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Abstract  In this paper, I show that the claim for a “theological turn” in French 
phenomenology is not tenable by analyzing the relation between transcendencies 
and the modes of givenness in Husserl, the relation between the ethical 
transcendence and its mode of givenness in Levinas, and the question of the self 
of phenomenon and giveness in Marion. I argue that the inner motive of 
phenomenology requires it to go beyond the horizon of objectness and the 
question about God or theological issues are determined as part of its essential 
task in phenomenology. The principle of “go to the thing itself” does not 
predetermine or presuppose what phenomenology should deal with; it is always 
the thing itself that imposes itself on phenomenology. 
 
Keywords  theological turn, transcendence, modes of givenness, self of 
phenomenon 

1  Introduction 

In his 1991 essay, Dominique Janicaud, a French scholar, said, “In fact, 
phenomenology has been taken hostage by a theology that does not want to say 
its name” (Janicaud et al. 2000, 43). This saying refers to the phenomenological 
movement in France. In Janicaud’s view, phenomenology has become a certain 
kind of theology, that is, theology uses phenomenology as its cover to convey its 
theological message. As a matter of fact, according to Janicaud, the fate of 
phenomenology in France could even be traced back to Martin Heidegger. 
“[Edmund] Husserl … did not recognize himself in the project of Being and 
Time,” because he saw “a fundamental misunderstanding” of phenomenology in 
Heidegger’s transforming Husserl’s “radical attempt to refound the scientificity 
of philosophy … into both a ‘destruction’ of metaphysical rationality and a 
descriptive analytic of the elementary structures of existence” (Janicaud et al. 
2000, 35). The worse was yet to happen. Husserl “could not foresee that a new 
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turn of the phenomenological movement would open onto theological 
perspectives equally foreign to the spirit of phenomenology ‘as a rigorous 
science’” (Janicaud et al. 2000, 35). From the standpoint of Janicaud, both 
Heidegger’s existential phenomenology and the “theological turn” in French 
phenomenology betray Husserl’s phenomenology and are not in accordance with 
Husserl’s ideal of rigorous science.  
  According to Janicaud, the “theological turn” in French phenomenology first 
appeared in the work of Emmanuel Levinas. Janicaud said that if we accept 
Levinas’s idea of intentionality, his conception of phenomenology, “the price is 
the abandonment of the phenomenological method, a farewell to the Husserlian 
ambition of rigor” (Janicaud et al. 2000, 39). It is obvious that, for Janicaud, 
Levinas’s phenomenology is at most a counterfeit phenomenology because 
Levinas forsakes both the Husserlian conception of method and its scientific 
ideal in phenomenology. Similarly, “[i]n [Jean-Luc] Marion’s work, there is no 
respect for the phenomenological order; it is manipulated as an ever-elastic 
apparatus, even when it is claimed to be ‘strict’” (Janicaud et al. 2000, 65). This 
is to say, Marion simply employs phenomenology as an ideological instrument in 
order to serve his theological agenda. Therefore, according to Janicaud, the 
“theological turn” that started in Levinas is a complete betrayal of Husserl’s 
phenomenology, a process of decadence. This is indeed a very serious 
indictment.  
  Not only are critics like Janicaud challenging the practice of including 
theological issues in phenomenology, but some scholars who are sympathetic to 
this kind of phenomenology also suspect that phenomenologists like Marion 
develop their phenomenology out of their theological way of thinking. Thomas A. 
Carlson, in his “Translator’s Introduction” to Mation’s The Idol and Distance, 
says there is “an isomorphism” between theology and phenomenology in Marion. 
According to Carlson, even though we cannot claim that Marion’s 
phenomenology is used to “advance his theology,” “it could be well the case that 
one’s conception of the possible is substantially and inevitably shaped by what 
one already takes to be actual—just as one’s understanding of the actual would 
always already be framed by what one imagines to be possible.” Thus, “Marion’s 
distinction between the historically actual (Revelation, the domain of revealed 
theology) and the phenomenologically possible (the saturated phenomenon, 
revelation treated phenomenologically, apart from faith or tradition) finally 
proves itself unstable” (Marion 2001, xxxi). Here, there is a subtle, but essential 
difference between the situation in which theological issues naturally arise in 
phenomenology and the situation in which phenomenology is actually shaped by 
theology. If Carlson is right, then Janicaud’s concern would be justified, and, 
more important, the fate of phenomenology would be at risk in France.  
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  In this essay, I discuss two questions: Is Husserl’s phenomenology 
incompatible with Levinas’s and Marion’s phenomenology? Is the rigor of 
phenomenology equal to scientificity? I argue that the “theological turn” 
indicates that the development of phenomenology in Levinas and Marion goes 
beyond the Husserlian horizon of objectness, but is in accordance with the spirit 
of phenomenology.  

2  Husserl: Transcendency and Modes of Givenness 

In this section, I discuss the relation between transcendency and the modes of 
givenness in Husserl’s phenomenology and its significance for the legitimacy of 
discussing religious phenomena in phenomenology. 
 
2.1  The Transcendency of Physical Objects and Its Mode of Givenness 
 
For Husserl, a physical thing is the correlate of experiential consciousness: 
 

[W]hatever physical things are … they are as experienceable physical things. 
It is experience alone that prescribes their sense; and, since we are speaking of 
physical things, in fact, it is actual experience alone which does so in its 
definitely ordered experiential concatenations. (Husserl 1983, 106, emphases 
in original) 

 
It is only in actual experience that physical objects as matters of fact receive their 
meanings. The “actual world” is the “correlate of our factual experience,” is only 
“one special case among a multitude of possible worlds and surrounding worlds 
which, for their part, are nothing else but the correlates of essentially possible 
variants of the idea, ‘an experiencing consciousness’” (Husserl 1983, 106, 
original emphasis). Both the actual world (and things in the actual world) and the 
possible, experienceable worlds are nothing but the correlates of “an 
experiencing consciousness” that includes factual experience and possible 
experience. It is not logical to say that the actual world is the one and only world 
of all kinds of experience. And all things are experienceable in the sense that 
what does not appear in the factual experience will appear in a possible 
experience. “As a consequence, one must not let oneself be deceived by speaking 
of the physical thing as transcending consciousness or as ‘existing in itself’” 
(Husserl 1983, 106). Nothing can be said to be independent of consciousness 
since all things must be given in consciousness (or experience).  
  In order to illustrate the meaning of transcendence of physical things, Husserl 
makes a comparison between physical things and inner-consciousness activities 
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in terms of the mode of givenness in consciousness. For a physical thing, its 
appearing or mode of givenness in consciousness is different from the appearing 
or mode of givenness of an inner conscious activity in consciousness.  

