the condition of all representation. Henry
suggests that what auto-affection points to is an unrepresentative ground of all
representation.

The history of our representations refers back to a force that
allows them precisely to actualize themselves or that forbids them
to do so. It is only this force itself that is irreducible to any re-
presentation. This force collapses in on itself in an immediation
that is so radical, and in this immediation is submerged into itself
in such a way that there is no room in it for Difference, no
distanciation thanks to which it would be possible to perceive itself,
to represent itself—to be conscious in the mode of representation
(“Critique” 165).

What this “force” would seem to indicate for Henry is the unity of experience—the power
or “will” that underlies all of “life” (Genealogy 164-240). It would seem that if
representation gives us difference (i.e. through an abstraction from the immanence of
original experience) then the unreflective/unrepresentable ground of difference must be a
unity of this difference. Henry wants to uncover a ground of experience that is
immediate, that precedes any reflective thought about experience. “Cogito designates that
which appears to itself immediately in everything that appears, or rather in pure
appearing (what Descartes calls thought)” (“Critique” 166). Against any kind of
objectivism (naive or absolute) Henry suggests a ‘radical’ subjectivity. For Henry, self-
affection is raw experience, the primordial ground of all experience, if by primordial we
understand a pre-reflective experience.'* Henry uses an example from Descartes’
Passions of the Soul (Article 26) to illustrate this nonrepresentational cogito. Descartes
imagines that he is dreaming and that all he experiences is false, Henry suggests that:

if in this dream he [Descartes] experiences sadness, anguish,
any sort of feeling, this feeling is absolutely, even if it is still a

14 . 3 : 5 A "
Sokolowski in his analysis of Husserl’s pre-predicative consciousness traces

the genesis of constitution from a “state of pure sensation™; this is the level of
experience/consciousness that Henry and Marion are trying to disclose. Certainly Henry
seems to want to uncover the primordial realm of experience as one characterized
through its affectivity, its feeling (Formation 207-212).
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dream, even though the representation is false. This feeling,
therefore, occurs not through representation but independent

of it. Which means: without being set forth, without being
represented and—if representation is false—on condition of not

being so...What is this submission of and to the self—feeling? How
does feeling submit to its own Being in such a way as to be
definitively and indisputably possible? In and through its affectivity
(Henry, “Critique” 161; Descartes, Passions 33).

Following Henry, Marion sees auto-affection adding to the Cartesian cogito the
certainty that a “redoubled intentionality” would put into doubt.”> By “redoubled
intentionality”, Marion is indicating that for Husserl even consciousness of oneself is to
some extent ‘intentional’. If Descartes claims certainty for his metaphysical first
principle, it is because “consciousness does not at first think of itself by representation,
because in general it does not think by representation, intentionality, or ecstasy, but by
receptivity, in absolute immanence; therefore, it thinks at first in immanence to itself”
(QC 167/CQ 105). Intentionality, representation and any kind of knowing or
comprehending is viewed as reductive in both Marion and Henry. The solution to this
kind of reductionism is to privilege the opposite side of the duality reason/emotion. What
stands as the foundation for all rational thought is not rationality itself but its other—
feeling. The phenomenality of phenomena is to be found in the affective sphere not the
cognitive sphere. Human being is ‘split’ into two but the question then becomes how do
we ever become things that ‘think’ (i.e cognize/represent))? Underlying both positions

"> Husserl describes the double intentionality thesis in §39 of The

Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness, as well as in Appendix VIII (themes
which are continued in Appendix IX.) There does seem to be a problem of infinite regress
in these accounts, since it is not clear how the meditating ego can ‘catch’ itself in action
without multiplying reflection endlessly. Yet, the double intentionality thesis suggests
that what is unique about human beings as conscious beings is that we are capable of this
‘turning’ towards ourselves (PIZ 80-83, 116-119/PIT 105-110, 157-163). John Brough
offers an intriguing account of the double intentionality thesis. Brough argues that though
there is indeed a splitting of the ego in Husserl’s later works these are “two dimensions
which are indeed inseparable, but in some sense still distinct.” Brough's analysis suggests
that the notion of “absolute consciousness” can only be understood through this
understanding of a multi-dimensional consciousness. Brough also interestingly talks
about a “marginal self-awareness” which relates to Marion’s critique since it suggests a
kind pre-reflective self-awareness accompanies all my perceptions (internal and external)
(“Emergence™ 83-100). Husserl claims something similar in Appendixes VIII and IX of
Internal Time Consciousness. How this impacts the infinite regress problem will be dealt
with in Chapter Four. See also Dan Zahavi’s treatment of implicit self-awareness in Self-
Awareness and Alterity: A Phenomenological Investigation and “Inner Time
Consciousness and Pre-reflective Self-Awareness”.
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there is an implicit notion of authenticity/inauthenticity, though each formulates this in
unique ways. We are truly ourselves (i.e. noble) when we do not think, it is only when we
let ourselves fall from an initial grace that we become creatures that represent. An
interesting position for two philosophers who dedicate their lives to an enterprise that,
even when it critiques reason, has recourse to reasoning in order to make its case.
Ironically it is not only ‘reasoning’ that is undermined in these accounts since
phenomenality in Marion, Henry and Levinas has little to do with embracing our
embodied existence or living in what Levinas’ calls the subjectivity of enjoyment. Instead
Henry suggests that the “original body” is just like Descartes notion of soul-it is a
phenomenal body that is “no different than will” (Genealogy 174-177). This “original
body” is unlike the “[objective body that] has eyes, ears, and hands...the Archi-Body [i.e.
the original body] does not” (Genealogy 325). In an odd move the phenomena as
essentially affective are torn from any relation to corporality—flesh. Instead they are
described as quasi-mystical powers, instincts or drives and are equated with Life. It is
because all intentionality is dismissed as secondary to an originary givenness that Henry,
Jjust were he appears to undo traditional dualist thought, institutes a dualism of life and its
‘other’-body, thing/world, others and all understanding/comprehension. If the milder
claim were made that there is a need to phenomenologically describe (dare I say to make
an “object” of...?) our affective, instinctual lives, there would be no problem with
Henry’s claim. What is disturbing is the foundational status accorded to the immanence
of experience (i.e. auto-affection) and the separation of our affective lives from our
cognitive lives. We may want the artist or poet to reveal the emotive or purely sensual
aspects of life without necessarily expecting analyses of this revelation. From the
philosopher, especially of the phenomenological variety, we expect reasoned and well
defended descriptions and explanations. The overturning of metaphysics cannot be
achieved by merely transgressing the sphere of philosophy through Art.

In Part Two, I offer an overview of Marion’s reading of Descartes. The notion of
auto-affection that Marion reads in Descartes’ texts is key to Marion’s vision of a non-
intentional phenomenology, a phenomenology that in later works he will subject to a
purified reduction. In Part Three I offer a preliminary defense of Husserl’s intentionality
thesis, a defense that will be broadened in Chapters Four and Five.

Part Two: Auto-Affection
Section One: Meditations

Marion asks if a “nonecstatic, nonrepresentative, and nonintenional determination
of cogitatio is to be found among Descartes’ texts” (QC 171/CQ 107). Citing a case from
the Meditations, he suggests that there are examples that this may be a possible
interpretation of the “cogito, ergo sum” (QC 168-172/CQ 105-107). Marion begins his
reflections with Descartes’ “Second Meditation.” Descartes, after coming to the
conclusion that at the very least he is “[a] thing that thinks” qualifies this by
distinguishing thought from sensible perceptions (Meditations 106). Just before the
famous example of wax, Descartes imagines he is dreaming and so all that is known by
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his sense-organs may be false/not ‘real’. Descartes states: “it seems to me that I see light,
hear a noise and feel heat” and concludes that what is called perceiving is “nothing other
than thinking” (Meditations 107). Even if | were only to dream that “I see,” “I hear” or “I
feel,” what I cannot doubt is that these perceptions, though without any real object, still
give me assurance of my existence. Marion concludes that the “it seems to me” here
actually suggests that despite the fact that there may be no representational object to
which my perception corresponds, Descartes is claiming that the affection of the soul
(i.e., the thought of light, noise or heat) is without transcendent ‘cause’ and so given in
“absolute immanence” (QC 169/CQ 106). What Descartes is describing in
phenomenological fashion is the auto-affection of consciousness. However, the claim that
the auto-affection of the soul requires no “transcendent cause” is an odd claim to make
given that Descartes’ claims that there is indeed a transcendent cause of the soul, the seat
to all thought—God (Meditations, 132-141).

Now it seems to me that what Descartes is actually doing in the texts Marion
focuses on is reducing all feeling or perception to a representation of the immediate
experience through the thought of that experience. In a footnote Marion notes that
commentators agree that there is a complete lack of separation between thought and
perception in this case, the thought is the perception (QC 170-171 n.16/CQ 106 n.16).
Yet, Descartes in the rest of the “Second Meditation” distances himself from this
immediacy by making a distinction between perception and thought which ‘judges’.
Marion’s claim is valid, in the sense that in this particular example, for a moment,
Descartes comes close to an “absolute immanence” of experience.'® In his ‘reduction’
(the method of doubt) Descartes acknowledges that while he can doubt the validity of his
perceptions, he cannot doubt that he has perceptions and is initially aware of himself only
through these perceptions. “For it may well be that what I see is not in effect wax; it may
also be that I do not even have eyes with which to see anything; but it cannot be that,
when [ see or (which I no longer distinguish) think I see, I, who think, am nothing”
(Meditations 111). However, this one moment cannot be viewed in isolation from the rest
of the “Second Meditation” or the conclusions of the whole of the Meditations. The fact
that Descartes turns to the wax example immediately following his recognition that to
perceive is to think is telling of what Descartes takes to be essential in order to claim
clear and distinct evidence.

In order for Descartes to make a distinction between all the qualities I normally
associate with a piece of wax and the only quality that he will allow to count as clear and
distinct evidence—extension, he must go beyond what is given to him in the actual
experiences he has. It is just this kind of abstracting from our experience that
phenomenology, whether classical phenomenology or existential phenomenology, finds
so objectionable in Cartesian thought. If to represent an experience is to reduce

' Marion is suggesting that on his reading Descartes’ cogito is a more originary
or ‘foundational’ basis for phenomenology than Husserl’s transcendental ego or
Heidegger’s Dasein and this is point he continues to defend in his later work.
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experience to a conception of the understanding and one that is based on a
subtraction/abstraction from that experience, then Descartes after a momentary lapse slips
right back to representing the cogito. In fact, Descartes’ admission that “perceiving....is
nothing other than thinking” is qualified through the wax example since some perceiving,
the kind we share with animals, is not what gives me clear and distinct evidence of
myself (Meditations 107, 111). Descartes sets up a hierarchy of Being were reason is
privileged above the senses and the imagination, this is a hierarchy where what is true is
what is distilled of anything sensuous or imaginative. The ‘real’ being of Beings is not in
their manifestations but in our conceptions (idealizations). In the Meditations it is
judgement which guarantees clarity and distinctness and not perception. Descartes states:

If I chance to look out a window onto men passing in the street,

I do not fail to see men, just as I say that | see wax; and yet, what

do I see from this window, other than hats and cloaks, which can
cover ghosts or dummies who move only by means of springs? But
1 judge them to be really men,and thus I understand, by the sole
power of judgement which resides in my mind, what I believed I saw
with my eyes (Meditations 110, emphasis mine).

It is only the perceiving that is cleansed of all sensuous perception and reduced to an
“intuition of the mind” that can give me the kind of evidence Descartes is seeking for the
cogito (Meditations 110). If Marion wants to argue that the cogito acts as a foundational
principle for representation, then it will only be on the basis of a perceiving of a specific
sort that he will be able to do so.

Marion’s first example has illustrated that Descartes is willing to admit that the
cogito auto-affects itself in some situations. What Marion does not point out is that it is
when perceiving is disassociated from the imagination and the senses, when perceiving is
a kind of judging that Descartes thinks something clear and distinct has been revealed
about the “thing that thinks” Meditations, 110-111, 106). It is only on the basis of clarity
and distinctness that the cogito will be able to act as the condition for all representation.
This clarity and distinctness requires that no ‘real” (and from the context of the “Second
Meditation we can take ‘real’ to mean ‘material’) object intervenes between the thought
and the perceived. But does representation/intentionality claim that an object must be
material? Marion will have to illustrate why it is that an auto-affection of the soul implies
that there is no intervening object since it seems that even if I ‘see’ nothing ‘real’ and so
only think that I “see’, my seeing is still an ‘object” of my thought. Marion would like to
claim that in auto-affection there is no object but only a self relation of the soul to itself
but the very nature of thinking implies that I think something. The intentionality thesis
only claims that all thought is thought about something and this something, whatever it
may be, is the object of thought, this includes thought about myself. I now turn to The
Passions of the Soul to see if Marion’s thesis is better defended there.

Section Two: Generosity and Esteem
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Marion argues that in The Passions of the Soul the two functions of soul, volition and
perception, have as their cause the soul and not an object outside of the soul (QC 175-
176/CQ 110; Descartes, Passions 28-32). Volition and perception are one “thing”, which
amounts to saying that the act of willing is the same as the perception of this willing."”
However, Descartes suggests that even when the soul causes (wills) its own affection with
itself as its “terminus” there is still an ‘object’ involved, though this is an immaterial object.

Again, our volitions are of two sorts. For the first are actions
of the soul which have their terminus in the soul itself, as
when we will to love God or in general apply our thought to
some object that is not material (Passions 28, emphasis mine).

It would seem that even Descartes acknowledged that there are different senses of
‘object” and that even acts of mind such as willing can be referred to in terms of an
object. Marion does not grant this since he argues that auto-affection requires a
coinciding of thinking and thought that is without any ecstatic distance.

There are two types of volition and corresponding to these are two types of
perception. There are volitions of the body that are related to objects of representation and
volitions of the soul, which Marion suggests are more attitudes of the soul or “objective[s]”
of the soul—without any ‘real’ objects (e.g., the love of God). Corresponding to the two
types of volitions are two types of perceptions, perceptions related to the body and
perceptions of our volitions, in the second case the volition and the perception are the same
thing (QC 175-178/CQ 110-111). Marion suggests that when Descartes claims in Article 17
of The Passions that “it is often not our soul that makes [the passions] what they are” and
that the soul “receives [the passions] from things that are represented by them” the inclusion
of ‘often’ indicates that sometimes the soul receives its passions from itself (Descartes,
Passions 28; QC 172/CQ 107-108). This passage is crucial for Marion’s auto-affection thesis
since it suggests both the passivity of the soul and its affection (spontaneity) simultaneously.
The soul is passive insofar as it is affected but there is no cause outside of itself when it is so
affected. Auto-affection is then a self-affection. But Marion also requires that there be no
redoubled intentionality in the soul’s self relation, the soul cannot be an object for itself, so it
is also crucial that sometimes, when the soul affects itself, it not do so as an object for
itself."® Not to have an object of the soul in self-affection suggests that the self relation of the

7" “For its certain that we could not will anything unless we perceived by the
same means that we willed it....Nevertheless....the perception and this volition are really
only a single thing...” (Descartes, Passions 29).

