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GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE DISSERTATION

Substantiation of the Problem of Research

The question of otherness and relation to the Other' arose as one of the most
important topics in the XX™ century philosophy. The /~Thou relationship in Martin
Buber’s philosophy, the problem of intersubjectivity in Edmund Husserl’s
phenomenology, ethics in Emanuel Levinas, phenomenologies of Maurice Merleau-
Ponty, Jean-Paul Sartre, works of Hannah Arendt and other investigations all reveal the
topic of the other person and otherness. Works of Husserl, Martin Heidegger and
Levinas standout in problematics of distinguishing access to the Other from knowledge
of a simple object.

In this dissertation the topic is narrowed from recognition of otherness to that of a
concrete Other — more specifically, the other human being. How is another human being
(re)cognized? How should he or she be (re)cognized in order to accede to the Other
himself or herself? What should be said about who the Other is? In raising these
questions it is not the “right answers” that are being searched for. While suspending
possible definitions of man, the main task is to see how the Other appears. In other
words, rather than asking about an objectively existing being the question is raised:
“what do I see when I direct my gaze towards the Other?” A supposition is made that
the Other appears to me and he or she can be cognized in this appearing. Therefore a
reliable phenomenological description of the Other is being searched for. In
phenomenology, knowledge of the other person (if we are still to talk about knowledge)
is more often related to listening, flesh and touching rather than vision and seeing. The
latter are thought to give a too objectivising way of access to the Other (so in fact not
giving any access at all). The topic is not closed. Description of the Other given by a
contemporary French philosopher Jean-Luc Marion is in the forefront of this
dissertation.

According to Marion the other person shows himself or herself and should be seen
as a saturated phenomenon: the face of the Other shows itself in a crisscross of gazes as

a phenomenon of icon. Interpretation of the Other as icon deploys depths of cognition

" In this dissertation Other written in capital letter is the other person, other human being as contrasted to
a pronoun. In cases of citation it is written as in original.



available through sight and seeing. Investigations of Husserl, Heidegger and Levinas are
fruitfully employed and modified by the notion of saturated phenomenon when thinking
about the face.

The research is rooted in the problem of icon’s recognition, or emphasizing its
aspect of saturation — the problem of evidence. By definition the saturated phenomenon
shows itself to consciousness with uncertainty, “dazzing” and “noise” which exceed
understanding and experience. Seemingly one must in great part believe in such a
description which Marion offers because its correspondence to what is found in one’s
lived experiences is not obvious. In other words, in encounter with the Other the
invisibility of his or her look does not call louder than what is visible and
understandable. It is also not so simple to recognize how a phenomenon of love appears
in the face.

On the other hand, Marion’s description is very compelling; it motivates to search
for such a perspective which could enable this particular recognition of the Other. This
research therefore seeks to make sure about the possibility of the face as icon to appear
in a clear, distinct and recognizable way. Evidence is something to achieve. Therefore a
hypothesis is raised that the contrast of common experience of the Other to Marion’s
description does not deny reliability of the latter but on the contrary — the description
cannot deploy itself adequately to experience because it describes a non-adequate
phenomenon. If the phenomenon of icon can become evident (it is pressuposed) then its
character should be entirely different from the common epistemological situation. In
this work main aspects of icon’s recognition should become clear: namely what and
how should appear in the icon. Description of the “subject” should also become a
concurrent part of investigation.

Beside the need to explore Marion’s conception of the icon in order to ensure
oneself about the possibility to live it, another problem rises from the description itself.
Marion writes about the icon in different texts, and not all of them are dedicated to this
phenomenon in particular. Some aspects are found to be emphasized in one text and
almost not mentioned in other places. In particular the question of love is found to be
essential and ambiguous. In La croisée du visible (1991) love (or charity) is stated as a
“price” of the icon and as part of its structure. Icon here is first of all a theological icon