Husserl says, the contrast  
 
between something immanent and something transcendent includes an 
essentially fundamental difference between the corresponding kinds of 
givenness. Perception of something immanent and of something transcendent 
does not merely differ in that the intentional object, which is there with the 
characteristic of something it itself, “in person,” is really inherently immanent 
in the perceiving in one case but not in the other; rather they are differentiated 
by modes of givenness the essential difference between which is carried over 
mutatis mutandis into all the presentiational modifications of perception, into 
parallel memorial intuition and phantasy intuition. We perceive the physical 
thing by virtue of its being “adumbrated” in respect of all the determinations 
which, in a given case, “actually” and properly “fall within the scope of” 
perception. A mental process is not adumbrated. (Husserl 1983, 90, original 
emphases) 

 
Both a mental process such as thinking or imagining and a physical object such 
as a table can appear in our intuition at the present moment “in person,” but one 
is inherently immanent in consciousness, while the other is not. One is in the 
mind and is part of consciousness, while the other is outside and is transcendent. 
However, this difference is not as essential as their modes of givenness in 
consciousness. In perceiving or seeing a mental activity, for instance, when we 
are conscious of our perceiving a table at this moment, this is different from the 
perception of a table, not merely because the mental activity of perceiving a table 
is immanent to consciousness while the table is transcendent, but, more 
important, because a mental process is given once and for all while a table must 
be seen from different perspectives. We can see only three sides of a spatial thing 
at one moment, and we can never see all six sides of it simultaneously. Each 
change of perspective or angle provides us new contents of the physical thing. 
We can say that a spatial thing is given to consciousness in an infinite number of 
ways. But this is not the case when a mental activity is given to consciousness.  
  There is an essential difference between adumbration, as a kind of mental 
activity, and the object that is given in adumbration. We should not be confused 
between adumbrating and the adumbrated. In perceiving the color red, our 
perceiving activity does not become red. The color red, as the adumbrated, is 
different from the perceiving of red. A spatial thing is essentially spatial, while 
the perception of a spatial thing does not have the characteristic of spatiality.  
  Physical things can only be given of themselves through adumbration 
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(Abschatungen). Does this mean that adumbration depends on “our human 
constitution” (Husserl 1983, 90)? In other words, is it because of our finitude that 
we can only see three sides of a table at one time? Husserl’s answer to this 
question is essentially related to his phenomenological reduction, his concepts of 
intentionality and phenomenon. Husserl says,  

 
A spatial being can “appear” only in a certain “orientation,” which necessarily 
predelineates a system of possible new orientations each of which, in turn, 
corresponds to a certain “mode of appearance” which we can express, say, as 
givenness from such and such a “side,” and so forth. If we understand modes 
of appearance in the sense of modes of mental process, then this signifies: It is 
essential to certain sorts of mental processes which have a peculiar structure, 
more precisely, it belongs to certain concrete perceptions which have a 
peculiar structure, that what is intended to in them is meant as a spatial 
physical thing; to their essence belongs the ideal possibility of their changing 
into determinately ordered continuous multiplicities of perception which can 
always be continued, thus which are never completed. … On the other hand, 
the spatial thing is nothing other than intentional unity which of essential 
necessity can be given only as the unity of such modes of appearance. (Husserl 
1983, 91–92, original emphases) 

 
We know that for Husserl, after the phenomenological reduction, what we find is 
that consciousness is essentially intentional, having the structure of 
cogito-cogitatum. A phenomenon therefore consists of appearing and that which 
appears. The actual world (and things in the actual world) is just “an index” of 
the intentionality of consciousness. The paragraph cited above can be seen as an 
explanation of the meaning of the “index”; “the whole world … is not accepted 
as actuality, but only as an actuality-phenomenon” (Husserl 1973, 32). Some 
mental processes can be characterized as “adumbrating” (a certain kind of 
appearing), and corresponding to this kind of mental processes are physical 
things, transcendent things. For Husserl, the physical thing or phenomenon has 
the structure of adumbrating-adumbrated. A phenomenon is defined as 
appearing-and-that-which appears; similarly, a physical or spatial phenomenon is 
defined as adumbrating-and-that-which-is adumbrated. To say that adumbration 
is a result of our human constitution indicates that in saying so we do not fully 
understand the radical change of the way of thinking that Husserl’s 
phenomenological reduction has tried to bring about. The logical result of 
Husserl’s idea of the spatial thing which can only be given as the adumbrated is 
that nonspatial “things” would be given in different modes of appearance. And 
there are infinite kinds of nonspatial “things” because the actual world is just an 
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index of consciousness.  
  Different from the physical thing, mental processes do not have the 
characteristic of “orientation.” A mental process is given to consciousness in an 
absolute or inner way; it is part of consciousness. Husserl says, “No mental 
process…is presented. That means the perception of a mental process is a simple 
seeing of something which is (or can become) perceptually given as something 
absolute, and not as something identical in modes of appearance by 
adumbration” (Husserl 1983, 95–96, original emphases). We do not “see” a 
mental process from different perspectives, in other words, a mental process does 
not present itself as that which is identical in different appearances. It is grasped 
absolutely, that is, it is seen simply as it is in itself as a “totality”; appresentation 
is not involved in seeing a mental process. “Whereas it is essential to givenness 
by appearances that no appearance presents the affair as something ‘absolute’ 
instead of in a one-sided presentation, it is essential to the givenness of 
something immanent precisely to present something absolute which cannot ever 
be presented with respect to sides or be adumbrated” (Husserl 1983, 96–97). Put 
simply, an idea does not have a side.  
  Contrary to psychologism, in phenomenology, there is always “the possibility 
of non-being of everything physically transcendent,” and this means that “the 
being of consciousness, of any stream of mental processes” would not be affected 
even if the whole actual world is annihilated. “Consequently no real being, no 
being which is presented and legitimated in consciousness by appearances, is 
necessary to the being of consciousness itself (in the broadest sense, the stream of 
mental processes)” (Husserl 1983, 110, original emphases). What Husserl means 
is that, even though we can use similar ontological concepts to discuss the 
physical world and the region of consciousness, these two regions are radically 
different, and the difference between them results from the difference in the 
modes of givenness. We should not use theories or concepts about the physical 
world to investigate the issues in the region of consciousness. A confusion 
between these two regions would be committed to, to use Gilbert Ryle’s term, a 
“categorical mistake.”  
 