'8 This is related to the Cartesian view that the soul is indivisible and admits of
no parts, the soul that affects itself does so not because one part of the soul affects
another (Descartes, Passions 44-45). It is odd that Marion does not mention the
indivisibility of the soul at all as it would seem to strengthen his argument for auto-
affection.
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soul “amounts only to a difference of modalities, not one of content, essence, or object” (QC
177/CQ 110). When the soul affects itself it is only various modalities of itself that it affects
and since the soul has no diversity of its parts we cannot think of it as being an object for
itself. In one sense we should think of auto-affection as an interiority without any recourse to
exteriority—subjectivity before the distancing necessary for any objectivity. While Marion
does not explicitly ever claim that Descartes’ cogito, ergo sum can only auto-affect itself'if it
is undifferentiated, an indivisible whole, this does seem to be the case. But the kind of
experience that auto-affection attempts to elucidate is perhaps not describable in terms of
wholes and parts but rather in terms of an interiority without recourse to externality.'’ Once
the possibility of the soul’s self-affection has been established, Marion goes on to suggest
that Descartes admits in certain cases of volition, “a perception without a real object other
than the soul itself, a perception without ecstatic representation (QC 178/CQ 111).” The
move from immaterial/unreal to material/real objects is not at all clear in Marion’s analysis,
though it will have importance for his interpretation of the passion of self-esteem. Marion
asks:

Can the two features that we have just isolated in certain
passions—auto-affection and nonecstatic perception—be re-
united in any single passion? And could we, in the case of this
passion, sketch a formulation of the cogito, ergo sum without
representational ecstasy, by auto-affection (QC 178/CQ 111)?

In order to isolate this nonecstactic passion, Marion outlines the order of the passions of
which wonder is the first passion or, the principle passion. Marion now makes his thesis
clear by suggesting that the ethical primacy of wonder, which infects generosity, may be
related to a repetition and fulfilment of the metaphysical primacy of the cogito, ergo sum.
Marion states: “[G]enerosity...preserves within its own definition the global architecture
of the cogito, ergo sum, wherein thought related to itself, becomes a principle, and hence

' For Michel Henry auto-affection is raw experience, the primordial ground of all
experience, if by primordial we understand a pre-reflective experience. Henry uses an
example from Article 26 of The Passions of the Soul to describe what this kind of
nonrepresentative experience would be like. Descartes imagines he is dreaming and that all
he experiences is false “[b]ut if in this dream he experiences sadness, anguish, any sort of
feeling, this feeling is absolutely, even though it is still a dream, even though the
representation is false. This feeling, therefore, occurs not through representation but
independent of it. Which means: without being set forth, without being represented and—if
representation is false—on condition of not being so....What is this submission that is no
longer submission to some other reality, to an exteriority, that is the submission of and to the
self—feeling? How does feeling submit to its own Being in such a way as to be definitively
and indisputably possible? /n and through its affectivity” (Henry, “Critique” 161; Descartes,
Passions 33).
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an existence” (QC 178/CQ 112). There are two species of wonder, esteem and scorn (QC
178/CQ 111; Descartes, Passions 52-53 and 103). It is through the esteem we can have of
ourselves in the passion of generosity that Descartes (according to Marion) unites an
ethical primacy to the metaphysical primacy of the Meditations and the Discourse on
Method (QC 178-179/CQ 112; Descartes, Passions 52, 102-103). Descartes states: “it is
our own merit that we esteem or scorn” (Descartes, Passions 103; QC /CQ 113). Since
generosity is infected by wonder, which has as its ‘object’ the novelty or newness of an
‘object’ (i.e., the difference or uniqueness of the object), “not the object qua real (and
really given), but rather the (unreal) modality of its presence,” Marion concludes that this
suggests that the object is no longer an object but a “unreal modality of objectivity” (QC
180/CQ 113). It is the modalities of novelty and surprise and not the ‘object’ itself that
inspires wonder (Descartes, Passions 52). So far the argument suggests that the soul
affects itself and that some passions of the soul do not admit of a ‘real’ object but rather a
self relation of the soul to itself (i.e., to aspects of itself or modalities of itself.) Marion
concludes: “It is always the soul, alone and unique, that causes and suffers—and is
assured of itself in experiencing itself under the mode of esteem” (QC 181/CQ 114).

It is through generosity and free will that one chooses to value oneself through
esteem, rather than to scorn oneself.”’ Self esteem depends on the use of free will and
whether it is used badly or not. In either esteem or scorn it is not the object that is
important but the quality of the object or the “use or...disposition” of the will (QC
181/CQ 113; Descartes, Passions 102-104). But whether our will is used well or badly is
a matter of judgement, it is when we judge that an action or object is related to us in some
way that we can either esteem or scorn it (Descartes, Passions 30-31, n.23). When we
esteem ourselves, we value ourselves and Descartes adds we value ourselves each
according to our individual worth. Marion suggests that this relation is unique since the
kind of cogitatio involved here deals with the value of the thing (or act) over the
representational or objectified thing (itself). Now this is a crucial distinction since Marion
assumes that to value a thing is not to represent it in thought, which for Descartes would
involve a necessary precision (i.e., clear and distinct ideas). Value does not imply the
same kind of precision or accuracy as a cogitatio of the ordinary variety (QC 182/CQ
114). While it seems that Marion is trying to introduce a notion of possibility into the
Cartesian first principle(s), this is soon replaced by “actuality’ and by “true value.” Value
in Marion’s account of The Passions is associated with Truth, which has the final word.

2 «“[Because] one of the principle parts of Wisdom is to know in what manner and

for what cause anyone should esteem or scorn himself, I shall attempt to give my opinion
about it here. I observe but a single thing in us which could give just cause to esteem
ourselves, namely the use of our free will and the dominion we have over our volitions. For
it is only the actions that depend on that free will for which we could rightly be praised or
blamed; and in making us masters of ourselves, it renders us like God in a way, provided we
do not lose by laziness the rights it gives us” (Descartes, Passions 103). It is interesting to
note that Marion refrains from commenting on the last sentence in this Article.
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Marion states:

“[T]o examine the true value of all the things that we can desire

or fear” or “to examine the true value of all the goods whose
acquisition seems to depend in some way on our conduct™ still
remains a work of the cogitatio—one, moreover, that is not a derived
or secondary use, but the “true office of reason.” Reason always
officiates by the exercise of cogitatio, but cogitatio does not represent
objects objectified ecstatically, with intentionality; it can also take as
quasi-objects “value,” or better “true value,” which is doubly unreal,
and hence doubly immediate to the ego (QC 183/CQ 115).

If we are to value ourselves, we must use our will in the correct way and in the right
proportion to our worth. Marion claims: “Generosity has no other object in the soul
except the soul itself, but the soul in turn understood as the pure use of will” (QC 181/CQ
113, emphasis mine). The metaphysical primacy of the cogito is based on its certainty, it
is the ground of all knowledge but this is supplemented by the ethical primacy of
generosity, which assures that volition will be ruled by reason. What is good is also what
is ‘true’. When we esteem ourselves, we use our will in the correct manner and for
Descartes this means that we control our passions, the majority of which are ‘caused’ by
our bodies and not our souls.

The soul that is most worthy of esteem is the soul that is the most self-sufficient,
the most perfect. But the cogito also leads to a sum. Marion asks whether there is a
parallel ontic structure in generosity (QC 182-186/CQ 115-116)? Marion argues that
since generosity “concerns the manner of the being, the survival of the being, and the
perfection of the being of the ego [this is the ego as a ‘quasi-object’ and not as the self-
affecting/affected soul]....it thus explicitly sanctions the sum” (QC 186/CQ 116). The
soul in its self-affection establishes the manner, survival and perfection of its being.
Representation is possible because the ego is only the ambassador of a secondary
phenomenological layer of being. The primary layer of being is a realm of absolute
immanence inhabited by a self thinking thought that is self-sufficient and perfect and so
can act as the standard for all ethical and epistemological truth. And, like mathematical
truths that cannot be doubted since they shine in the light of clarity and distinctness, this
is a layer of being that is foundational for all knowledge and all practice. Descartes’
cogito in Marion’s reading acts as a catalyst and ground for any possible objectivity
through auto-affection. Representationalism and the objectivity it claimed, which
Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenology critiqued, is firmly entrenched in a unity
without exteriority. Marion’s critique of intentionality does not do away with
intentionality at all but grounds it in the perfection of a thought that thinks itself. The
critique of intentionality was not then a criticism of representationalism (and for Marion
this is intentionality) but rather the establishment of a ground for representation that
supposedly gets below intentionality.

Marion’s reading of Descartes presupposes the legitimacy of a certain kind of
representation, this is a representation that a ‘super-being’ imposes on an undifferentiated
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world, a world that does not even have existence till the cogito objectifies it through an
unknown power.”! Auto-affection in Marion’s analysis becomes the foundation for a
metaphysical system of philosophy, a first principle that assures representation clarity and
distinctness. However, Michel Henry argues that auto-affection, which occurs in one or
two moments in Descartes’ texts, is only the beginning of a philosophical discussion of
subjectivity (Henry, “Critique” 162). As the beginning for a philosophy of the subject,
auto-affection can offer a description of a phenomenological layer of experience that is
characterized by immediacy, a layer of experience that is not mediated by reflection.
However, for auto-affection to act as a foundation for a system of philosophy it would
have to give us more than a mere description of the immediacy of experience, it would
have to act as an ontological ground from which all Being(s) issues. Marion wishes to
give the Cartesian cogito just such a ground. The cogito in this reading is the ‘cause’ of
all being(s). The cogito creates a world of representation ex nihilo on the model of its
own self-sufficiency and perfection. The subject (i.e., the cogito) can act as the condition
for the possibility of all experience only by subsuming all difference within itself. With
Hegel, we may want to ask if this is not the night when all cows are black? Can auto-
affection explain the unity of experience? I would argue that in Marion’s reading of
Descartes, representation becomes impossible, precisely because it (the auto-affection
thesis) can offer no account of how cogitare makes possible an ego, a world. Descartes
could not have moved from the clarity and distinctness of the cogito to the clarity and
distinctness of ideas, if at first he were not a being enmeshed in a world. The cogito can
think itself only because it first is in contact with a world. The subject devoid of all
objectivity could not even think itself. Like Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover, this would be a
thought empty of all content, all meaning.

I argue that Marion takes the notion of auto-affection too far. If auto-affection was
to explain a layer of experience in which subject and object are not opposing poles of
experience but rather correlated in such a way that all sense of outside and inside are
overcome, though only momentarily, then auto-affection is evident, at moments, in both
the Meditations and The Passions of the Soul. However, it is clear that Descartes himself
was not aware of the significance of these moments. As I have shown in Part Two above,
Descartes is motivated by an ideal of clarity and distinctness in his epistemology and an
ideal of ‘correctness’ in his ethics. Both of these require the supremacy of reason over
perception, the soul over the body. Subject and object are separated by an “impassable
caesura” (QC 161/CQ 101).

In the final analysis Marion’s re-interpretation of Cartesian texts institutes a
performative (i.e. a thinking redefined as feeling) cogito over the notion of an ego that
knows. If Marion’s critique made the milder claim that before we are knowing subjects

?1 «With the first two Meditations it is therefore the Being of the subject, hence

Being itself, that is most properly in question. All interpretation that aims to reduce the
ontological significance of the Cartesian problematic, to assimilate the being of this subject
to a being, indeed to a super-being, is nonsensical” (Henry, “Critique” 160).
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we are affected subjects (affected by the world and others), his claim would not be so
contentious. However, Marion makes the stronger claim that before we are subjects in the
world with others we are self-affected subjects: this suggests a performative subjectivity
that has no object, not even itself, but is still in its pure interiority self-related. There can
be no ego in such an account, the ‘I’ just is its sensations, its experiencing and nothing
more. For Marion the presuppositionaless starting point of phenomenology is the auto-
affected cogito, this experience is a coinciding of the cogito with its own thought (i.e.
thought reduced to perceiving.) Husserl’s “ich kann” is radicalized and instituted as the
condition of the world (i.e. representations). In this view the egoic dimension
contaminates the original self presence of consciousness. However, Husserl in retracting
his early view that there is nothing that unites Hume’s bundle of perceptions may have
been thinking of just this enigma—is there any way to articulate our immediate immersion
in the world other than through a reflection understood as intentionality? If there is
‘nothing’ uniting the bundle of perceptions then there is only a series of perceptions—
Marion’s auto-affection leads to just this conclusion no-one unites experience, but
paradoxically something is ‘subject’ to experience. But, and this is the critical question to
positions such as Marion/Henry (and to some extent the later Levinas), who uncovers or
discloses this primary or revelatory phenomenality and how? Marion posits an affective
subject that has no basis from which to act or reflect, the implicit spontaneity of such a
subject in its movement towards a world still does not explain what motivates such a self-
affected subject to transcend its own immanence towards a world or others. What is
more, this subject, like Hume’s bundle of perceptions just is, the unity that the ego
(transcendental or mundane) assured for Husserl is instituted in a “thinking” without
thought. No ego comes to haunt this self immersed in itself to the point of obscenity—and
this is to say no other, no world comes to shake this self out of its narcissism. While a
notion of ethics as first philosophy motivates Marion’s project, it is difficult to see how a
subject so divorced from any kind of objectivity is capable of any ethical choice or
response. Merleau-Ponty offers a concise critique of Marion’s type of auto-affection.
While his criticism is aimed at Descartes and does not explicitly refer to auto-affection, it
does reflect what results from a position such as that of Marion.

[1]t is not clear how the mind, reflecting on itself, could in the

last analysis find any meaning in the notion of receptivity, or

think of itself in any valid way as undergoing modification: for

if it is the mind itself which thinks of itself as affected, it does not
think of itself thus, since it affirms its activity afresh simultaneously
with appearing to restrict it: in so far, on the other hand, as it is the
mind which places itself in the world, it is nof there, and the self-
positing is an illusion. ....If it is perfect, the contact of my thought
with itself seals me within myself, and prevents me from ever feeling
that anything eludes my grasp; there is no opening, no ‘aspiration’
towards an Other for this self of mine, which constructs the totality of
being and its own presence in the world, which is defined in terms of ¢
self-possession’, and which never finds anything outside itself but
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what it has put there (Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology 372-373).

It is not just a notion of ethics that is forfeited in Marion’s account, Marion
separates knowing and doing so thoroughly that the subject in his account is incapable of
any kind of reflection, any sense of knowing. Epistemology too must fall in order to
make room for an authentic ground for human-beings. Marion’s subject is an anonymous
subject characterized by an essential passivity, what he cannot account for is the activity
that is just as much an essential characteristic of our lived experience. Husserl’s
schizophrenic Ego is replaced by a narcissistic Ego that separates us from any otherness
once and for all. The self-affected subject, like Aristotle’s unmoved mover, has no need
or desire of commerce with the world or others, it just ‘is’ in the perfection of its self-
affection.”

Part Three: Husserl and Intentionality

I cannot offer a thorough defense of Husserl's intentionality thesis here but only
the outline of what a defense of Husserl would require. Against Marion it would have to
be shown that Husserl’s reflective presentation of the ego, need not reduce to a
representation or objectification of the ego as Marion claims, though in one sense, any
reflective retreat must in some sense objectify (in Husserl’s terms) its reflection.
Husserl’s methodology illustrates that reflection always alters its object; even in natural
reflection (i.e., the natural attitude) the best we can hope for is approximations of others,
the world and ourselves (CM 72-73/CM 34). Marion reads Husserl’s project as one of
setting out the limits of objectivity. In one sense, Marion understands Husserl’s notion of
objectivity divorced from its correlation to subjectivity and, in this formulation,
objectivity is transformed into a representation that distances and distorts. What the
phenomenological method distances on Marion’s account, is the ability of the ego cogito
to express its existence, its esse. In Marion’s estimation, the ego cannot act as the
foundation for all possible knowledge without such an expression. The kind of certainty
that Marion seeks for the ego cogito is perhaps motivated by Husserl’s own claims for
transcendental subjectivity as the absolute basis or non-presuppositional ground of
phenomenology. However, Marion misunderstands just how the Absolute ego of the
Cartesian Meditations acts as a grounding for phenomenology. Husserl is clear in the
“Fourth Meditation™ that only a genetic phenomenology reveals the sense in which the
ego is Absolute and the turn to genetic themes is the turn to issues of temporality.

In the Cartesian Meditations, Husserl describes the phenomenological method
through various levels of the reduction, which produce various levels of analysis. Husserl
acknowledges his debt to Descartes’ method of doubt but to reduce the phenomenological
method to the Cartesian method of doubt would be a mistake. The Cartesian method of

Tt is interesting that when Marion turns to Descartes’ Passions of the Soul

there is a notion of “true value and “self-sufficiency” that underlies the self affection of

the cogito. “[G]enerosity not only effects the happiness of the ego, it confers upon it the

highest possible perfection of existence, that of depending only on itself; hence, it indeed

effects its being, ontically, under the ethical modality of happiness” (QC 186/CQ 116).
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doubt is only the starting point of phenomenological reduction. As beginning
philosophers we must not presuppose anything—not even the guiding idea of philosophy
as an “all embracing science” (CM 48-49/CM 7). Even Descartes’ method of doubt with
its conclusions must be suspended in our thinking. However, some sort of guiding
principle is necessary, so we call for a “general idea of science”, initially, as a possibility
that may be given a determinate actualization. We need to adopt an attitude of critical
reflection. While we cannot accept any of the sciences or their claims to validity as given,
we can through a study of the “characteristic intention of scientific endeavor” familiarize
ourselves with what a genuine science may look like, though this is initially, a vague
generality (CM 50/CM 9). Along with Descartes, the phenomenologist is led to the “ego
cogito” or transcendental subjectivity, which is the absolutely apodictically certain basis
of judgments. We neither have a science we accept nor a world but have reduced both to
phenomena. Nature, as well as the whole of the life-world (i.e. others and all the social
world), are reduced to phenomena. Whatever has sense and validity for me as true is still
true, in the sense of being “continually there for me” (CM 58-59/CM 19). Obviously this
cannot be a mere repetition of Cartesian doubt since [ have not lost the world or myself in
the process of the reduction but merely bracketed questions of ontological status. Husserl
refers to this philosophical attitude as “an abstention from position-takings” (CM 60/CM
20).

This universal depriving of acceptance, this ‘inhibiting’ or

‘putting out play’ of all positions taken towards the already

given Objective world and, in the first place, all existential

positions (those concerning being, illusion, possible being, being
likely, probable, etc.),—or, as it is also called, this “phenomenological
epoche” and “parenthesizing” of the Objective world—therefore does
not leave us confronting nothing. On the contrary we gain possession
of something by it; and what we (or, to speak more precisely, what I,
the one who is meditating) acquire by it is my pure living, with all my
subjective processes making this up, and everything meant in them,
purely as meant in them: the universe of “phenomena” in the (particular
and also wider) phenomenological sense (CM 60/CM 20-21).

Marion’s criticism that there is a “redoubled intentionality” in Husserlian
phenomenology, since the object of the philosopher’s meditation, transcendental
subjectivity, is itself an intentional object, is partially correct (QC 156-157/CQ 98-99). It
is true that even the transcendentally purified objects of consciousness are intentional
objects on another level of analysis and that the philosopher’s meditations never get
completely under her own reflections. The “I” that reflects only ever has itself
retrospectively as an object. However, Husserl would also claim that it is still possible to
map out the processes of consciousness, though this is an infinite task that philosophy
undertakes. “Static phenomenology” that reveals the structures of consciousness is only
one aspect of phenomenology. Without a genetic phenomenology, which reveals the
basis of subjectivity within an intersubjective world, and, as Anthony J. Steinbock argues,
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a generative phenomenology that uncovers the historicity of multiple ‘lifeworlds’, the
phenomenological analysis remains ‘incomplete’ (“Generativity” 289-325).

Reflection gives us the inherent structures of any experience since the
philosopher’s reflections on experience are a doubling of the actual experience of
experiencing. The philosopher’s reflections repeat the primal processes of experience and
make possible the mapping out of both the subjective and objective structures of
experience and with a genetic account, the historical development of these structures.
This is an infinite task since experience, whether of oneself or of the world, always
overflows any particular determinations. Whether I am experiencing an object in the
world or I am reflecting on my experience of myself, there is always a temporal
distancing that takes place that makes any complete description impossible. There are
always perspectives on an object in the world that I do not and cannot have. I can no
more have all the possible perspectives on an object in the world than I have myself as
the center of all objectivities completely, there are always aspects of myself that elude
me. However, knowledge is still possible since the unity of experience assumes the
aspects of particular experiences that are not ‘given’. Another way to say that experience
is always possibly determinable is to say that both presence and absence characterize
experience, whether the ‘object’ of the experience is out there in the world or is our own
ego. Husserl’s notion of horizon(s) reveals this relationship between absence and
presence within experience. In order to ‘see’ a house, I must assume the sides of a house
that I do not ‘see’, as well as the background within which the house appears, and this is
just what my everyday experience gives me.”> The goal is not to institute the ‘ego cogito’
as the ontological ‘founder’ of all representation that then has to justify her position as
the ontologically primary being through which all other being receives its existence but to
illustrate that the horizons of Being already infuse our experience of ourselves and other
objectivities. The subjective and the objective are correlated for Husserl and the
intentionality thesis is Husserl’s way of saying that Being, whether our own or that of
objects in the world, always overflows any particular determinations we can have. Peter
Koestenbaum in his Introduction to Husserl’s Paris Lectures offers one of the most lucid
descriptions of intentionality.

Intentionality is a discovery about the nature of consciousness. To

the question “What is consciousness?” phenomenology answers
“intentionality.” Intentionality signifies the fact that consciousness

is directional, that it is given in experience as an outward moving
vector. The source of the movement, the here-zone, is termed the ego,
whereas the focus towards which the movement addressed itself, the

# Donn Welton offers an interesting account of the role of absence in Husserl’s

theory of perception. Welton suggests that we must look closer at the way the notion of
horizons permeates all our perceptions. While horizons allow a 'space' for the presencing
of things they also suggest the absence necessarily entailed in perception, even our self-
perception/self-awareness (Welton,“Structure” 54-69).
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there-zone, is the object. The division of the vector into the ego,
movement, and object is purely an abstraction, because another
fundamental meaning of intentionality is the essential unity of
consciousness. To be is to be an object for a subject and a subject
for an object at the same time (Koestenbaum xxvii)

While objectivities, whether of intellectual objects or of objects in the world, are
constituted in consciousness as the kinds of objects that appear in such and such ways,
this is not to suggest that the subject creates a world ex nihilo. Husserl’s theory of
constituting consciousness does not ask the question of a first cause, precisely because
Cartesian doubt is only an initial aspect of phenomenological reduction. The notion of
‘origin’ in Husserl’s thought is tied to the genesis of various kinds of ‘objects” and does
not in any way suggest a ‘prime cause.’ In fact, when Husserl does turn to genetic
phenomenology, it may be understood as a genealogy of the Nietzschean kind, though
this is by no means to suggest that genetic phenomenology is equitable with Nietzshean
genealogy.?'4 Genetic analysis cannot be understood in terms of any kind of
foundationalism and ‘origin’ in Husserl’s sense always involves the idea of historical
sedimentation. I will return to this sense of ‘origin’ in my concluding comments.

The reductions are meant to clarify how the world is given to consciousness in the
various ways that it is given and how consciousness in turn is given to itself through a
world. As Dan Zahavi notes intentionality in relation to a world of ‘objects’ is associated
with the self-relation of an embodied subject. This is a relationship which is characterized
as a “reciprocity between self-affection and hetero-affection™ as is evidenced in the
example of touching and being touched, a relationship that Merleau-Ponty so lucidly
illustrates through his notion of reversibility in The Visible and the Invisible. Zahavi
states:

[If] the self-givenness of the touch is inseparable from the
manifestation of the touched, if more, generally, self-

affection is always penetrated by the affection of the world

(Hua 10/100), it seems untenable to introduce a founding/founded
relation between subjectivity and world, since they are in-
separable and interdependent. As Husserl himself says, ‘every
experience possesses both an egoic and a nonegoic dimension’
(ms. C 10 2b). These two sides can be distinguished, but not

** In my understanding of genetic phenomenology, what it should reveal is how
the lifeworld, our situatedness within particular historical, social, cultural milieus—
influences our experiences, in this sense it is intrinsically bound to a static
phenomenology that reveals the unity of experiences through a constitutive analysis. The
connection to Nietzsche’s genealogy is that Husserl through a genetic analysis tries to
uncover the sedimentations of meaning that develop within the history of various
lifeworlds. See: Anthony Steinbock, “Husserl's Static and Genetic Phenomenology:
Translator’s Introduction to Two Essays™ Continental Philosophy Review 31:2. (April,
1998.)
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separated (Husserl’s Phenomenology 105-106).

Marion’s claim that Husserl can only present the ego through the ecstasy of intentionality
is valid, however, this schizophrenia of the ego does not cause the kind of problem for
Husserlian phenomenology that Marion suggests. Marion concludes:

[IIntentional representative ecstasy rends with an impassable
caesura the transcendent from the immanent, and the represented
from what it represents; the being that carries out the cogito
remains separated from the being that it knows as its cogitatum,
whatever it may be (QC 161/CQ 101).

Marion’s own formulations suggest a dualism that cannot rejoin the self-affected soul
(consciousness) and the world.

Concluding Comments

If it is true that the ego cogito is only ‘given’ for Husserl through the ecstatic
distanciation of intentionality, then in what sense can transcendental subjectivity be the
presuppostionaless foundation for all other philosophical and scientific studies? Husserl
suggests that the transcendental ego is an origin in that it explicates the sense of what it is
to be a singular subjectivity, as well as what it means to be a subject as such, a universal
subject (Carr, Paradox; Landgrebe, “Transcendental Theory of History” 101-113). The
Absolute Ego or the transcendental ego is then the way in which we are paradoxically
both empirical subjects in the world, subjects that are always particularized and
constituted but also, are also always exceeding our situatedness, our facticity, by being
subjects that constitute the world. David Carr refers to this relationship as the paradox of
subjectivity (Paradox 89). This paradox suggests that while the empirical ego can be
understood in a part/whole relation to the world (i.e. as an object in the world like other
objects), the transcendental ego cannot be understood in this way since it is constitutive
of all meaning that a world can have. The relationship in the Cartesian Meditations
between the de facto ego (the empirical ego) and the eidos ego, an ego as such, both
entail what Husserl means by transcendental ego. While the Cartesian Meditations, the
focus of Marion’s critique of intentionality in Cartesian Questions, carry on a static
constitutional analysis, Husserl is clear in the “Fourth Meditation” that this method must
be supplemented by a genetic analysis. A genetic analysis would have to account for how
‘persons’ are constituted within ‘lifeworlds’ and how intersubjectivity contaminates the
sense in which we are individuals. However, while a genetic phenomenology certainly
deals with what Anthony Steinbock refers to as “depth structures™ it also necessarily
entails an in-depth analysis of the relation of passivity and activity and the key
phenomenological notion of synthesis. For Husserl genetic analysis entails a universal
ground of subjectivity within which the ego that lives her life is to be analyzed. For
Husserl this universality is revealed through eidectic analysis, an analysis which does not
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reduce to a Platonic essentialism.”” Terms like ‘transcendental ego’ or ‘pure egology’ are
then to be understood within the larger context of a methodology that seeks to describe
and explicate various regions of conscious life.

The schizophrenia that Marion attempts to ‘heal’ the Cartesian cogito of actually
reflects the very nature of consciousness, which is always characterized for itself in
various ways, while still retaining a necessary unity. The transcendental ego is then
Husserl’s way of pointing to the complexity of subjectivity keeping in mind the non-
egoic (i.e. worldly) influences that institute us as constituting subjects. The relationship,
which consciousness is, can be characterized by Merleau-Ponty's notion of “Flesh”,
which suggests an intertwining of inside and outside, self and other and, as I argue, also
reflects our own self-relation (Visible Invisible). Husserlian intentionality is not a return
to some sort of representationalism or phenomenalism but a turn to our self-manifestation
and the manifestation of all otherness. Any one-sided inquiry into these manifestations
will only offer a partial perspective of what it is to be a subject and correlatively what it is
to be an object. Marion can claim that intentionality is synonymous with representation
and so still requires a more primal grounding, only on the basis of his one-sided inquiry.
While Marion may touch upon what Husserl in Experience and Judgement will refer to as
a pre-predicative ground of experience. Husserl illustrates that this pre-reflective
‘ground’ of consciousness is only discovered through a retrogressive inquiry, an
intentional analysis. This pre-predicative ground of experience or judgments is also
announced through an encounter and this poses the question with what or whom?
Husserl’s notion of intentionality illustrates that the minimal condition for any experience
is the distanciation that Marion rejects. The ‘structure’ of experience is, on this account,
dyadic but not dualistic. This ‘Absoluteness’ of the transcendental ego is as Robert
Sokolowski suggests a “provisional absolute”, though Sokolowski suggests it is “rooted
in a final and true absolute” which is the “livingly flowing present (/ebendig stromende
Gegenwart).”

[On this account], [t]he present, with its characteristics of
retention and protention, is what makes the objects of inner
experience possible, the same immanent objects which will in
their turn be the conditions for constitution of transcendent
objects and senses (Sokolowski, Formation 200).