2.2  The Transcendency of God and the Mode of Givenness of Divinity 
 
For Janicaud, Husserl clearly excludes the transcendence of God from 
phenomenology (Janicaud et al. 2000, 68). Does he mean that Husserl refuses to 
discuss the question of God? It is not the case in Husserl. In Husserl’s 
phenomenology, it is legitimate to discuss issues about the transcendence of God 
and the mode of givenness of divine beings. 
  According to Husserl, we should not confuse the question of God and the 
question of the physical world, and, more important, we should not employ 
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theories and concepts about the physical world to investigate the question of God. 
Husserl says, a divine being “could not be assumed as something transcendent in 
the sense in which the world is something transcendent” (Husserl 1983, 116, 
original emphases). Phenomena must appear or show them in themselves in 
accordance with their own sense of being or existence. In no way should we treat 
one kind of phenomena according to the measures and criteria or the 
phenomenality of another kind of phenomena. The physical world, divine beings, 
and consciousness, these are three distinctive regions:  
 

The ordering principle of the absolute must be found in the absolute itself, 
considered purely as absolute. In other words, since a worldly God is evidently 
impossible and since, on the other hand, the immanence of God in absolute 
consciousness cannot be taken as immanence in the sense of being as a mental 
process (which would be no less countersensical), there must be, therefore, 
within the absolute stream of consciousness and its infinities, modes in which 
transcendencies are made known other than the constituting of physical 
realities as unities of harmonious appearances. (Husserl 1983, 116–17) 

 
Both the absoluteness of God and the immanence of God in consciousness 
should be taken seriously. God is not a relative being as a being in the physical 
world; “a worldly God” is meaningless. And the transcendence of God, when it 
manifests in consciousness, is definitely different from the transcendence of 
physical things as adumbrated in consciousness. But God’s absoluteness is also 
different from the absoluteness of consciousness or mental processes. A mental 
process is absolute because it is immanent in consciousness. God is both 
immanent in and transcendent to consciousness.   

Husserl applies the term “transcendence” to both physical things and God. For 
Husserl, we can use the same vocabularies to describe things in the physical 
world and the region of consciousness, but their meanings are different. There is 
no exception here. When “transcendence” is used to describe physical things, it 
refers to the manifestation of physical objects through adumbration, and it is 
relative. But when “transcendence” is used to refer to God, its meaning is 
different. God can never be given in adumbration, and he is not relative. God, as 
an absolute being, has its own absoluteness. Even though there is a difference 
between God and consciousness in terms of absoluteness, when compared with 
the physical world, both God and consciousness are independent existents, that is 
to say, both God and consciousness could be without the existence of the 
physical world. 
  Accordingly, two points in the following may help us understand Husserl’s 
phenomenological position regarding the question of God. First, both God and 
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the physical world are transcendent, but the meaning of their transcendence is 
different: God is absolute, while the physical world is relative; God is spiritual, 
while things in the physical world can only be adumbrated in manifestation. 
Second, God and consciousness are similar in the sense that both of them have 
their own meaning of existence; we should not use theories and concepts 
adequate to the physical world to understand God. A “worldly God,” who was 
created in the image of the world, does not make phenomenological sense. 
However, there is a difference between the spirituality and absoluteness of God 
and those of mental processes. For Husserl, “the absolute stream of 
consciousness and its infinities” (Husserl 1983, 117) should not be seen as a 
model to understand God. Mind, especially the human mind, should not be seen 
as something similar to divine mind.  
  Therefore, it is logical to say that we should neither think that God looks like 
human beings physically (having a human body), nor should we say divine 
spirituality is similar to the human mind or soul.  
  Then, how does God manifest himself in consciousness? In what way does 
God show himself? Husserl does not answer this kind of question. But he does 
not deny the question of God, and he does not exclude the question of God from 
phenomenology. Husserl says, “After the natural world is abandoned, we 
encounter yet another transcendency which is not given, like the pure Ego, 
immediately in union with reduced consciousness but becomes cognized in a 
highly mediated fashion, a transcendency standing, as it were, in polar contrast to 
the transcendency pertaining to the world. We mean the transcendency pertaining 
to God” (Husserl 1983, 133–34). According to F. Kersten, “In Copy A in a highly 
mediated fashion substituted by in an entirely different way” (Husserl 1983, 133, 
original emphasis). The transcendence of God is not only different from that of 
the physical world, but also in opposition to the latter. Husserl says, “the 
existence of an extra—worldly ‘divine’ being is that this being would obviously 
transcend not merely the world but ‘absolute’ consciousness. It would therefore 
be an ‘absolute’ in the sense totally different from that in which consciousness is 
an absolute, just as it would be something transcendent in a sense totally different 
from that in which the world is something transcendent” (Husserl 1983, 134, 
original emphases). The physical world is transcendent but relative. 
Consciousness is absolute but immanent. God is both transcendent and immanent. 
However, the transcendence and immanence of God are different from the 
transcendence of the physical world and the immanence of consciousness. Here 
we should pay attention to what Husserl himself underlines: The absoluteness of 
God is “totally different from” that of consciousness, and the transcendence of 
God is “totally different from” the physical world. It is logical to say that God is, 
pace Levinas, otherwise than the physical world and consciousness, if not above 
both of them. God is another distinctive “region,” a “region” other than or 
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beyond both the physical world and consciousness.  
  For Janicaud, the goal of Husserl’s phenomenology is “the ideal of rational 
and scientific truth” (Janicaud et al., 2000, 48). He also admits that this is a 
presupposition. Is his understanding of Husserl’s phenomenology consistent with 
Husserl’s text? How should we reconcile “the ideal of rational and scientific 
truth” with the following words of Husserl: “Extraordinary profits can be drawn 
from the offerings of history, in even more abundant measure from those of art, 
and especially from poetry” (Husserl 1983, 160). What can we benefit from 
history, art, and poetry? Cognition is closely related to the ideal of rational and 
scientific truth. It is obvious that poetry does not provide any kind of scientific 
truth unless the meaning of “scientificity” is stretched so broad that it is 
meaningless.  
  It is without doubt that in doing phenomenology Husserl clearly holds the 
ideal of absolute science. Here we must make a distinction between the intention 
of the author and the voice of the text. If what I have said about the relation 
between transcendency and the mode of givenness in Husserl is a legitimate 
interpretation, it clearly shows that there is another voice that goes beyond 
Husserl’s idea of absolute science, beyond his horizon of objectness. It is the 
spirit of general phenomenology.  
  If by the “theological turn” Janicaud means to include discussions about 
theological issues in phenomenology, then “the turn” already began in Husserl. 
When he says that phenomenology has been taken hostage by theology, he might 
mean that phenomenology is forced to serve theological agenda, to be used for 
something foreign to its own “free will.” From what we saw, this is not the case 
at all, even in Husserl.  