If there is a nonintentional notion of subjectivity in Husserl’s works, as some
commentators, such as Dan Zahavi suggest, this is a notion of consciousness as
essentially temporal but to claim that transcendental subjectivity is temporal is not to

** T do not think it would be valid to equate Husserl’s notion of essence with that
of Plato or early modern philosophy. While I cannot offer an in-depth analysis here,
Hussserlian essences are better understood as ideal types of the Weberian variety. In
relation to the eidos ego, this is not an ego cleansed of all particularity so much as an ego
that also lives a life of possibility. The eidos ego suggests that each of us is affiliated with
others and that our self-relation is dependent on such affiliations since we share
similarities to some extent and in the realm of facticity we are all mutually implicated.
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institute a first cause of existence (Husserl’s Phenomenology). Husserl’s analysis always
begins with what is given and the philosophical project as he understands it is to recover
the ‘how’ of the givenness of subjectivity and objectivity. I argue that any analysis of this
‘how’ will always be dyadic, offered in (at a minimum) a “pair’ of relations that need not
be oppositional as in the case of dualism. If, as | have suggested, this is a relation that
pertains not just between subjects and objects but is a characteristic of the ego’s self-
relation, then Husserl’s transcendental ego does indeed manifest itself as a schizophrenic
ego. Any perspective we can have of ourselves will necessarily be schizoid in Marion’s
sense. In fact, the self-affective cogito, which Marion claims acts as the foundation of
representation, could only appear through the kind of ecstatic distanciation he rejects in
classical phenomenology.
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Chapter Two: From Narcissism to Givenness

Introduction

Marion’s auto-affection thesis in Cartesian Questions is supplemented by a thesis
of hetero-affection in Reduction and Givenness and Being Given. This Chapter argues
that the transition from auto-affection to hetero-affection does not signal a radical change
of position on Marion’s part but rather is an attempt to deal with an aporia that the auto-
affection thesis entails.”® Marion recognizes retrospectively that his account of auto-
affection creates an unbridgeable gap between self and Other and self and world. Auto-
affection in the Cartesian Questions implicitly was to have laid the foundation for an
ethical relation to the Other but once the subject was self-enclosed in a happiness of her
own making, there was no motivation for that subject to abide the call of the Other (i.e.
whether this be the call of other persons or the call of the world) (QC 186/CQ 1 16).”
However, the explicit aim of the earlier Cartesian Questions as well as the later “trilogy”
(i.e., Reduction and Givenness, Being Given and In Excess) was to challenge a distinction
within traditional philosophical thought between thinking and doing.”® However, in
Marion’s analysis (as well as in Levinas’ notion of the Other) the benefit of going back to
Descartes for this distinction lies in the Cartesian notion of Infinity: Infinity as a thought
which exceeds the finite mind but nonetheless is thought. Marion and Levinas suggest
that this thought comes from the radical exteriority of the world and the Other. Marion’s
re-working of phenomenological method is then an attempt to think through thoughts that
exceed cognition—these are thoughts or rather experiences that exceed understanding.
Marion’s notion of “saturated phenomena” explores these thoughts that exceed all
understanding. Husserl’s intentionality thesis was the target of Marion’s critique in
Cartesian Questions. From the first text of the trilogy, Reduction and Givenness, the
focus becomes the transcendental and “existential” reductions resulting in a further
reduction that discloses a givenness prior even to Being.” Being Given correlates this

% In fact, Marion resurrects the thesis of auto-affection/self-affection through a
notion of “flesh” in Being Given. While reminiscent of Merleau-Ponty’s use of the term
in The Visible and the Invisible, “flesh”, as Marion describes it, is quite distinct from
Merleau-Ponty’s unique formulation. See Part One for an analysis of Marion’s use of the
term (ED 321-323/BG 231-232).

* This is of course why Marion turns to Descartes’ The Passions of the Soul, to
add the metaphysical primacy of the ego cogito an ethical primacy.

# Robyn Horner refers to these works as a trilogy in the Introduction to /n Excess
and I think there is a good reason to see these works as related.

*% Intentionality is still questioned in Marion’s later works as Part One of the
present chapter illustrates. However, Marion retrospectively sees the problems with early
phenomenology as arising from not pushing the method of reduction far enough. There is
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reduced givenness to the gift, even before Being (of any kind) givenness gives itself.
(This is a point of contention in commentaries of Marion’s “trilogy” especially by
Jacques Derrida and Dominique Janicaud. I discuss these criticisms of the translation of
Husserl’s “Gegebenheit” and the relating of the gift and givenness in the Part One of this
Chapter.) Marion’s thesis is provocative because he does not endorse the more common
argument that the transcendental reduction, perhaps even all reduction, is unnecessary for
phenomenology. He makes the more interesting claim that the reduction does not go far
enough. Below Husserlian ‘presence’ and Heideggerian ‘Being’ there is an anonymous
call, a call that does not bring forth a subject from its autonomous enclosure but calls out
an “interloqué”, a me that is not yet an 1.°° In Being Given this duality of the interloqué
and a call is broadened to that which gives and the responsee. In Excess offers compelling
phenomenological descriptions of what Marion refers to as saturated phenomena but still
maintains the notion of a subject that arrives on the scene of life late to herself or only
insofar as she is first subjected, even to her own flesh.

I argue, along with Anthony Steinbock, that once Husserl has clarified the
parameters of a static phenomenology the turn to a genetic method and then to the
possibility of a generative method entails a reversal of direction. The transcendental
reduction does not need to be pushed farther it needs to be supplemented with a genetic
and generative account which requires that “phenomenology takes on a new
directionality...[p]henomenology cannot and must not only proceed in one direction, from
static to genetic; it can and must also double back on itself” (Home and Beyond 47).%'
Marion does not follow static phenomenology back to its genesis, despite his

a strange symmetry to Marion’s earlier and later thought. In Cartesian Questions, he
suggests a non-intentional self-relation that makes intentionality (i.e. representation)
possible; while in Reduction and Givenness and Being Given he suggests that if the
reduction is pushed far enough we arrive at the true or authentic meaning of
“phenomena”, givenness. Givenness provides a non-ontological grounding upon which
ontological difference rests. The arguments both privilege affectivity over any conscious
activity (i.e. passivity over activity).

3% This is Marion’s preliminary account of givenness in Reduction and
Givenness, an account that is analyzed in more detail in Being Given and In Excess.

' In Synthesis and Backward Reference in Husserl’s Logical Investigations, Jay

Lampert illustrates that even within the static procedure that characterizes Husserl’s early
work genetic themes already are at play. While his discussions focus on a notion of
backward reference in Husserl’s Logical Investigations his text suggests a similar, though
by no means the same, reversal of directionality built into phenomenological method.
What is unique in Lampert’s text is that he does not support a developmental account of
Husserl’s method through earlier and later texts but rather locates a unity of method from
the earlier /nvestigations right to the later work on temporality and passive and active
synthesis. I discuss this further in Chapter Four.
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interpretation and appropriation of Heidegger’s ‘existential reduction’ but rather pushes
the transcendental reduction beyond its own limits. The aim of Marion’s pure reduction is
to problematize Husserl’s theoretical approach while integrating existential themes into
the phenomenological analysis. If Husserl’s descriptions of phenomenological analysis
privileged inanimate objects or abstract entities like music or mathematics (this certainly
seems to be Marion’s view at any rate), Marion will follow Heidegger in dealing with
objects of a very different sort: death, birth, love and hate, revelation and fatherhood.
However, while I agree fully that the ‘objects’ phenomenology deals with need to include
those that Heidegger, Marion and Levinas deal with I do not agree with the revision of
phenomenological method that Marion endorses. I argue that his attempt at pushing the
reduction to its limits ends up offering accounts that to some extent exceed phenomena
altogether. This is because givenness in Marion’s thought exceeds phenomenal
‘appearing’ altogether—not because the types of experiences he describes are
‘impossible’ or even outside of “experience” but because of the status he accords these
unapparent phenomena (Janicaud, “Theological Turn” 28-31).>* While Marion is careful
to remain within a phenomenological discourse, the broadening of givenness not only
leads us beyond experience which Husserl certainly recognized as possible, certainly in
relation to the Ur-impression and emotions, but he takes what Husserl refers to as an
abstraction and institutes it as the foundation of experience.*> Marion in other words
returns to the basic elements that make up our experience of the world, ourselves and
others but instead of making the return trip from what are at best the results of a static
procedure to the genetic basis of this ‘ground’ he institutes this ground, now as a
broadened givenness as a non-foundational foundation of experience—of life. What is
missing in Marion’s account is the issue of the temporality of experience.** However, the
relation between static and genetic procedures requires not just a one-way traffic but a
return and re-turn again (i.e. the analysis always requires rethinking the results at one
stage back through the static and genetic procedures of analysis) and in this sense the
origins it discovers cannot be foundational principles in any traditional sense but rather
suggests that a circularity (though not vicious) is entailed in all reflection on
experience—in all our endeavors to understand ourselves or our world.

32 Dominique Janicaud claims the first use of a “phenomenology of the
unapparent” is by Heidegger in the Zéringen seminars. See: Martin Heidegger,
Gesamtausgabe, Seminar v.15, ed. Curd Ochwadt (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio
Klosterman, 1986), 327-400.

» See Chapter One and Chapter Four for my discussion of these themes in
Husserl’s Ideas 1.

3* James Dodd in his review of Being Given makes this point about the lack of
discussion of temporality in Reduction and Givenness and Being Given. While Marion
turns to later texts of Husserl dealing with temporality in /n Excess it is questionable
whether he does justice to what this discussion adds to Husserlian phenomenology
(Dodd, “Marion” 161-184).
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This Chapter explores whether Marion’s radical reflection discloses a more
primary level of givenness, as he claims, or whether, despite Marion’s claims to the
contrary, his reduction leads to a reduction of subject, Other and world to anonymity.
This “anonymity” is related to Marion’s earlier thesis of self-affection and the non-
intentional immanence of life it supports. I argue that Marion remains subject to
traditional dualistic thought in the transition from auto-affection to hetero-affection. If the
auto-affection thesis fails to account for Others and a world, the hetero-affection thesis
initially fails to account for the self, the subject. Marion suggests a ‘me’ that proceeds an
‘I’ to account for this pre-subject but this I-less ‘me’ has no substance, no place, and as |
argue, is in its anonymity incapable of hearing. A subject so reduced cannot respond,
since there is nowhere (no here or there) from which to respond. This ‘me’ may be
conscious, capable of reacting to auditory stimulation (arguably the call need not be
auditory) but it is certainly not self-conscious, that is capable of interpreting in any way
what it hears. If to respond in Marion’s view is anything more than to react (i.e. a matter
of instinct) he should be able to account for who it is that hears the call. While Marion is
certainly not offering a developmental account of subjectivity (though this may be a
possible reading of his analysis of birth and fatherhood in both Being Given and In
Excess), his analysis seems to trace the subject back to an origin before any kind of
constitution occurs—this is an origin beyond which there is nothing (i.e., there is nothing
further than this ground which gives rise to the subject and the Other as others and the
world). However, it is not just the subject that is reduced in Marion’s account; the
anonymous call that designates the Other in Reduction and Givenness also reduces the
Other. This notion of the anonymity of both the one called and the call is tied to Marion’s
analysis of the gift and its relation to a givenness purified by a ‘pure’ reduction. The
Other as this call is no more singular than is the I-less subject, despite Marion’s claim to
the contrary. No one in particular responds to the call that no one or no-thing in particular
sends. While Marion’s implicit aim is to disclose the meaning of ethics, much like
Levinas’ later works aim to do, it seems that the pure reduction does not lead us to a
disclosure that reveals an ethical priority of the Other over the Same (i.e., the interlocuted
‘me’) so much as it equalizes both. (This is obviously a contentious reading of Marion’s
texts and one I develop in this Chapter). Ethics aside it is not clear what the pure
reduction reveals, which other and who is interlocuted? How is the Given given? If
Marion’s point is to describe the primordial experience of any Otherness (since the call
may be that of the world or other persons) then perhaps Marion touches upon a level of
experience that precedes any distinction of self, Other or world. A generalized given
before any particular being comes on the scene. However, once this level is revealed it is
difficult to assess what this adds to ethical or epistemological discourses other than to say
that before we are individuals (i.e. “I’”) we are instituted as such by the world and Others.
Such a claim on its own has little to say about the social sphere, let alone about the
ethical realm. Perhaps more damaging for Marion is that it is questionable whether this
givenness or generality ‘appears’. If it does not appear, if it is beyond phenomena or in
excess of phenomena, then how does this givenness remain phenomenological?’> While
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there is legitimacy to the project of describing a level of meaning largely ignored by
Husserl—the affective sphere in which our lives are meaningful for us, ascribing a
foundational role to this sphere is illegitimate. As is suggesting that this region resists all
contamination from the exigencies of the understanding. Dominique Janicaud makes a
similar point when he suggests that Marion in his haste to proclaim phenomenology
postmetaphysical does not distinguish between metaphysics generalis and metaphysics
specialis. Janicaud defines “metaphysics generalis (as condition of the articulation of the
senses of being [sens de ['étant] and metaphysics specialis (as principled foundation of
being [/'étant])” and suggests that while Husserl may well move within the former,
Marion’s own position falls under the latter (Janicaud, “Theological Turn” 53-55).% The
givenness Marion returns to is that of a hypothetical first principle. As Janicaud wryly
notes:

The more phenomenality becomes attenuated, to the point

of annihilating itself, the more the absolute inflates and amplifies

itself, to the point of apotheosis. We have to do here with a rather dry

mystical night; the superabundance of grace has been put through

the Heideggerian ringer. But the qualifyving terms, in any case, are

neither human nor finite: pure, absolute, unconditioned—such is this

call (“Theological Turn™ 63).

In the final analysis Marion’s hetero-affection thesis appears to fulfill a gap left
by the auto-affection thesis of Cartesian Questions. Before auto-affection there is hetero-
affection, a hetero-affection that now acts as a stable foundation upon which to erect first,
a non-intentional self-affected self and finally, an autonomous subject and representation.
Below Husserlian intentionality and transcendental reduction lies a primordial realm of
experience cleansed of any problematic residues of singularity. Before we are thinking
and knowing self-conscious beings we are sensing and feeling conscious beings. We are
constituted by givenness before we are capable of being constituting beings, in fact, our
constitutive capabilities are put into question altogether in Marion’s account. The
question is what does this givenness that subjects us mean; does it have a ‘sense’? Can
Marion’s donation have a ‘sense’ (“Sinnbegung” in Husserl’s terminology) without
appearing? Certainly this is Marion’s point that there is a ‘sense’ that escapes
conceptualization of any kind in his saturated phenomena, which would not be so
contentious a claim if it were not for the foundational role these phenomena play in his
work. I argue that Marion’s ‘sense’ of donation does not appear so much as it is

35 While Marion certainly gives priority to “saturated phenomena” (as opposed
to what he calls Husserl’s “flat phenomena™) it is not clear that this is givenness. In fact,
given his descriptions of givenness it seems that givenness ‘gives’ the saturated
phenomena and as such precedes what it gives.