3  Levinas: The Ethical Transcendence and Its Mode of 
Givenness 

Levinas’s understanding of phenomenology could be traced to his doctoral 
dissertation, The Theory of Intuition in Husserl’s Phenomenology (1930). In his 
dissertation, he gives an interpretation of the thought of Husserl’s Ideen (1913). 
Now, let us see whether Levinas’s understanding of the Husserl of Ideen is 
consistent with what we said in the first section. Levinas says,  

 
If to be means to exist the way nature does, then everything which is given as 
refractory to the categories and to the mode of existence of nature will, as such, 
have no objectivity and will be, a priori and unavoidably, reduced to 
something natural. The characteristics of such objects will be reduced to 
purely subjective phenomena which, with their multifarious structure, are the 
products of natural causality. (Levinas 1995, 17, original emphasis) 
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Here Levinas succinctly points to the fateful mistake of naturalism: Naturalism 
takes the way natural things exist to be the only meaning of being or to be, and 
this determines the meaning of “objectivity”; all nonnatural “objects” are simply 
taken to be arbitrary, subjective. For Levinas, naturalism does not realize that 
“being” or to be has a different meaning in different regions, and the different 
meanings should not be reduced to one another. This is why we should bracket 
naturalism. To suspend naturalism is neither to say that the naturalistic theory of 
nature is wrong nor to deny the mode of existence that natural objects possess, 
but to bracket the dogmatic claim of naturalism in absolutizing one kind of the 
meaning of being or to be.  
  There is something irreducible to the mode of existence of physical objects. 
Levinas gives an example in our aesthetic experience to make his case.  

 
Let us illustrate this with an example. The beauty which is manifested in an 
aesthetic experience presents itself as belonging to the realm of objectivity. 
The beauty of a work of art is not simply a “subjective feeling” occasioned by 
such and such properties of the work which, in itself, is beyond beauty and 
ugliness. Aesthetic objects themselves are beautiful—at least this is the 
intrinsic meaning of an aesthetic experience. But this object, value, or beauty, 
with its sui generic mode of existence, is incompatible with the categories 
applied to it by naturalism. If it is granted that these categories are the only 
norms of reality, then naturalism, which attempts to reduce whatever is real in 
an aesthetic experience to such categories, could possibly preserve the 
meaning of such an experience, but this experience would still be considered 
as being intrinsically a psychological phenomenon in nature. (Levinas 1995, 
17, original emphases) 

    
It is without doubt that a work of art, a painting or a statue, can be seen as a 
natural object. However, in contemplating a painting, for example, we do not 
seek to arrive at a cognitive judgment. The natural relation or phenomenon, that 
is, our subjective feeling is caused by the painting as a natural object, does not 
determine the beauty or ugliness in our aesthetic experience. For Levinas, beauty 
or value has “its sui generic mode of existence.” That is, beauty is independent of 
the physical properties of a work of art. It is given according to its own mode of 
givenness. In reducing axiological experiences to psychological phenomena, 
naturalism, like logical positivism, would regard religious, ethical, and aesthetic 
languages to be meaningless.  
  Just as we saw in the first section, for Husserl, things themselves determine 
their own way of givenness. Levinas says, “Concrete life, the source of the 
existence of the world, is not pure theory, although for Husserl the latter has a 
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special status. It is a life of action and feeling, will and aesthetic judgment, 
interest and indifference, etc. It follows that the world which is correlative to this 
life is a sensed or wanted world, a world of action, beauty, ugliness, and 
meanness, as well as an object of theoretical contemplation. All these notions 
constitute in the same measure the existence of the world. They constitute its 
ontological structures in the same measure as, for instance, the purely theoretical 
categories of spatiality. This is one of the most interesting consequences of the 
Husserlian attitude” (Levinas 1995, 45, original emphases). The last sentence 
indicates that what Levinas expresses here is both rooted in Husserl and beyond 
Husserl. On the one hand, we all know that Husserl is especially interested in the 
theory of knowledge (it “has a special status”), in the question “How can 
cognition reach beyond itself? How can it reach a being that is not to be found 
within the confines of consciousness?” (Husserl 1964, 3). This kind of question 
is concerned about “the ideal of rational and scientific truth” as Janicaud 
emphasizes. On the other, Husserl also points to the notion of “the general 
phenomenology.” Husserl says, “It goes without saying that the general 
phenomenology of reason has to solve also the parallel problems of the 
correlation between valuing and the things valued” (Husserl 1964, 12, original 
emphases). Husserl points to the direction, but never gives concrete results about 
“solving” “the parallel problems.” It is in the works of Emmanuel Levinas, 
Michel Henry, Jean-Luc Marion, and others that the axiological problems 
received major attention. What is the idea of general phenomenology? It is, from 
the standpoint of Levinas, a concrete description about the concrete world. 
Phenomenology is a discipline concerning what is concrete.  
  Levinas’s dissertation laid a foundation and set the basic tone for the later 
development of his academic career. This can be clearly seen in his Preface to the 
book Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority. In the Preface, Levinas says, 
“the presentation and the development of the notions employed owe everything 
to the phenomenological method. Intentional analysis is the search for the 
concrete” (Levinas 1969, 28). But “the concrete” is not, to use a Hegelian word, 
the immediate. Phenomenological reduction is to make the thinking realize its 
own naivety. Levinas continues, “Notions held under the direct gaze of the 
thought that defines them are nevertheless, unbeknown to this naïve thought, 
revealed to be implanted in horizons unsuspected by this thought; these horizons 
endow them with a meaning—such is the essential teaching of Husserl” (Levinas 
1969, 28). The natural thinking takes what it knows as a representation in the 
mind of what is outside over there, that is, ideas or notions are “replicas” of the 
objects of thinking. It does not realize that the notions or ideas receive their 
meanings in their own horizons. In other words, a notion is determined by its 
particular relation of intentionality. For example, it is only in the relation of the 
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actual world to the factual experience that a spatial object is adumbrated in the 
consciousness. The meaning of table as a physical object is different from that of 
the same table as being used for the purpose of dinning or lecturing. In the latter 
case, it is a practical relationship.  
  Husserl tries to overcome the prejudice and limitation of naturalism through 
phenomenological reduction. However, according to Levinas, Husserl is not 
radical enough, that is, he does not exhaust the meaning of phenomenological 
reduction. “What does it matter if in the Husserlian phenomenology taken 
literally these unsuspected horizons are in their turn interpreted as thoughts 
aiming at objects! What counts is the idea of the overflowing of objectifying 
thought by a forgotten experience from which it lives” (Levinas 1969, 28). 
Husserl is not aware that he presupposes that only objects appear in horizons, 
that is, he takes the horizon of objectness as absolute. Husserl does not realize 
that before or prior to the relation of knowledge is what is more concrete, an 
experience has been “forgotten” by “objectifying thought.” “The break-up of the 
formal structure of thought (the noema of a noesis) into events which this 
structure dissimulates, but which sustain it and restore its concrete significance, 
constitutes a deduction—necessary and yet non-analytical” (Levinas 1969, 28). 
In Husserl, “theoretical thought” is “guided by the ideal of objectivity” (Levinas 
1969, 28), that is, by “the ideal of rational and scientific truth” (Janicaud et al. 
2000, 48). To overcome the limitation of Husserl, to break up the framework of 
the noesis-noema relation, is to overcome the horizon of objectness in Husserl, 
because “the ideal of objectivity” does not exhaust the meaning of 
phenomenological reduction, because “not every transcendent intention has the 
noesis-noema structure” (Levinas 1969, 29). For Levinas, “ethical relations are to 
lead transcendence to its term, this is because the essential of ethics is in its 
transcendent intention” (Levinas 1969, 29, original emphases). By “transcendent 
intention” Levinas means to respect the thing in itself, to let the thing show itself. 
It is in ethical relations, for Levinas, we find the “concrete life” (Levinas 1995, 
45), what is “more objective than objectivity” (Levinas 1969, 26). It is in ethical 
phenomenology we find the fulfillment of the task of the “general 
phenomenology of reason” as Husserl mentions in the Idea of Phenomenology. 
In ethical phenomenology there is an “allegiance to the intellectualism of reason” 
(Levinas 1969, 29). In Hegelian words, the Husserlian intellectualism is 
overcome or negated by the Levinasian intellectualism according to the 
phenomenological reduction. From the standpoint of Levinas, the Husserlian 
intellectualism is not rational enough; it is still on the level of abstraction. It is in 
the ethical relations that we find what is concrete. Therefore, it is only in 
absolutizing the Husserlian horizon of objectivity, the Husserlian intellectualism, 
that Janicaud charges Levinas of irrationalism. This kind of absolutization is 
itself irrational because it takes what is relative as absolute.  