3 This is a point that Janicaud returns to with more detail in Phenomenology
“Wide Open™ After the French Debate (2005).
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constructed or perhaps constituted, though this is exactly what Marion argues against
since givenness precedes all constitution. I argue that contrary to Marion’s donation
Husserl’s ‘Gegebenheit’ must appear (as phenomena) though this is ‘before’ any talk of
constitution can take place and this is an appearing that may well have hidden ‘sides’ and
undetermined and perhaps essentially undeterminable horizons.’” However, the ‘fact’ that
appearing precedes ‘talk’ of constitution may not suggest a pure givenness before all
constitution takes place—the notion of temporality in fact suggests ‘before’ and ‘after’ in
relation to phenomena are intertwined in a complex relation that is always already
constituted by the time we approach it. This complexity of the ‘before’ and ‘after’ of even
the simplest appearance or givenness will be developed in Chapters Four and Five.

The larger issue here is whether this sort of an ontological grounding is necessary
or desirable for phenomenology, especially if we trace phenomenology to a critique of
both rationalist and empiricist tendencies to abstract from our lived experiences and their
tendency towards a ‘bad’ metaphysics (i.e., metaphysics specialis in Janicaud’s
definition) (“Theological Turn” 53-55).>® Western philosophy has tended to treat our
various faculties (i.e. reason, sensation and imagination) as if each performed a function
of its own without interaction or contamination by the other faculties. This separation of
the human being into various faculties influences the kind of ontology differing
philosophies will support. Marion understands this to be a privileging of reason over
sensation/emotion and imagination, his solution is to reverse the priority of traditional
philosophy. Husserlian phenomenology illustrates that this separation of the faculties was
already an abstraction and one that led to an impasse between the various philosophical
disciplines.” If the turn to genetic phenomenology entails a return from the static analysis

37 This is not to equate the distinctions Husserl maintains between givenness
(Gegebenheit), appearance, apprehension (Auffasung) and phenomena but to suggest that
perhaps Marion’s analysis, which separates Gegebenheit from phenomena to some
extent, does not adequately deal with Husserl’s use of these terms. 1t could be argued that
for Husserl the transcendental ego does not “appear” as such and certainly the discussion
of inner temporality suggests this, however, in Chapter Four I argue that there is a sense
in which the flow of experience does indeed ‘appear’ to itself though this is distinct from
the way objects ‘appear’.

3% Marion claims that givenness or the claim is a non-ontological grounding or
foundation, however, as the basis of ontology it fullfills the same role as ontology does in
traditional philosophy.

% This is not to say that the phenomenologist cannot abstract from her lived
experience and examine the role of each faculty separately (an enterprise Husserl
supports and spends much of his life elucidating) but that this is a kind of abstraction.
Husserl’s critique of rationalism and empiricism makes a similar point, while abstraction
can yield valuable insights into 7ow we experience the world, Others and ourselves, it
would be wrong to take an abstracted view and superimpose it on the complexity of lived
experience. One should not mix up the methodology of phenomenology, which isolates
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of his earlier works which supported the early separation of hyle/morphe or form/content
(i.e. sensation as non-intentional) to the implications of his later works with the
development of the notions of temporality, passive and active synthesis and the lifeworld,
then we cannot read Husserl as reiterating traditional empiricist or rationalist positions
that suggest a sharp separation of the faculties. Though this is not to say that the early
distinctions are jettisoned in his later works but rather that the function of these
distinctions is clarified in the movement or ‘play’ between static and genetic themes. If
the “lifeworld” as the sedimented social, cultural and historical “world” contaminates not
just our cognitive or active (i.e. judicative) synthesis but also is already implied in any
passive synthesis then Marion’s pure reduction cannot uncover a purely pre-objective
givenness.'’ The phenomenologist, while neutral, is always historically bound in ways
she cannot foresee.”’ And, while we may all begin the journey of life as merely conscious
beings, it is our capability to be self-conscious that distinguishes us as a species.*” In fact,
while Husserl certainly privileges epistemological concerns (and this is the basis of
criticisms of his ‘theoretical bias) this by no means suggests that he was only concerned
with these, I would suggest that Husserl’s works are just as motivated by ethical concerns
and this may be why the freedom and self-responsibility of the philosopher plays such an
important role in his view of philosophy as a rigorous science. Merely reversing the
priority of epistemology over ethics does little to reform what Marion (and Levinas) see
as a theoretical bias in the history of philosophy. There are good reasons to be critical of
notions of reason and truth that are overly restrictive and apply only to limited areas of
life or worse that indiscriminately apply ideas of ‘truth’ that are valid for one region of
life to regions within which they should have no authority. So for example assessing
emotions in terms of perceptual adequation would be absurd—we expect our perceptions

various levels and modes of experience from the concrete experiences as they are
originarily given. In fact, this may be what the term “Erlebnis” was meant to convey—the
complexity of experience that gives rise to the world and to the subject. See Husserl’s
Analyses Concerning Passive and Active Synthesis.

*0" Husserl seems to endorse a notion of non-objective (in Marion’s sense) or pre-
predicative experience in Experience and Judgement and Passive and Active Synthesis
but I do not think given the work on temporality that this can be equated with Marion’s
notion of givenness.

! Hegel makes this point in the Preface to Elements of the Philosophy of Right
(9-23).

2 T am thinking here of Merleau-Ponty’s insightful analysis of the child’s coming
to self-consciousness in Consciousness and the Acquisition of Language and “The
Child’s Relations with Others” in The Primacy of Perception. Merleau-Ponty does not
merely address developmental issues in these works but addresses larger issues about the
nature of embodied existence and the movement of consciousness to self-consciousness.
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and our ideas to ‘fit’ each other (e.g., the cat I see next to my chair is hopefully not a
large rat) but how would we apply this kind of adequation between our feelings and an
‘object’? Though this is not necessarily to say there would be ‘no’ criterion entailed in
assessing our emotions. There may be other criterion for the relation between a feeling
and the “object” it is directed towards. However, this would certainly not be the same
criterion as in perceptual adequation, though this relation can at times be analogous to the
criterion of truth in perceptual experience. For example, I thought the object of my love
had such and such a character but later realize I was mistaken just as I thought I saw a cat
but I really was looking at a rat—mistakes happen with the eyes and the heart. What is
more, the immediacy and the kind of certainty Marion proposes for our affective lives,
particularly in Cartesian Questions, isolates a fleeting moment of our affective lives and
institutes it as the foundation of all experience, all knowledge. It may well be the case
that my recognition of the false character of the one I thought I loved is a judgment that
does not change the certainty of my initial feelings (their ‘truth’) but it is also the case
that in retrospect that initial love rings false to me ‘now’, from this perspective and
time—not that I did not really feel love at that moment in time but because the one whom
I loved was precisely not the one I loved. There are three key points here: First, it may not
be the case that our emotive lives are only given in the kind of immediacy Marion
following Husserl suggests. Second, there is a sense in which future experiences may
radically alter our perspective of past experiences which would need to be further
analyzed since this would put into question Husserl’s notion of the recuperabiliy of the
past and this would put his notion of evidence in question (at least as Marion’s
understands this notion of evidence). And third, this suggests that Husserl’s maintaining
of the distinction of hyle/morphe has a methodical necessity of sorts—without it
Husserl’s epistemology would not be as radical as it is—instead he would merely
reiterate traditional notions of truth and falsity, his notion of evidence would not be as
interesting as it is. Marion, Levinas and of course Heidegger are right that the kind of
truth(s) we can expect in our sciences and in certain areas of philosophy (e.g., logic) are
not only inadequate to various other regions of life but create and justify violence when
applied to these other regions (e.g., ethics, politics, the arts). However, does this
necessarily entail an undermining of reason or does it call for a broadening of reason to
encompass various notions of truth? Marion and Levinas do not acknowledge the
possibility of this broadening within classical phenomenology. For both thinkers
epistemology with its relation to a certain kind of economic reasoning is wholly different,
in fact, opposed to, the affective spheres they describe and theorize about. While both call
for a new reason this is not associated in any way with the reason they view as
predominating Western philosophy (Marion, “Reason” 101-134).

In order to do justice to Marion’s position in Reduction and Givenness and the
later Being Given it would be necessary to analyze the criticisms leveled against the
theoretical bias of Husserlian phenomenology and the Heideggerian reduction of
existence to Being, however, the aim of this work precludes a detailed analysis.* In this

" A detailed analysis is all the more difficult given the various positions Marion
confronts (all of which he envisages as phenomenological.) Marion’s understanding of
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Chapter I focus on presenting the general criticisms of the
phenomenological/transcendental reduction and the ‘results’ of Marion’s pure reduction.
If Marion’s criticisms of classical phenomenology are justified then his own position
should offer a viable alternative for phenomenological method and, in relation to my
focus in this work, Marion should provide a ‘new’ view of subjectivity that escapes the
aporias inherent in Husserl’s notion of the transcendental ego and his self-purported
transcendental idealism. However, I argue that Marion cannot make good on this
promise, the pure reduction in fact leads to a ‘subject’ that in her performativity gives rise
to a world and others all the while remaining oblivious to her own accomplishments. If |
am right then givenness is reduced to this performativity of the subject and the attempt to
introduce a radical hetero-affection at the heart of all experience fails. The self-affection
of Cartesian Questions returns in full force. The position of Reduction and Givenness
will inform the analysis of givenness with its entailed critique of Husserlian
phenomenology. While Marion develops his position in more detail in Being Given and
In Excess the analysis of Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenology he offers there
follows similar insights to those in the earlier work, despite Marion’s claim to the
contrary (ED 16/BG 10). In Part One, I analyze Marion’s own position in Reduction and
Giveness and Being Given and then in Parts Two and Three turn to the critique of Husserl
that is instrumental in informing Marion’s divergence from both Husserl and Heidegger.

Part One: Preliminary Considerations

Section One: Givenness and Gift

phenomenology as an incremental methodology that ascends to truth by pushing beyond
intentionality through the pure reduction, characterizes the history of phenomenology as a
movement towards givenness or the gift. To truly do justice to such a position one would
have to give a clear account of Marion’s double-handed reading of the positions he
subsumes and, at the same time, overcomes (i.e. Descartes, Husserl, Heidegger, Ricoeur,
Michel Henry, Derrida and Levinas.) The limitations of this project preclude the depth of
analysis this kind of reading of Marion would require. Though it should be noted that
there is problem with the notion that phenomenology is like some revolution overtaking
and subsuming all the various characters and events involved in its wake in order to
deliver what is at best an onto-theological vision of the given. To view the various
positions in the history of phenomenology as if they all lead directly to the conclusions
Marion supports, like pieces of a puzzle that until now have not fit together, is a little
disingenuous. However, despite my reservations there is much in Marion that is worth a
closer reading than the one I offer here. See Janicaud’s scathing indictment of Marion’s
metaphysics in both “Phenomenology and the Theological Turn and Phenomenology
Wide Open After the French Debate. Janicaud in both texts suggests a more modest role
for phenomenology than the one Marion supports. Phenomenology is not all of
philosophy and must be vigilant in remaining within some methodological limits.
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The following outlines the unfolding of givenness in Reduction and Givenness
and Being Given. Obviously the relation of givennness to the gift plays in major role in
Marion’s analysis and borrows much from Derrida’s analysis in Given Time: 1.
Counterfeit Money (in which Derrida analyzes Marcel Mauss’s The Essay on the Gift)
and The Gift of Death. Before turning to the figures of givenness I offer a brief account of
the relation of the gift to givenness. Derrida’s analysis of the gift are compelling and
obviously influence Marion’s notion of givenness. However, my focus privileges
Marion’s application of the gift to givenness and thus only touches on the nuances of
Derrida’s gift insofar as it relates to givenness and phenomenological method.**

The discussion between Derrida and Marion reflects a similar discussion between
Marion and Dominique Janicaud on the translation of Husserl’s “Gegebenheit” as
“donation.” As Janicaud notes: “In proper French, this [donation] is a legal transaction by
which one person transfers goods to another person” (Wide Open 34). Yet this is exactly
opposed to Marion’s notion of the relation between the gift and givenness and further this
definition is opposed to the unconditionality that characterizes givenness which certainly
does not operate in an economic horizon for Marion. Janicaud points out that the
translation of “Gegebenheit” by Ricoeur, Lowit and Kelkel is usually rendered as “the
given” (“le donné” or “la donnée™) or as presence (“la presence”) (Wide Open 35).
Obviously the translation of givenness as presence would displace the relation of gift and
givenness that Marion would like to maintain. Derrida also questions the relation of
Gegebenheit and the gift. Derrida: “I am not convinced that between the use of
Gegebenheit in phenomenology and the problem we are about to discuss [i.e., the gift]
there is a semantic continuity” (“On the Gift” 58). But even if we allow a certain
hermeneutical license to Marion’s translation and admit that perhaps Husserl’s
“Gegebenheit” is open to an analysis such as his does this justify the further relation
between the gift and givenness? Janicaud illustrates that this ‘relation’ relies not only on a
certain leeway with “Gegebenheit” but a relating of this to Heidegger’s use of “Geben,”
“Ereignis” and “es gibt” (Janicaud is clear that Marion’s translations of these terms are
highly questionable as well) (Wide Open 37). Janicaud suggests that Marion misinterprets
Husserl’s texts dealing with givenness and I think there is some validity to this claim.
However, Husserl seems to accord a special status to what is given to consciousness in
immanence, particularly, in having an attitude towards something (i.e., an ‘object’ or
state of affairs) or a feeling (e.g. valuing something or ‘seeing’ beauty). (I have already
briefly alluded to just these kinds of ‘experiences’ in Ideas I in Chapter One). Husserl’s
accounts of these types of immanent experiences remain ambigious and this may justify
readings such as Marion’s. I argue in Chapter Five that despite unresolved issues with the
status of these types of experiences/phenomena they should not be interpreted as if they
occupied a foundational status (i.e., as the presuppositionaless basis of phenomenology)
in Husserl’s works and that they do not legitimate the relation Marion would like to
maintain between givenness and the gift. James Dodd makes an interesting observation in

* John Caputo and Robyn Horner present this debate in more detail. See: Robyn

Horner, Rethinking God as Gift: Marion, Derrida, and the Limits of Phenomenology
(New York: Fordham University Press, 2001), 153-239.
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his review of Being Given:

[Marion’s] point [with the relation of the gift to givenness]

is to show that, once we have accepted givenness at the heart

of phenomenality, as the ultimate presupposition of the very
unfolding of its enactment (the being given “in person” of what
“shows itself” or “appears”), then the core of this enactment will
in effect not only resist phenomenalization, but point the adept of
reduction to an excess of and within phenomenal givenness
(“Marion” 167).