HAO Changchi 
 
440

  For Levinas, this kind of transcendence, which is “more objective than 
objectivity,” cannot be measured by “philosophical evidence” (Levinas 1969, 22). 
Eschatology, according to Levinas, belongs to this kind of transcendence. For 
Levinas, “the extraordinary phenomenon of prophetic eschatology” did not want 
to add “information about the future by revealing the finality of being” (Levinas 
1969, 22). Eschatology indicates something which breaks up the totality of being. 
Its significance cannot be found in the realm of being. Levinas says,  
 

Eschatology institutes a relation with being beyond the totality or beyond 
history, and not with being beyond the past and the present. Not with the void 
that would surround the totality and where one could, arbitrarily, think what 
one likes, and thus promote the claims of a subjectivity free as the wind. It is a 
relationship with a surplus always exterior to the totality, as though the 
objective totality did not fill out the true meaning of being, as though another 
concept, the concept of infinity, were needed to express this transcendence 
with regard to totality, non-encompassable within a totality and as primordial 
as totality. (Levinas 1969, 22–23, original emphases) 

 
  The above words can be understood only if we accept Husserl’s principle that 
transcendence determines its own way or mode of givenness. In eschatology we 
find a relationship that is beyond the category of being, a relationship with 
infinity. This relationship cannot be encompassed within “the objective totality”; 
it is a surplus, something overflowing the totality. It is not a deficiency. It is 
beyond the intentionality of the transcendental ego. In this relationship, the 
“subject” is subjected to its “object.” It is to be judged. Thus, Levinas says,  
 

This “beyond” the totality and objective experience is, however, not to be 
described in purely negative fashion. It is reflected within the totality and 
history, within experience. The eschatological, as the “beyond” of history, 
draws beings out of the jurisdiction of history and the future; it arouses them in 
and calls them forth to their full responsibility. Submitting history as a whole 
to judgment, exterior to the very wars that mark its end, it restores to each 
instant its full signification in that very instant; all causes are ready to be heard. 
(Levinas 1969, 23, original emphases) 

 
The “beyond” indicated in eschatology, according to Levinas, has positive 
meanings in the sense that one is not merely a member in the totality or history, 
but also to be called by one’s moral responsibility and to be judged at each 
moment for what one does. The ethical relationship has a sense of eternity 
because it does not wait until the end of history to pass a judgment on an 
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individual. Therefore, Levinas says that in one’s relationship to the infinity, there 
is “the possibility of a signification without a context” (Levinas 1969, 23, 
original emphases). The ethical relationship is beyond the context of totality and 
history. For Levinas, if intentionality is adequate to characterize the structure of 
noesis-noema, then, in ethics, there is “a relation or an intentionality of a wholly 
different type” (Levinas 1969, 23).  
  A wholly different type of intentionality? What does this mean? Generally 
speaking, when we express something, and when there are objects or facts that 
correspond to the meaning of our expression, in Husserl’s words, when what we 
intend appears in our intuition, there is a correspondence relation between our 
intentionality and its object. This is what we mean by truth. For Husserl, truth as 
correspondence or adequation is just an ideal or idea. For, in fact, what appears in 
our intuition cannot completely and perfectly correspond to what is meant. For 
instance, when we refer to a table, what we mean is the whole table, the table as a 
totality, however, the table can only appear in our intuition as being adumbrated, 
and the result is always that our intention is half fulfilled and half empty. In other 
instances, what we meant might not appear in our intuition at all, for example, 
the unicorn. There is no truth when we imagine something like a unicorn.  
  Here we can see that there are at least three kinds of situations. First, the object 
of the intending appears in intuition completely, and what is meant is fulfilled. 
Second, what is meant appears in intuition partially, and the intentionality is, 
correspondingly, partially fulfilled. Third, the intended, for example, a unicorn or 
a square circle, does not appear in intuition, and the intentionality is empty. In all 
three situations, we regard this side of the intentionality, the intending, as the 
criterion of measurement: whether what appears in intuition can match what is 
intended. Our question is: Is there a possible situation different from these three? 
There is indeed one possibility, that is, what appears in intuition overflows the 
intentionality. In such case, the thing that appears fulfills the intention, but not 
according to the measure of the intentionality, rather breaking up its 
measurement and criteria. It is surely not an empty case. Levinas characterizes 
the fourth case as “a nothingness of objects” (Levinas 1969, 24), an intentionality 
in which no “objects” appear in intuition. Such an intentionality, if we still use 
this term, is not concerned about knowing relationship, not about “objects.” It is 
not in the horizon of objectivity. The “nothingness” does not refer to zero, but 
that the transcendent in the fourth situation transcends the region of objects. In 
Levinas, this kind of intentionality is a relationship to the infinity in which 
“infinity overflows the thought that thinks it” (Levinas 1969, 25). If the first 
three cases mentioned above exhaust the meaning of intentionality in Husserl, 
then the fourth case would be an intentionality “wholly different” from them.    
  For Levinas, it is in the fourth relationship that we finally realize the complete 
meanings of truth, experience, and transcendence. The aim of phenomenology is 
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to “let be,” is to “respect for [the] metaphysical exteriority (transcendence—my 
note)” (Levinas 1969, 29). This does not mean that we predetermine the scope 
and criteria of how things appear before us. Phenomenological reduction is to 
bracket our presuppositions. Husserl’s “presuppositionlessness” should include 
the reduction of the traditional understanding of truth. The “object” of truth is not 
primarily in the form of an object of knowledge. Truth is to let the transcendent 
appear in itself and from itself. “Experience” is not equal to “objective 
experience”: “experience precisely means a relation with the absolute other, that 
is, with what always overflows thought, the relation with infinity accomplishes 
experience in the fullest sense of the word” (Levinas 1969, 25). Empiricism, in 
its fullest sense, should be phenomenology. Seen this way, British empiricism 
still belongs to the category of abstract thinking. Our relation to the physical 
world is accomplished in our objective experience; physical objects show 
themselves in accordance with our intentionality. But the objective experience is 
just an abstract experience because before it can occur there is always already a 
relationship between me and the Other. Simply put, the human relation to nature 
can occur only in social relation. We never relate to nature as purely independent 
individuals. It is in this sense that Levinas says, “we can proceed from the 
experience of totality back to a situation where totality breaks up, a situation that 
conditions the totality itself. Such a situation is the gleam of exteriority or of 
transcendence in the face of the Other. This rigorously developed concept of this 
transcendence is expressed by the term infinity” (Levinas 1969, 24–25). Infinity 
refers to a transcendence that cannot be understood as something similar to 
physical objects. It is not concerned about scientificity, but this does not mean 
that it abandons rigorousness. Rigorousness requires us to treat each 
transcendence according to its particular “nature.”  
  What the term “eschatology” indicates is that it is not only that thought is 
paralyzed before infinity but also that it is called and judged. Intentionality is 
inverted. Levinas says, “The idea of infinity delivers the subjectivity from the 
judgment of history to declare it ready for judgment at every moment … called to 
participate in this judgment, impossible without it” (Levinas 1969, 25). In the 
structure of noesis-noema, there are no such terms as “being called” and “being 
judged.” This is indeed a “wholly different” intentionality, if we still want to 
keep the term “intentionality.” It should be called “inverted-intentionality” or 
“counter-intentionality.” 
  What exactly does the relation to the Infinite mean in Levinas? It is the 
relation to the face of the Other: “The relation with the Other alone introduces a 
dimension of transcendence, and leads us to a relation totally different from 
experience in the sensible sense of the term, relative and egoist” (Levinas 1969, 
193). The Infinite is the face of the other whose “revelation is speech” (Levinas 
1969, 193). The transcendence of the Other is given to me in addressing to me, or 
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to be more precise, in commanding me. “The Other” is “my interlocutor” 
(Levinas 1969, 195). The Other “opposes to me not a greater force … but the 
very transcendence of his being by relation to that whole; not some superlative of 
power, but precisely the infinity of his transcendence. This infinity, stronger than 
murder, already resists us in his face, is his face, is the primordial expression, is 
the first word: ‘you shall not commit murder’” (Levinas 1969, 199). “You shall 
not kill”—this is the ethical command that the Other directs to me. The Infinite is 
not something that cannot speak, but one who speaks. Listening to the Other is 
not a cognitive relationship, but receiving a moral command. And the voice of 
the Other does not have to be able to be physically heard or to have a physical 
sound. A soundless command is also a language.  
  In Levinas, the Other does not reveal himself to me according to my 
intentionality. The Other is kath auto, that is, it is in himself and by himself. In 
other words, the Other determines his own mode of givenness. Levinas, therefore, 
does not abandon Husserl’s fundamental teachings; his theory of the relationship 
to the Other gives us a rigorous account of the essential human relationship in 
morality. Levinas does not bring Husserl’s horizon of objectness into the field of 
ethics, but he strictly follows the principle of “return to the thing itself” in ethical 
phenomenology.  
  The Greek term kath auto plays an essential role in Levinas’s thinking. Its full 
significance arrives its the fullest expression in Marion.   