Dodd goes on to tie this excess of givenness to a notion of radical immanence in
Marion’s thought—an immanence that “belongs not only to consciousness but to the
initiatives of givenness itself” (“Marion” 167). If the self-affection thesis of Cartesian
Questions claimed an origin of consciousness in its immanence to itself, the hetero-
affection thesis leads Marion to broaden this self-immanence to include an origin of
givenness as well. Givenness as the core of any phenomenality attests to a radical
immanence, one only released by Marion’s pure reduction. But as Dodd points out for
Husserl the distinction between originary givenness (“origindre Gegebenheit™) and self-
givenness (Selbstgegebenheit) is tied to “the origin of sources of clarity as they arise out
of the movement of givenness itself” (“Marion” 168, emphasis mine). There is an
important insight here, one I would read as suggesting that first givenness is atfained and
not given in an isolated moment though originary givenness is /ived, it only appears (as
an appearance) insofar as we reflect on the lived experience (Erlebnis) (i.e., we turn our
reflective regard to the lived experience as an intentional object) (“Marion” 168). Either
Marion’s sense of givenness does not appear at all or it only appears if he accepts the
intentionality thesis as the means of this return to the origin of givenness. There is also
the question of the role the temporal unfolding of givenness occupies in Marion’s
position—if givenness as originary givenness only appears insofar as it becomes the
‘object’ of a reflective retreat then this supposes a return to originary givenness is
possible though only through reflection. This is a position that Marion will not accept
since he claims that (originary) givenness is not repeatable, if repeatability implies
recuperability. Yet it seems this is just what the pure reduction does—it returns to an
originary common ‘ground’ of subjectivity and objectivity. (I discuss this in my
discussion of the figures of givenness in Being Given below). The point is that givenness
is experienced not as an intuitive fullness and that there are some experiences, which
exceed either intuitive fulfillment or “intentional ecstasy.” I do not disagree that their
may be experiences that do not fit a strictly objective intentionality but not that there are
experiences that exceed all intentionality. Not even a purified reduction can release the
kind of core of givenness Marion suggests. This however, does not mean that the
experiences Marion classifies as saturated phenomena are impossible but that a different
approach than that of an objective intentional analysis would be necessary to do justice to
these types of experiences. In one sense the separation of givenness from any kind of
apprehension or intention, which seem to be the same kind of process for Marion, lead to
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a moment of passivity that is dissociated from any kind of ‘activity’. The subject in such
an account is paradoxically characterized as given over to givenness which first
constitutes the subject as subject but since it is only though the reduction that this
givenness ‘appears’ this seems to suggest a passive subject that somehow gives rise to
both subjectivity and the world. The self-giving gift—a purified givenness—institutes
subjectivity and objectivity. What is this gift? And if this gift/givenness shares the same
modality (perhaps phenomenality) as the passive subject then is there anything that
separates these two immanent spheres?

At a conference at Villanova University in 1997 Derrida and Marion had a
discussion about the gift; it is telling that what separated the two thinkers views on the
gift had less to do with how each understood the gift then with differences in their
understanding of phenomenology. According to Derrida “when phenomenologists in the
broad sense say Gegebenheit, something is given, they refer simply to the passivity of
intuition. Something is there. We have, we meet something” (“On the Gift” 58). For
Derrida this is not a gift. Derrida summarizes the debate between himself and Marion on
the gift as follows:

Where we disagree, if we do disagree, is that after this stage

[their agreement on the impossibility of the gift to be present],
Jean-Luc says that [ have problematized the gift in the horizon

of economy, of ontology and economy, in the circle of exchange,
the way Marcel Mauss has done, and we have to free the gift from
this horizon of exchange and economy. Here I would disagree. I did
exactly the opposite. I tried to precisely displace the problematic of
the gift, to take it out of the circle of economy, and exchange, but not
to conclude, from the impossibility for the gift to appear as such and
to be determined as such, to its absolute impossibility (“On the Gift”
59).

In fact, Derrida suggests that though it is impossible for the gift to “exist and appear as
such” if existence is taken as “being present and intuitively identified as such” there
none-the-less remains a gift (“On the Gift” 59). What this paradoxical formulation
entails is that the gift is an “experience of ...impossibility” (“On the Gift” 60). Derrida is
clear that this experience of impossibility is the “dream” of a “pure gift”, a dream we
continue to dream even though we ‘know’ it is impossible (“On the Gift” 72). If Marion
claims that the gift (or givenness) appears and it is not clear that it does appear in his
analysis, then Derrida suggests a certain overflowing or excess in the experience of the
gift, an excess that does not appear, if to appear necessarily entails phenomenological
determination. One could say that this is a way to leave open the question of the gift. The
gift for Derrida is the possibility of impossibility. Marion, who despite claims to the
contrary in Being Given, seems to largely agree with Derrida on the gift as the possibility
of impossibility. The gift is given insofar as it does not refer to any cause yet the relation
(equation?) between the gift and givenness and the role that givenness plays in Marion’s
work suggests that the gift freed from either a giver or receiver perhaps even of any
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‘thing’ given does imply a mysterious causality. Marion associates givenness and the gift
and then tries to dissociate these from being of any kind and from ‘objects’ but why
should these (i.e., being(s) and objects) be treated as if they entailed a necessary
determination (i.e., that being or object within phenomenology suggested a closed realm
of meaning)? Even the most mundane objects that Husserl takes up as examples (e.g.,
cubes) have open horizons. However, Marion also wants to liberate the gift (i.e.,
givenness) from all horizons. While he will talk of a horizon of the gift that is not the
economic horizon of objectivity or Being, he is clear that “the last step for a real
phenomenology would be to give up the concept of horizon” (“On the Gift” 63, 66). He
claims that the real “difficulty for phenomenology now is to become more fair to some
phenomena which cannot be described either as object or being” (“On the Gift” 70). And
no doubt in a limited view of that which intentionality aims at in its “consciousness of”
certain phenomena could not be described as “objects”of any kind. Certainly we would
not want to equate objects such as cubes or pipes with people or artworks but does this
mean that our relation to the latter falls outside intentionality or that it requires a pure
reduction to disclose these phenomena “that we should not try to constitute...but
accept...in any sense of accept—as given and that is all” (“On the Gift” 70-71)?
Furthermore should we as phenomenologists uncritically accept as Marion suggests or is
there more to the story? Would it be possible to accept the kinds of phenomena Marion
classifies as saturated without accepting this saturation (of first or second degrees—the
“saturation of saturation” of revelation) or its relation to the gift (ED 327/BG 235)? In
other words is it possible to describe such experiences where a certain kind of
phenomenon is given without being comprehended in the way ordinary ‘objects’ are? |
would suggest we can describe the experiences Marion classifies under saturation without
abandoning intentionality or having to have recourse to a pure reduction that essentially
amounts to an uncritical and indifferent acceptance of phenomena. More importantly, this
indifference as a supreme ‘principle’ of givenness as gift seems to suggest an inherent
violence (see my discussion of Boredom in Being Given in Part Three below). The issue
with Marion’s analysis is not so much in the notion of the impossible possibility of a gift
without either giver or receiver and perhaps without any thing given (though this does not
necessarily mean there is no gift, one can give time etc. and there would certainly be a
gift) but that Marion in Being Given claims that with the “pure reduction” we arrive at a
gifted givenness that attests to this impossible possibility. In fact, if we turn to some of
Marion’s examples of saturated phenomena that are ‘gifted’ to us it is highly questionable
why these types of experiences could not be described within a Husserlian framework.
Two examples Marion provides in “On the Gift” illustrate a fairly bankrupt notion of the
gift if we accept the characterization of the gift as essentially unconstituted and ‘given’ as
it ‘purely’ is: these are the gift of charity and the gift of time (61-63). Marion assumes
that if we remove one, two and possibly all three of the three ‘conditions’ of the gift (i.e.,
a giver, a receiver and a something given) we arrive at the pure event of givenness/the
gift. In the case of giving to charity because we do not ‘know’ to whom we give, we have
made a gift (i.e., money) but somehow because the gift goes to an anonymous receiver
this gift is achieved outside the economy of the gift. Yet, is this gift outside of economy
or is it exactly within an economy and the same horizon of economy that Marion claims
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to free the gift from? I give to a charity (for whatever or perhaps for ‘no’ reason—since
‘reason’ does not enter this exchange without economy), there is a gift, I gave an
undisclosed amount of money or perhaps some item or other, now does it matter that I do
not know to whom I gave or that the gift is not recognized? This seems a rather odd
reasoning—I gave, | gave something, I am not sure it was received (one never knows for
sure) but it made me feel good to give or perhaps I was trying get away from one of those
“volunteers” who work for charitable organizations and I gave to be set free, or perhaps I
gave because | feel immensely guilty for some reason or another and there is always the
possibility that I gave not for any of these reasons but because it was important for me to
give, even if I did not ‘know’ why or to whom I gave. The kind of indeterminacy or
unconditionality that Marion requires of the ‘gift’ is not what the gift of charity seems to
indicate—I give and in this giving I remain within a circle of exchange—not ‘knowing’
to whom one gives does not indicate that there is no one to whom the gift arrives.
Indeterminacy and unconditionality are not the same. A similar situation occurs when I
give time, though Marion is right that in one sense no thing is given in the giving of time.
This is not to argue that a pure gift in Marion’s sense (and I think this is close to
Derrida’s account of the “dream” of the gift) always necessarily ‘occurs’ as exchange
since the dream of the gift attests to the ‘ideal’ of giving that underlies any possible
gifting—though Derrida may well be right that this is the possibility of impossibility. But
would this ‘ideal” be non-intentional and a saturated phenomena in Marion’s sense? It is
interesting to note that Derrida will claim that his disagreement with Marion lies in the
“possibility of a phenomenology of the gift” though this is not a point against
phenomenology but an attempt to “[think] the possibility of phenomenology, but from a
place which is not inside what I try to account for.” As Derrida notes the problem with
Marion’s account is his version of phenomenology cannot claim to remain
phenomenological without “keeping some axioms of what is called phenomenology—the
phenomenon, the phenomenality, the appearance, the meaning, intuition, if not intuition,
at least the promise of intuition” (“On the Gift” 60-61). In Being Given Marion argues
that Husserl’s “principles of principles” (Ideas I § 24) reduces phenomenality to
intuition.*” The analysis of the gift and the relation of the gift to givenness is meant to
loosen the tie between intuitivity and givenness (i.e., phenomenality unanchored from
any particular appearing “phenomena”). In essence this ‘loosening’ of intuition is a
broadening of intuition to a point of saturation, a strange saturation that does not have a
limit point of “fullness™ but is rather an excess that keeps giving and makes any intuitive
determination impossible. Marion asks “[d]oes fulfilling intuition applied to an objective
intentionality define in general all phenomenology or merely a restricted mode of
phenomenality” (ED 22/BG 13)? Marion’s answer as formulated in Reduction and
Givenness and Being Given is to claim a phenomenality that exceeds intuition but none-

* Marion’s translation of Husserl’s principle of principles is as follows: “every
originarily giving intuition is a source and right of cognition—that everything that offers
itself originarily to us in intuition (in its fleshly actuality, so to speak) must simply be
received for what it gives itself, but without passing beyond the limits in which it gives
itself’ (ED 20-21/BG 12).
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the-less is ‘significant’. In the following I explore the various figures of givenness
Marion explores in Reduction and Givenness and Being Given.

Reduction and Givenness

Section Two: Figures of Givenness

Marion’s position in Reduction and Givenness suggests that once the reduction is
pushed to its limit what is revealed is an interloqué and a call or “claim”. There are four
distinctive characteristics of the “claim™ each of which constitute the interloqué:
convocation, surprise, identification and facticity (RD 302/RG 202). The interloqué
originates in the first passion, according to Descartes’ The Passions of the Soul, wonder
(RD 290-291, 302/RG 193, 202).

The first characteristic of the claim, convocation, distinguishes the interloqué as
the one claimed by the claim but, and this is what is distinctive about Marion’s notion of
the interloqué, this is not a “subject” in any sense of the term. This is not yet a subject
because the “autistic autarchy of an absolute subjectivity” is overturned/undone by an
alterity that precedes it an alterity that precedes both intentionality and Being-in-the-
world (RD 300/RG 200-201).

In classical terms, one will say that the derived and secondary
category of relation, which in principle should not apply to the
first category, substance, not only applies to it but subverts it; the
interloqué discovers itself as a subject always already derived
starting from a relation, a subject without subjecti(vi)ty

(RD 300/RG 201).

There does not seem to be anything too contentious in this first characteristic of the claim
since phenomenology, rooted as it is in our facticity, would have to admit that indeed any
characterization of the subject already points to a relational being. The subject, the ego,
always finds itself already in relation to a world and to Others. While the
phenomenological epoche suspends any ontological claims about our facticity it does not
affect or alter that facticity in the suspension. The reductions may change the perspective
of the philosopher, presenting various ways of understanding the “how” of the world and
the subject that finds herself in situation, but it does not alter the fact of the relationality
that is the precondition of any experience (this is of course one way to describe the
intentional relation). What is contentious is that Marion claims that the subject due to its
relationality is without subjectivity. What exactly does this claim imply? It would seem
that while the interloqué finds itself affected, it does not find itself so except
retrospectively before the interloqué is, the alterity of the convocation falls unto a
“subject” that is not and brings her into being, into relation. But what does convocation
mean if not a bringing together (of what or whom?), a gathering (can one gather without
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at least two?) (RD 305/RG 205)*® Marion fails to account for the fact that alterity already
requires ipseity, that convocation or relation requires not just that which calls but also
that someone, even if not fully specified or, yet to be further determined, is called.
Marion seeks an origin for subjectivity that I would suggest both Husserl and Heidegger
argue can never be discovered/uncovered since phenomenology’s starting point, the
situation within which we each (always) are enmeshed, already finds a subject in
relation.?” The reductions can uncover the presuppositions upon which the subject, the
world and the Other are based (i.e.relation) but not by undermining any of these terms or
privileging one term over another.*® This would include relation unhinged from anything
it relates. Instead, phenomenology questions/interrogates by uncovering the how and why
of relation—phenomenology starts out with the intentional relation.* Perhaps the second
characteristic of the claim will support the first?

% Of course one can gather oneself together but then this already assumes one
has been fractured, shattered or divided, even in this case one does not gather except
insofar as one is split or divided. While this one is numerically one it is still
divisible/divided, this is not a perspective Marion can except if he still maintains the
notion of self-affection. Marion would have to show that the claim is the interloqué if he
wants to maintain that what calls requires nothing other than itself to which its call is
related. But if this is his point why not return to the discovery of Cartesian Questions:
self-affection? If Reduction and Givenness is trying to institute a hetero-affection it
cannot do so without adequately accounting for that which is affected, the subject. For
Marion the condition of the subject, prior even to self-affection is an ‘originarily
unconditional’ givenness.

7 While this definitely applies to Husserl’s phenomenology it could be argued
that Heidegger moves beyond Dasein to a more originary givenness and so is more in
agreement with Marion than with Husserl. However, without being able to elaborate on it
here, I think there is reason to believe that even after the turn in Heideggerian thought,
Dasein remains pivotal for any disclosure. After all, who brings Being to language, who
poetizes at the end of metaphysics?

*® The phenomenologist can of course study each of these terms from a
perspective that privileges either an objective or subjective perspective (though this
would remain a one-sided inquiry.)

% I say the why of relation because if we are always already historically bound
then part of our analysis should include the presuppositions built into our basic
conceptions. Certainly this is what Husserl already recognizes from as early as the
Investigations with the notion of habituality. Though he perhaps does not fully articulate
the historical ‘sense’ of this till the Crisis with the notion of the “lifeword”. Heidegger
understands this “why” as the question of the meaning of being, since this meaning goes
hand in hand with a questioning back into the various ways in which this question has
been tackled in various “worlds”.
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The second characteristic of the claim, surprise, prohibits the interloqué from
comprehending the convocation that it nevertheless receives. In fact, the interloqué
suffers surprise since surprise is the antagonist to every form of ecstasy or intentionality.
Surprise takes the interloqué and “detaches it from any subjecti(vi)ty” (RD 300-301/RG
201). It seems commonsense to claim that if one is surprised one cannot know or
comprehend what one is surprised by, at least initially, and Marion suggests that what
surprise does not allow the interloqué to comprehend, is the convocation. So, something
calls something which does not have itself yet and what calls is not known or
comprehended (perhaps it cannot be comprehended). With surprise we are given by a
givenness, neither given is known or understandable but somehow one given (the call)
institutes a second given (the interloqué ). How is this institution initiated? Surprise! It is
not clear what the second characteristic adds to the call other than to broaden the call to
such an extent that it no longer makes sense to say anything about it at all. After all what
would there be to say about something we are told cannot be comprehended in any way?
This is just Marion’s point beyond all comprehension there is something felt or intimated.
And it is this intimation that first constitutes/institutes a subject. Before an “I” there is an
anonymous “me” that is surprised/affected by something it cannot reduce (i.e.
comprehend) in any way. Givenness, by surprising the interloqué , that is not yet a
subject, institutes a subject into intersubjectivity and a world. That this subject is called
by something that she does not know or comprehend but rather feels appears legitimate
since any “singularity” is an achievement and not something we are born into. None of us
enters existence fully formed and particularized. But why is “surprise” the “antagonist™ to
every form of ecstasy and intentionality? Even if I do not “know” who I am or what I will
be or that into which I am born (i.e. the social, cultural, historical world into which |
arrive) it is integral to the kind of being that I am that I am confronted with something
from the first moment of conscious life. At a minimum there is an intentional relation
that institutes me into “life”. Marion may well uncover the sense in which each of us is
“constituted” into subjectivity (singularity) but he has not shown that this is a non-
intentional ‘relation” (RD 300-301/RG 201).

The third characteristic of the claim is identification. Marion claims that [ am
instituted as an ‘I” without self-determination or anticipatory resoluteness because “the
proper name can be proclaimed only when called by the call of the other”. Once again
this claim seems legitimate; certainly my identity is always intimately bound to Others
and the world. My sense of who ‘Gogo’ is, always suggests not just the experiences that
have made me this sort of person but the influence of the world (with all those that have
from beginning affected the kind of person I have become.) But why is this sense of
identity unmoored from self-determination and “anticipatory resoluteness™ altogether?”’
Why is it that a claim imposes a choice on me; or better: that a claim poses me as the
there where one might recognize oneself? Is Marion suggesting that the claim just is the

%% A preliminary answer to this question may be found in Marion’s discussion of
anxiety and boredom in Heidegger and the reliance of his own position on a re-
formulated notion of boredom. See Part Three below.
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world (i.e. Others and things)? If this is the case then why is the claim outside/beyond
being-in-the-world? Would it not be more apt to suggest that before the differentiation of
self/Others or self/World we identify with but do not differentiate ourselves from Others
and the world?’' Marion cannot admit that from the moment we enter existence we are a
being that is intimately bound to Others and the world since the claim would then be no
more than the world and Others. The indeterminacy of the claim is essential to Marion’s
‘pure reduction’ but he can only legitimize this Absolute indeterminacy once he has
unmoored the claim from the ego cogito (in all its various formulations), Others and the
world. It would appear that Marion’s reduction is a reduction of everything, anything and
nothing to anonymity. Before or beyond Being there is just an unconditioned
undifferentiation (RD 300-301/RG 201).

The fourth characteristic of the “claim™ is “facticity” and one would think that this
characteristic will clarify how the claim and the interloqué are differentiated. Marion
suggests that the “claim” is an “a priori that is essentially after the fact, [which] decides
the horizon where any theory of the interloqué will become legitimately thinkable” (RD
301-302/RG 202). Marion’s theory seems to endorse a metaphysics that claims a “first
cause ‘of existence that itself remains outside of all causality. If this reading is legitimate,
in what sense does Marion remain phenomenological? What does Marion’s broadening
of facticity (and I would argue that this broadening beyond Being is a broadening beyond
existence) achieve? In what sense is a facticity separated from existence/lived experience
still facticity? Marion claims that: “a] facticity therefore precedes the theory, but it is no
longer a matter of my facticity as Dasein, it is a matter of the absolutely other and
antecedent facticity of the claim convoking me by surprise.” This facticity is not that of
the world and Others and the interloqué is whatever it is “well before having
consciousness or knowledge not only of [its] eventual subjectivity, but especially of what
leaves [it] interloqué” (RD 301-302/RG 202). The answers to the questions I raise above

> Merleau-Ponty makes this claim in Consciousness and the Acquisition of
Language where he discusses the coming to sel/f~consciousness of the child. “In effect,
the self and others are entities that the child dissociates only belatedly. He starts out in
terms of a total identification with others.” However, this does not suggest the kind of
non-intentional relation Marion supports. While “[t]he child is completely orientated
toward others and toward things; he confuses himself with them.” Merleau-Ponty’s
conclusion is that the child may be “noncontemplative” but is still a “motor..subject, an ‘I
can’ (Husserl)” (Consciousness 36-37) The confusion of self and others does not reduce
to the equation of self and other for Merleau-Ponty but rather points to a distinction he
makes in Phenomenology of Perception between two modes of intentionality: operative
intentionality and intentionality of act (the only kind of intentionality that Marion
acknowledges.) Operative intentionality is similar to Sartre’s non-thetic consciousness,
for Merleau-Ponty this remains intentionally orientated or motivated (Phenomenology
XVii-xVviii).
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can only be negative ones since we cannot say anything positive about either the claim or
the interloqué other than that the two are related through a relation that precedes the
subject, the Other and the object (i.e. world). We can only say (with any clarity) what the
claim and the interloqué are NOT. There is a circularity to Marion’s theory, the
interloqué justifies the claim as much as the claim retrospectively but, first in the order of
causality, justifies/institutes the interloqué .”> We cannot say anything about either of
these terms other than that one is prior to the other (the claim is prior to any interloqué )
and that only through a reduction to anonymity of both terms is this theory justified. As
soon as one admits that one can actually say something about both the interloqué and the
claim Marion’s reduction is threatened.

What Gives? Reduction and Givenness can only say “something does” and we can
attempt to understand it in the figures of the interloqué and the claim. Being Given
attempts a more explicit answer to this question: What Gives is a gift that can only be
given insofar as the receiver does not know what is received or from where the gift
arrives, in fact, the receiver cannot acknowledge the gift without annulling its givenness
altogether. This may sound like it does little to explain the preliminary characterizations
of givenness in Reduction and Givenness and Marion seems to acknowledge the
ineffability of his initial attempt to render givenness beyond comprehension or Being.™
In fact, all the figures of phenomenality (i.e. all phenomena) exiled from Reduction and
Givenness, the ego, the Other, the world and even God, re-enter the scene in Being Given.
However, what does not change is that these figures are founded on an anonymous and
amorphous givenness. I now turn to Being Given to see if the relation of the gift to
givenness clarifies Marion’s position.

In Being Given the first figure of givenness is that of the “event”. There is little
that is contentious in Marion’s description of the event as a historicity that is essentially
“open”. I do not think any phenomenologist (or any insightful philosopher, even if not
phenomenological) would want to reduce a historical event to the accounts written in
history books. I do not think that historians working today would suggest that we have a
bird’s eye view of any historical event through the various accounts we can gather or
contend that history is “objective” in the sense that these accounts tell us all we need
know without our perspective coming into play. So Marion’s claim that the event has a
“teleology without end” and is “interobjective” (i.e. it is intersubjectively constituted and
always open to re-constitution) does little by way of illustrating why the pure reduction is
necessary (ED 319/BG 229). Certainly the constant revising of history texts attests to the
“endless hermeneutic in time” of any event. And, while historians and philosophers of

> Of course what Marion’s reduction would have to suggest is that while the
claim is first in the order of causality, the interloqué that is subjected to subjectivity is
first in the order of knowledge. The reduction, despite Marion’s resistance takes us back
to the order of causality.

> Marion acknowledges that his reduction to anonymity was problematic and
retracts it (ED 16/BG 10n2).

52



PhD Thesis-Rashmi Pandya-McMaster University-Philosophy

history do try to find narratives that make sense of events retrospectively, the
unpredictability of history would not be a radical leap of thought for most of those
working within the field.”*

The second figure of givenness is more problematic. The “idol” is exemplified by
painting. “The idol is determined as the first indisputable visible because its splendor
stops intentionality for the first time; and this first visible fills it, stops it, and even blocks
it, to the point of returning toward itself, after the fashion of an invisible obstacle—or
mirror” (ED 320/BG 229). In fact, the idol gives me various perspectives of myself—one
wonders if the art object has not been subsumed in the viewer so thoroughly that “it” no
longer matters at all. If all it can give me is varying perspectives of myself it offers, in-
itself, a rather “poor phenomena.” As a theory of aesthetics Marion’s “idol” is fairly
bankrupt. Like Heidegger’s description of “Van Gogh’s shoes”, what the painting (since
this is the quintessential “idol” for Marion) gives us, is whatever “we” are capable of
seeing—no borders or boundaries limit this mirroring of ourselves, certainly not any
boundaries that the work itself might suggest. In fact, unlike the “event” “that
[presupposes] an interobjectivty and an at least teleological communication...the idol
provokes an ineluctable solipsism”(ED 321/BG 230).

The third figure of givenness is ‘flesh’ which is initially characterized by
Husserl’s relation of “the felt and what feels” and which Marion broadens and collapses
into the immanence of what affects and is affected—self-affection/auto-affection (ED
321-322/BG 230). Chapter One has sufficiently dealt with the kind of relation Marion is
claiming for auto-affection but Marion must revive it here to assure the supremacy of the
feeling self (which first ‘feels’ itself in immediacy) over that of a thinking self that
reflects on what she feels. There may be a sense in which the initial emotion is “given” to
me in the kind of immediacy that Marion claims and perhaps this immediacy does not
entail intentionality, at least not an intentionality of act. However, I do not think that this
isolated moment of our experience can act as the ground of subjectivity and it certainly
does not tell us much about our experience. More importantly, can such an experience
“appear” except retrospectively—intentionally? I am either in the midst of the moment
(which perhaps is never just a “moment”) or the moment has passed and I have moved on
to thinking about what I “felt’. Whether this kind of affection is truly unmoored from the
intentional relation will have to be explored in Chapter Four, here I can only make a
preliminary response. While other positions, such as that of Sartre, may make a case for
the unreflective immediacy of emotions like jealousy or grief, what is left undetermined
(what never gets described) is the fact that my jealousy and grief may be interpreted only
secondarily but that it is only in my attempt to try and understand what 1 “feel’ that |
come to terms with either my jealousy or grief or even love for that matter. I would be a
strange kind of creature if I did not try to understand the meaning of my jealousy or grief,

> Marion suggests that the unpredictability of events is what characterizes
history. However, history remains random and meaningless without an attempt at
interpretation. What would unpredictability add to historical facts if we did not take them
up as narratives that suggested something or the other about the human condition?
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if I did not try to reflect on what such experiences tell me about myself, Others and the
world (though by no means does that mean that we all do try to uncover the significance
of our emotions). There is also the larger issue here of the temporal consistency of our
affective lives. For example, do we truly ‘love’ or experience any affection in a moment,
a ‘now’ devoid of retentions or protentions or are affective lives “given” within a
temporal process that would complicate Marion’s (and perhaps Husserl’s) notion of
immediacy? It is also questionable whether Marion is right that this is a non-intentional
relation, certainly we could distinguish between an operative intentionality and an
intentionality of act. Especially if we take the notion of an operative intentionality to be
lived experience tied to historical sedimentation, to facticity (and this is in one sense to
take the temporality of any particular experience seriously). My jealousy does not
mysteriously arise out of the void but is to a certain extent conditioned by my life
experiences.”” To say anything about my jealousy or grief, even to myself, I must be able
to ask why I feel as I do, operative intentionality is then usually mediated by an
intentionality of act.

The fourth figure of givenness is the icon. The icon is another way to designate
the Other. Much like Levinas’ account of the face to face, Marion claims that the face of
the Other ‘gives’ me nothing to see’(ED 324/BG 233). Instead the Other “weighs™ on me
with an invisibility that is explained as a gathering of the three previous figures of
givenness (ED 324/BG 232). Like the “event” the icon “opens a teleology” (the other
cannot be objectively constituted). ‘Like the idol, it begs to be seen and reseen, though in
the mode of “unconditioned endurance.” The other determines me much like the idol
‘mirrored’ the gaze. And finally, the icon affects me so deeply, with such a proximity,
that it is akin to auto-affection (ED 325/BG 233). It is not clear what if anything can
differentiate the ‘flesh’ and the ‘icon’/the self and the Other once this proximity is
instituted. Either “I” mirror the Other (the self is subsumed in the Other) or the Other is

> Even in Sartre’s insightful analysis of an experience of jealousy as one where I
am my jealousy and nothing more leaves out the intentionally directed emotion there I am
peeking through the keyhole already I am directed at something else intentionally
directed. For Sartre and Marion this is a non-thetic consciousness (i.e. feeling, not
thinking or knowing) and they may be right that, at least initially, there is an immediacy
of experience that is unthematized (Being and Nothingness 348-352). My contention with
this view is that as self-conscious beings this is usually supplemented by a reflection on
why we feel the way we do and that even in the immediacy of the emotion we are
intentionally directed. Even in feelings such as grief or anxiety that are less accessible to
the understanding there is already an unthematized directionality to the emotions. I grieve
for myself or for others even if I can only discover this retrospectively (since it is quite
possible to be grieving for something one does not ‘know”). I am anxious without an
apparent ‘object’ and yet what my anxiety suggests is that despite the unapparentness of
anything that causes my anxiety there is a kind of displacement or homelessness that
drives my anxiety, one has to have been at home in the world in the first place to have
such a feeling but, more importantly, one does not feel this way outside of all relation.
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taken up within the self (“I”) in such a way that its invisibility also implies an
appropriation of all Otherness into an “I”. If Marion claims that the icon is like the idol
then it is possible that even in its invisibility it only can be ‘felt’ as a reflection of myself.
I am the measure of the Other. Marion’s reduction thoroughly reduces any sense of
difference between oneself and an Other. While the unseeability of the Other was to
ensure the irreducibility of the icon it ends up suggesting that between “us’ there is no
distance (a non-intentional relationality.) Or if one is more generous in reading Marion
that what the “I” is is a reflection or mirror image of the Other, a mirror image that can
only return my own reflection. Either way Marion’s reduction is problematic. Either there
is no difference between us or one or the other of us decides the Other once and for all.