4  Marion: The Self of Phenomenon and Givenness 

Marion’s fundamental thinking in phenomenology can be found in his 
phenomenological trilogy, Réduction et donation (1989), Etant donné (1997), 
and De Surcroît (2001). The most fundamental principle in phenomenology, 
according to Marion, is “As much reduction, as much givenness.” When 
Janicaud says, “The phenomenologist is neutral, in the sense that he or she is 
open to the thing itself, without any other teleological prejudice than the ideal of 
rational and scientific truth” (Janicaud et al. 2000, 48), Marion would see this as 
contradicting the principle of phenomenological reduction. For Marion, 
phenomenological reduction requires us not to accept any prejudice or 
presupposition, including “the ideal of rational and scientific truth,” because any 
presupposition would prevent phenomena from giving themselves in the sense 
that it predetermines what can or cannot show itself before any phenomena gives 
itself, and this contradicts the aim of phenomenology, that is, to let phenomena 
themselves give themselves. Because of space limitations, in the following, I 
focus on Marion’s views on the fundamental principles of phenomenology and 
the self of the phenomenon.    
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  In “Phenomenology of Givenness and First Philosophy,” Marion argues that 
all theories of first philosophy presuppose something or some principle as the 
absolute foundation, such as what is seen in Aristotle and Descartes. This is not 
the case in phenomenology. Marion says,  
 

The principle of phenomenology, “As much reduction, as much givenness,” as 
fundamental as it remains, has nothing of the character of foundation, or even 
of a first principle. Instead, it offers a last principle—the last, because there is 
not any other one after it, the last, especially, because it does not precede the 
phenomenon, but follows and gives it priority. The last principle takes the 
initiative to give priority back to the phenomenon. It comments on the act by 
which what shows itself gives itself, and what gives itself shows itself, always 
starting from the irreducible and prime self of the appearing. The I is the clerk, 
the recipient, or the patient of this process, but almost never the author or the 
producer. (Marion 2002a, 25–26, original emphases)  

 
The above words can be seen as the most concise summery of Marion’s 
phenomenology. Phenomenological reduction includes what Husserl says about 
the reduction of naturalism, but it goes beyond this. The principle of reduction 
also means that we should suspend the prejudice of the transcendental ego 
(including the establishment of the absolute scientific system), and let the 
phenomenon “speak” for itself. The self of the phenomenon has two meanings: 
the self of what shows itself and the self of what gives itself. These two selves of 
the phenomenon are what renders the I passive in the sense of being a witness, a 
clerk, or a recipient. The I is no longer at the center; it becomes a “me.” The 
priority is shifted from the I to the phenomenon itself, and the phenomenon itself 
defines the criteria of the way of giving itself and showing itself. The I is 
understood as “the unique screen open to receive all manifestations, all truths, all 
realities” (Marion 2002a, 26). If phenomenology still wants to have the title of 
“first philosophy,” it is by way of “inverting it,” that is, “last philosophy” 
(Marion 2002a, 27).  
  Therefore, in Marion, phenomenology is not the first philosophy, but the last 
philosophy, and as the last philosophy, it occurs after, not before, the 
phenomenon. It has no presupposition or hypothesis at the beginning. The 
principle of phenomenology can be characterized as the principle of non-self, 
that is, it regards the phenomenon as the center of gravity. By “non-self” is meant: 
Do not impose the measurement and criterion of consciousness on the 
phenomenon, and take the self of the phenomenon as the theme of 
phenomenology. This applies to all different kinds of phenomena, abstract, 
universal, moral, religious, and so on.  
  What is meant by “the self of the phenomenon”? In “The Event or the 
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Happening Phenomenon,” Marion says, “To admit … that a phenomenon shows 
itself, we would have to be able to recognize in it a self, such that it takes the 
initiative of its manifestation” (Marion 2002a, 30). The question is: How does a 
phenomenon initiate the process of showing itself? Marion says, “a phenomenon 
only shows itself to the extent that it first gives itself—all that which shows itself 
must, in order to reach that point, first gives itself. Nevertheless…the reverse is 
not the same: all that which gives itself does not show itself 
necessarily—givenness is not always phenomenalized” (Marion 2002a, 30, 
original emphases). The self of the phenomenon comes from the self of that 
which gives itself, however, what gives itself does not necessarily show itself in 
the phenomenon. The self of what shows itself and that of what gives itself are 
not necessarily identical.  

 We have to address three questions. First, how can we ascertain that the self of 
the phenomenon comes from what gives itself? Second, in what sense can the 
self of the given not be phenomenolized? Third, in what way does what gives 
itself give or show itself?  
  The first question concerns in what sense we can say that a phenomenon is the 
center of its own, not dependent on our consciousness. Contrary to Husserl, for 
Marion, intentionality is no longer a central notion of phenomenology. In order to 
illustrate this point, Marion uses the example of an “event,” such as giving a 
lecture in a lecture hall. First, the lecture hall has always been there, waiting for 
us to enter it and use it. This “hall imposes itself on us as preexisting us, being 
without us, although being there for us, which therefore rises into our sight like 
an unexpected fact, unforeseeable, coming from an uncontrollable past.” It is 
“charged with a history exceeding memory, it imposes itself on me in appearing 
to me” (Marion 2002a, 32). In other words, what the hall gives to me is much 
more than I can imagine or conceive of. It is not under my control. Second, the 
lecture hall, at this moment, is no longer merely a building, but a stage, a unique 
stage on which a unique event is happening, and no one knows how the lecture 
will proceed or what its effects might be. “What appears in this given moment 
before our eyes in this way escapes all constitution. … it shows itself from itself, 
starting from itself. And in the itself of its phenomenality is anticipated—better, 
is announced—the self of what gives itself. The ‘this time, once and for all’ 
attests therefore also the self of the phenomenon” (Marion 2002a, 33, original 
emphases). In what is happening, we ourselves are part of it, the event takes all 
initiatives and directions in its own hand. The self of what gives itself is indicated 
in the itself of phenomenolization or what is happening. Third, “in the future, no 
witness, however educated, attentive, and informed he or she is, could, even after 
the fact, describe what is happening in the present instant” (Marion 2002a, 33). A 
complete description of what is happening now is impossible because such an 
event would require a hermeneutic “without end and in an indefinite work” 
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(Marion 2002a, 33). In such a hermeneutic, nothing happens as the “constitution 
of an object, exhaustive and repeatable” (Marion 2002a, 33). “Consequently, the 
‘without end’ attests that the event happened starting from itself, that its 
phenomenality rose up from the self of its givenness” (Marion 2002a, 33–34, 
original emphasis). Giving a lecture, at this moment and this place, an event as 
simple as this, presents itself in infinite ways from the past, the present, and the 
future. The self of the phenomenon comes from the self of what gives itself, but 
it cannot be automatically seen as identical to the latter.  
  Why is there such a discrepancy between the self of the phenomenon and the 
self of the given? In Being Given, Marion says, “Givenness often gives the given 
without measure, but the gifted always keeps within its limits. By excess or by 
default, givenness must in many cases renounce appearing—be restricted to 
abandon. Phenomenality always admits limits, precisely because givenness, 
which transgresses them, gives itself over only to my finitude” (Marion 2002b, 
319). When something is given, it does not necessarily mean that it will be 
completely phenomenalized. The site or place for the given to be 
phenomenalized is the ego or the gifted (l’adonné). Even though the structure of 
the gifted (l’adonné) is similar to the structure of cogito-cogitatum, the role of 
l’adonné is different from the transcendental ego in the sense that it does not 
determine what is given. At most what it can do is, unavoidably, impose its limits 
on the process of phenomenalization of what is given because of its own finitude. 
This is also related to the third question, discussed below, but here it would be 
useful to see what Marion says about birth, time, and death. These are three 
typical examples in which we can see that what is given does not show itself in 
phenomenalization.  
  Marion says, “My birth is even offered as a privileged phenomenon, since my 
whole life is solely occupied, for an essential part, with reconstituting it, 
attributing to it a meaning and responding to its silent appeal. Nevertheless, I 
cannot, as a matter of principle, see this irrefutable phenomenon directly … my 
birth shows me precisely the fact that my origin does not show itself, or that it 
only shows itself in this very impossibility of appearing” (Marion 2002a, 42). 
One can learn something about one’s birth from one’s own parents, or nurse, or 
by observing the birth of other children, but one can never see one’s own birth 
directly. Regarding birth, what is to be understood is “how a phenomenon that 
does not show itself not only affects me as if it were showing itself (and in a 
sense it shows itself well and truly by numerous intermediaries) but affects me 
more radically than any other, since it alone determines me, defines my ego, even 
produces it” (Marion 2002a, 42, original emphases). One’s birth is a typical 
example that what gives itself does not show itself in phenomenalizing itself. 
“The phenomenon of birth exemplifies the phenomenon in general—that which 
is only phenomenalized as far as it gives itself—but, at the same time, it institutes 
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l’adonné, originally a posteriori, since receiving itself from what it receives, as 
the first phenomenon (rendering possible the reception of all others) (Marion 
2002a, 43, original emphases). Birth is the beginning of an adonné; one receives 
oneself in the event of birth. It is only after that one is able to receive other 
phenomena. The “ego,” produced in the event of birth, is no longer the 
Husserlian transcendental ego. Whenever I speak about my birth, “I will always 
try to find words to say (to myself) what will happen to me or, rather, what will 
already have happened to me without ever yet adequately explaining it, 
understanding it, or constituting it at the moment of this advent. The excess of 
intuition over intention bursts open irremediably from the point of my birth” 
(Marion 2002a, 44). The event of birth is a saturated phenomenon. The “excess 
of intuition over intention” is what Marion means by “counter-experience” or 
“counter-method.”  
  Death, like birth, affects a person’s whole life. When death happens, it is given 
as the possibility of impossibility, and “this possibility of impossibility, which is 
necessarily going to give itself, also keeps until the end the possibility of not 
showing itself, of showing nothing.” “In this way, the event of my death, the 
closest, the least distant, from which a failed beating of the heart suffices to 
separate me, remains inaccessible to me by the excess in it, provisionally at least 
inevitable, of its givenness over phenomenality.” Therefore, my death merits the 
title of event “because it gives itself, nevertheless steals away as a phenomenon 
showing itself” (Marion 2002a, 40, original emphases). For Marion, the human 
condition is not only characterized by mortality, but also “in effect by the 
ignorance of the knowledge” of death when “my death passes in me” (Marion 
2002a, 40). It is beyond my understanding.  
  In addition to birth and death, time is another typical example of what gives by 
not showing itself. Marion says, “The present rises up as first and the first 
happens as pure event—unforeseeable, irreversible, unrepeatable as such, 
immediately past and devoid of cause or reason. It alone escapes objectivity, 
thought it renders it possible, because it is absolutely excepted from all 
constitution. … Here the movement of what gives itself is … accomplished 
almost without allowing the opportunity of appearing to what shows itself” 
(Marion 2002a, 41, original emphasis). The present is without doubt being given 
at each moment, but it immediately passes into the past without ever showing 
itself. It can never be objectified. It cannot be constituted in consciousness.  
  Events like birth, death, and time are saturated phenomena. “Such an event 
gives itself, in effect, all at once; it leaves us without a voice to speak it; it leaves 
us also without any other way to avoid it; and it leaves us finally without a choice 
to refuse it or even to accept it voluntarily” (Marion 2002a, 44, emphasis in 
original). Thus, “the role of the self” is confiscated by what gives (Marion 2002a, 
45, original emphasis). We can say that what gives takes the initiative to show 
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itself or not. What is shown must have been given itself, however, what is given 
is not necessarily shown.  
  As for the third question: To whom or which does the given give? Or to whom 
or which does the given phenomenalize itself? Marion says, “if all that which 
shows itself must first, in order to do this, give itself, it does not suffice, 
nevertheless, that the given gives itself in order to show itself, since sometimes 
givenness almost shocks manifestation” (Marion 2002a, 49, emphases in 
original). There is a gap between the given and the phenomenalized. How can the 
given be phenomenalized? And in what measure? Marion says,  
 