There is a fifth figure of givenness that I will not deal with. I will not deal with
the figure of revelation because if it is the case that for some faith is a ‘real’ aspect of
their lived experience then it seems valid to claim a phenomenology of faith is at least
possible and is certainly a viable figure of study. (Marion’s notion of revelation is
complex and may not be motivated strictly by religious concerns.) I also have steered
clear of arguments claiming Marion’s position is either an onto-theology or that it revisits
negative theology throughout my analysis because if, as Marion claims, his position
remains phenomenological then it should be able to justify its method on
phenomenological grounds. I also am sympathetic to the attempts of Marion, Levinas,
and Paul Ricoeur to integrate their religious commitments into their phenomenological
views, as long as they remain within the parameters set out within the epoche and
reduction(s). Though this must remain within certain boundaries if it is not to fall prey to
what Derrida and Janicaud rightly criticize as a “theological” or “religious” bias. I leave
Michel Henry out of this list because it is not so clear that he even claims to remain
phenomenological, especially as he develops his thought in / Am the Truth: Toward a
Philosophy of Christianity (2003). Also I do not think that for my purposes it adds much
to the discussion of Marion and Husserl. If Marion and Levinas claim a separation
between their religious writings and their philosophical writings then perhaps one should
take them at their word(s) and analyze their texts through phenomenological
requirements. | have attempted to do so in this work. Having covered the main figures of
givenness one can ask does Being Given take us out of the anonymity of Reduction and
Givenness?

Marion returns to the anonymity of the call at the end of Being Given, an
anonymity that is now associated with an immanent decision (that of the one who
responds) and finally, to a radical immanence, which claims a “passivity of an absolutely
originary receptivity” (ED 426/BG 310). Marion suggests that there is a hermeneutical
circle of sorts in the relation of the call and the respondee. The “immanent decision” to
hear the call is a choice but one that is always retrospective since we always find
ourselves enmeshed in givenness already, the choice then is not to recognize Marion’s
notion of givenness, non-objective, non-intentional, immanent. However, this is not
really a choice at all since we have always already responded once we can claim to be an
“I”—there is no possibility of not already being affected by givenness. It remains to be
seen if Marion’s reduction does move beyond the aporias of Husserlian and Heideggerian
reduction neither of which are ‘undone’ by givenness. In fact Marion claims that both

55



PhD Thesis-Rashmi Pandya-McMaster University-Philosophy

reductions are premised on the conclusions of the “pure reduction.” Once we have
uncovered a prior anonymous givenness we can comfortably return to objectivity and to
existence now grounded in a “final cause.”

Part Two: Reducing the Reduced

In a nutshell Reduction and Givenness suggests that the further the ‘reduction’ is
pushed the more Being is given (i.e., “Autant d’apparence, autant d’étre”’/”’So much
appearance, so much Being”) (RD 303/RG 203).”° Husserl’s transcendental reduction
culminates with the givenness of beings to a special sort of being, the transcendental ego.
What Husserlian reduction leaves unaccounted for is the way of Being of the being that
asks the question of the meaning of Being (RD 119-162/RG 77-107).”” On the basis of an
unquestioned starting point, the transcendental ego acts as the determining factor for all
other beings. This is what Marion terms the “ideal of objectivity” (RD 121-130/RG 79-
85). Marion’s opposition to Husserl’s transcendental reduction is not just that this kind of
‘reduction’ is reductionist (i.e. the Other is reduced to the Same in Levinasian terms) but
that at the brink of revealing something essential about the given (and for Marion this is
the phenomenality of a phenomenon though a phenomenon he will qualify by the term
‘saturated’ in Being Given), Husserl stops at the level of objective being.”® His
reduction(s) only disclose a preliminary level of givenness. Husserl may begin
philosophizing within Kant’s Copernican revolution but he, like Descartes and Kant, does
not question subjectivity as to its Being. Since Marion takes Heidegger’s critique of the
Cartesian cogito to apply equally to Husserl’s transcendental ego it would be a good idea
to explore what this critique entails.

> One cannot help but hear an echo from Heidegger’s Being and Time in this
rendition of the problem.

°7 This is obviously a Heideggerian formulation of the issue. Marion ties his
analysis of phenomenology to Heidegger’s critique of Descartes in Being and Time; a
critique that he equates with a critique of rationalist positions in general, specifically the
positions of Kant and Husserl. It is questionable whether this kind of equation is justified,
even in Heidegger’s own estimation. Marion consistently ties Husserlian phenomenology
to a Cartesian starting point but while the method of reduction may be traceable to
Descartes” method of doubt (and no doubt to Kant’s “Copernican revolution™), the roots
of classical phenomenology also lie in Hume’s brand of empiricism and his ‘moderate
skepticism’. Husserl’s position mediates between these two philosophical poles.

% Marion sees this failure as a failure to follow through on the promise of
phenomenology in the Logical Investigations to ‘return to the things’. Husserl betrays his
own method by privileging objectivity over givenness which would have let beings
appear not through the transcendental ego’s constituting power but through a
manifestation prior to any constitution, even that of Being.
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Marion claims that Husserl does not question the meaning of the Being of the
transcendental ego and as such leaves the ego indeterminate. He argues in Cartesian
Questions that this indeterminacy results in a lack of foundation or ground for
phenomenology. “[T]he reproach [by Heidegger] addressed to Descartes [and Husserl,
according to Marion,] applies to two omissions, that with respect to the world, and that
also with respect to the ego, whose two ways of Being are missed equally, if in different
ways” (RD 131/RG 85). If the “first principle” of phenomenology, the transcendental
ego, is indeterminate, then this puts into question the validity of all that follows from the
Absoluteness of the ego. What does the second of these omissions, the omission of the
way of Being of the ego, imply? Descartes (according to Marion/Heidegger) does not
think the esse of the sum of the cogito sum. Having assured the certitude of the cogito as
the “first principle which renders possible the certain knowledge of other beings”,
Descartes fails to think the meaning of this first principle (RD 133/RG 87). While the
cogito assures Descartes of an “epistemic determinacy” it fails to provide any ontological
determinacy (RD 134/RG 87). Descartes’ failure is not just the reduction of the ego to
“intra-worldly being” (i.e. the ego is characterized on the basis of objects/objectivity) but
that objects are reduced (and this is the first omission above) to “Vorhandenheit” (RD
135-137/RG 88-90). Presence, “as a perfect subsistence”, “obtained through reduction,
abstraction, and method...does not precede the being that is usable and ready-to-hand
[Zuhandenheit], but follows from it through impoverishment and elimination” (RD
136/RG 89). The main issue here is that Descartes does not take into account the
ontological difference. Since Husserl follows a Cartesian methodology this is also his
failure. Descartes’ mathematical bias is repeated in Husserlian phenomenology with the
privileging of “certitude” (i.e. self-evidence) and “permanent subsistence” (i.e. intuition
as presence) (RD 84-90, 135-140/RG 53-56, 89-92). The argument simplified is that
Descartes misses the ontological signification of the ego sum, because once he arrives at
the certainty of the cogito through his method of doubt, his enquiry rather than
questioning this cogito as to its meaning turns to the possibility of gaining the same type
of certitude for ‘objects’. Once this certitude is achieved (i.e. objectivity), which for
Descartes is achieved through an elimination of all “qualities” of an object but one,
extension, the cogito is characterized in similar terms as the now purified ‘object’. If it is
only through an eliminative process that what is certain and subsistent about objects can
be reached then it will be through a similar eliminative process that consciousness or
Dasein will be characterized. The two omissions redouble each other leading to a lack of
questioning of the ontological status and signification of both consciousness and ‘thing’
(i.e. “world™). For Marion this omission of the ontological difference (and this is a
prioritizing of epistemology over ontology) leads to classical phenomenology’s inability
to move towards a deeper characterization of phenomena. Husserl’s objective bias, at
best, gives us “flat phenomena” (RD 90/RG 56).” Phenomena are tied to an ‘objective’

%% In Being Given, the “flat phenomena” is a “poor phenomena” (ED 309-
314/BG 221-225). Marion suggests that Husserl gives us “poor phenomena” since
intuition in Husserl’s thought is always subject to intentionality (as ‘aim” objectivity
constituted by an “I” as gaze) and that intuition is reduced to evidence (“abstract
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signification, the measure of this objectivity is consciousness itself and as Marion with
Heidegger illustrates, this is a consciousness that has not explored the meaning of its own
existence, its own being. Without such an existential analysis the legitimacy of both
objectivity and subjectivity are put into question: Husserl’s theoretical bias precludes any
valid epistemic conclusions because they lack ontological grounding. In the final analysis
Husserl’s epistemology fails since it repeats the aporias of ‘metaphysics’, it too must be
overcome by Heideggerian “destruction”.

Part Three: The Ideal of Boredom

Marion’s interpretation of the Heideggerian critique of the Cartesian cogito is
instrumental in his justification of a third reduction, the “pure reduction” (the first two
reductions being those of Husserl, phenomenological and transcendental/eidectic, which
Marion does not seem to differentiate and the existential reduction of Heidegger) (RD
297/RG 198).%° Marion returns to an objection he raised in Cartesian Questions: if
Husserl remains within the limits of an objective intentional analysis he cannot question
the meaning of the existence of the cogito other than through an ‘objective’ analysis. In
such an analysis the subject is reduced to a being like any other object in the world.
Husserl does not deal with the meaning of the existence of the ego. While Heidegger
makes inroads into the given with what Marion calls the “existential reduction”,
Heidegger also is guilty of not pushing the reduction far enough (RD 8, 121, 244-246/RG
2,79, 164).°! 1t is not enough to claim that what is given is Being, instead what is given is

epistemological certainty™). In contrast to these deficits in Husserl’s thought Marion
suggests a “saturated phenomena” ( givenness) that, at least once, shows itself in
Husserl’s thought in the temporal flux which is prior to objectivity and so intentionality.
While Marion may be right about the second claim, the temporal flux itself cannot be
intentional, this does not undermine the phenomenological project as Husserl envisages
it. For Husserl working within phenomenological method will always mean working
within an intentional relation even if the discoveries of such a method suggest a non-
intentional temporality. Any articulation of this temporal flux will already be intentional.

Marion presupposes an access to givenness that is decidedly unphenomenological (ED
305-314/BG 219-225).

% Tt is interesting to note in relation to Marion’s notion of a pure or final
reduction, Merleau-Ponty’s claim in the Preface to the Phenomenology of Perception:
“[t]he most important lesson which the reduction teaches us is the impossibility of a
complete reduction” (Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception, Xiv).

6! In fact, Marion’s critique of Heideggerian Being seems to suggest that it is too
subjective—Dasein determines the meaning of Being or at least brings being into
language. While he acknowledges that the shift in Heidegger’s thought from Husserl’s
ego to the notion of Dasein is a higher level of reduction--one that reaches the given not
just through an “ideal of objectivity”, he will critique Heidegger for remaining too
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a call that cannot be reduced to “Being” since it is the condition of the possibility for any
Being whatsoever (RD 280-282/RG 186-187).% Before any kind of being is disclosed
there are the interloqué (a “me” that is not an “I””) and a call that calls forth this “me”.
This should not be confused with an intentional relation since prior to intentionality is the
call or the “given” that acts as a foundation of all Being, all relation. For Marion, this
prior givenness is what phenomenology is to disclose since “[t]he objective of
phenomenology does not coincide with objectivity” (RD 8/RG 2). But if
phenomenology’s objective is not objectivity it is not subjectivity either, taking Husserl’s
notion of correlation as a dualism that necessarily privileges one term over another
Marion seeks a final and primary term that grounds intentionality. Givenness grounds the
intentional relation and just where it should seem that dualism is vanquished once and for
all: it turns out that givenness grounds dualism as well by privileging a certain notion of
subjectivity (i.e. the auto-affection thesis of Cartesian Questions), which in its turn
grounds objectivity (i.e. representation). Rather than eliminate the problems he locates
within intentionality, Marion institutes a prior origin that now justifies a duality of
subject/object, self/Other and experience/reflection. This duality is somehow better
because it reverses the priority of ego and Other (this is an expanded Other that
encompasses the subject, other persons, objects, the world and perhaps even God). Before
subject or object there is the call or givenness. This first cause cannot be known only
felt—intimated. Marion’s path to the claim/call follows a circuitous route from profound
boredom to anxiety in Heidegger’s thought (RD 252-282/RG 169-189).%

It is in the moods of boredom and anxiety that Marion finds the inspiration of a
phenomenality unhinged from all actuality, the indeterminacy that was a problem for
Husserl’s account of the transcendental ego is now the source of a renewal of wonder and
enthusiasm (RD 295/RG 197). Profound boredom brings us to the experience of the
totality of beings through the indifference it creates towards all particular beings, while
anxiety brings us face to face with the Nothing, the indetermination of all beings.
However, Marion claims that the ‘dialectic’ of Being and Nothingness through boredom
and anxiety still clings to a view of subjectivity he rejects.** Claiming to move beyond

‘subjective’(in Marion’s terms he criticizes Heidegger for privileging Dasein before
Being). Marion claims that givenness is beyond Being. Obviously, Levinas plays an
instrumental role in the formulation of the ‘pure reduction’.

62 Marion distinguishes his notion of the ‘call’ from the “call of conscience” in
Heidegger’s Being and Time. According to Marion, the ‘call’ or ‘claim” does not refer
back to consciousness but is the condition of a coming-to consciousness of Dasein.

% While this is a close and enlightening reading of Heidegger, I cannot elaborate
on the specifics here as it would lead away from the issues at hand.

% Marion reads Heidegger’s Being and Nothing through a particularly Hegelian
lens, I suspend judgment on whether this is an appropriate reading. Marion’s aim is that
of expressing his own divergence from Heidegger’s position.
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