L’adonné functions precisely to measure in itself the gap between the 
given—which never ceases to be imposed upon it and to impose itself on 
it—and phenomenality—which is only accomplished as much and insofar as 
reception achieves phenomenalization or, rather, lets it be phenomenalized. 
This operation—to phenomenalize the given—by rights is owed to l’adonné 
by virtue of its difficult privilege of constituting the only given in which there 
is the visibility of all other givens. It therefore reveals the given as 
phenomenon. (Marion 2002a, 49)  
 

When we speak of “the self of the given” or “the self of phenomenon,” we do not 
mean that there is nothing to receive this kind of “self.” The self of phenomenon 
transforms the I into a witness (Marion 2002b, 249), or l’adonné, the one who is 
given or receives. Compared with all other givens, l’adonné must first be given 
in order for other givens to be received or to be phenomenalized. Marion says, 
l’adonné is “the one who receives itself from what it receives,” and therefore, it 
is “characterized by reception” (Marion 2002a, 48). To what extent can a given 
be phenomenalized? This is determined by the finitude of l’adonné (Marion 
2002b, 319). Without l’adonné, nothing given would be able to be 
phenomenalized. The given is phenomenalized within the limits of l’adonné. 
  One of the most important consequences of the function of finitude of 
l’adonné in phenomenalization of the given is the classification of phenomenon. 
According to Marion, there are three kinds of phenomenon: poor phenomena, 
common-law phenomena, and saturated phenomena. Poor phenomena show a 
little or nothing in intuition, such as contradictory things or absurdities or 
geometrical figures. There is a deficit of intuition in the manifestation of this type 
of phenomena. Common-law phenomena include the objects of physics and the 
natural sciences and, accordingly, technological objects. In the case of 
common-law phenomena, intention, in principle, can be adequate (intuition 
equaling intention). In these two types of phenomena, the “intention … keeps 
mastery over the manifestation, and givenness is cut to the size of 
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objectification” (Marion 2002b, 223). However, as for saturated phenomena, 
“intuition subverts … precedes, every intention, which it exceeds and decenters” 
(Marion 2002b, 225). What is given in intuition overflows the intentionality of 
the I. In both the first and the third case, the given does not show itself, but for 
different reasons: in the first case, it is “by lack of intuition,” while in the third 
case, “by excess of intuition” (Marion 2002b, 310).  
  There are many examples of the third case, such as birth and time, as seen 
above. However, the most typical example is God. In “In the Name: How to 
Avoid Speaking of It,” Marion says, when we say that “God cannot be seen,” 
“[i]t is not much to say that God remains God even if one is ignorant of God’s 
essence, concept, and presence—God remains God only on condition that this 
ignorance be established and admitted definitely. Every thing in this world gains 
by being known—but God, who is not of this world, gains by not being known 
conceptually” (Marion 2002a, 150). That is, nothing about God is equal to our 
intention, our concepts. To admit our ignorance definitely is to acknowledge our 
finitude. To think that God can be conceptually comprehended is equal to say 
that we have “attained” and are “capable of maintaining God under our gaze” 
(Marion 2002a, 150). This is illusory. According to Marion, when God is given a 
name, “[t]he Name does not name God as an essence; it designates what passes 
beyond every name. … For the Name no longer functions by inscribing God 
within the theoretical horizon of our predication but rather by inscribing us, 
according to a radically new praxis, in the very horizon of God” (Marion 2002a, 
157). The Self of God is given to us in our intuition, but there is lack of name in 
us to name him. God overflows any conception that we might attibute to him.  
  We can see that Marion’s phenomenological description of God is not the only 
theme of his phenomenology. And the topic about God in phenomenology is not 
imposed from outside, but is in accordance with the fundamental principle of 
phenomenology: Go to things themselves. Phenomenology does not first 
predetermine what can become phenomena, but respects all that are given of 
themselves.  

6  Conclusion 

In this paper, I showed that Husserl’s phenomenology is not incompatible with 
Levinas’s and Marion’s phenomenology. On the contrary, in Levinas and Marion, 
there is a progressive development of the idea of Husserl’s general 
phenomenology. The “theological turn,” as it is called by Janicaud, that 
phenomenology has been hijacked by theology in France, does not exist in 
French phenomenology. Phenomenology does not in any sense preclude serious 
discussions of theological content. If the “theological turn” means taking the 
question of God seriously in phenomenology, then we can say that this turn 
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already began in Husserl as seen in the first section of this paper. When Janicaud 
charges that Levinas and Marion betray Husserl’s “ideal of rational and scientific 
truth,” it is because he equates Husserl’s horizon of objectness with the horizon 
of phenomenology itself. It is the phenomenologist who confines 
phenomenology within the horizon of “rational and scientific truth” who breaks 
the neutrality of phenomenology. The rigor of phenomenology is not identical to 
exactness or scientificity.  
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