— Christ and his “type” (Cross and other hand-made icons). In De surcroit: Etudes sur



les phénomenes saturés (2001) one finds the description of types of saturated
phenomena, icon figuring as one of them. Its meaning is deployed solely as the face of
the Other. The phenomenon of icon as face is charaterized through the concepts of
visibility, the unseen (not yet seen but possible to see) and irreducible invisibility.
Although the need for “loving hermeneutics” is mentioned in the end of section, the
recognition of the face as icon is based almost entirely on “neutral” invisibility. In this
way it is supposed and expressed that every face is an icon. During thorough
investigation the specificity of the role of love in icon should be disclosed. Love may
appear as a condition or as a complementary part of the icon’s self showing. If love
must stay as a structure of icon, a non-loving face would not appear as icon.
Recognition of love would become a moment of recognition of the icon itself. In such a
case one should admit — and this hypothesis is raised in the dissertation — that not every
face, but only a loving face is an icon.

In this dissertation a phenomenological meaning of icon is under consideration,
although its theological meaning is deployed as much as needed to reveal its
phenomenological aspects — its “iconic visibility”. Therefore, as much as icon’s
theological meaning is concerned, no new insights are searched for. This part is based
on Marion’s description and understanding given by the Tradition of the Church.

Some questions are not developed in this dissertation. It is not analyzed whether
or not Marion’s conception of the Other remains in the limits of epistemological
problematics. Concept of “knowledge” or “cognition” is used in its widest sense, having
in mind the context of access to the Other, ability to recognize him or her in a proper
way and to interpret the Other as a phenomenon of icon. Therefore, in its widest sense,
the topic of this thesis is cognition of the other person.

In this research the topic of speech is not developed. The question of speech arises
as one of the most important, maybe even crucial moments. The phenomenon of icon
shows itself through proper speaking. However, it is not further analyzed what kind of
speaking it is. On one hand, Marion himself has given merely hints of what it could be.
On the other hand, such consideration, analysis and development are worth another
lengthy investigation.

Also Revelation as a fifth type of saturation is not analyzed. A separate

description is not necessary for this research since the four types are already analyzed as



much as they reveal the phenomenon of icon. The fifth type is a composition of the

previous four types.

Object of the Thesis

In the dissertation, the phenomenon of icon as an interpretation of the face of the

Other in Jean-Luc Marion’s philosophy is explored.

The Aim and Tasks of the Thesis

The aim of the thesis is to explore the description of showing of the Other as an
icon in Marion’s phenomenology, revealing the validity of interpretation of the face as
an icon. The aim is sought by forming the tasks as follows:

e To present the main concepts of Marion’s phenomenology and to display
the possibility of newly interpreting the Other using them.

e To investigate the conception of icon in Marion’s philosophy and to
determine the basis on which the face of the Other is interpreted as a
phenomenon of icon.

e To analyze the “subject” (adonné) — his functions, main characteristics, his
“place” with respect to the Other — and to determine factors which govern
recognition of the icon.

e To highlight the aspects of evidence of the phenomenon of icon and
possible reasons for its unrecognition.

e To clarify how Marion uses the concept of love and to determine the role of
love in recognition of the icon.

e To assess if Marion’s description of the Other as an icon involves access to

every Other.

The Thesis Statements

It is hypothesized that love grounds the description of the face as an icon and
becomes the condition for showing of the Other. In this way the icon is not a necessary

(although possible) mode of manifestation of the Other.



There is a possibility to see the face as an icon evidently and without doubt in

one’s lived experiences.

Survey of the Main Sources and References

Marion discusses the phenomenological method in his three books: Réduction et
donation: recherches sur Husserl, Heidegger et la phénoménologie* (1989), Etant
donné: Essai d'une phénoménologie de la donation® (1997) and De surcroit: Etudes sur
les phénoménes saturés* (2001). They are used together with several articles in order to
present his conception of phenomenology and its basic concepts. In Réduction et
donation Marion analyzes phenomenological ,,breakthroughs®. He finds Husserl’s
emphasis on intuition and Heidegger’s conception of the call as crucial achievements,
which are led by decisive shortcomings: delimiting of intuition by the horizon and the /
and Dasein’s solipsism. Therefore, Marion leeds his analysis to the third breakthrough —
to emphasis on givenness as a main principle. In Etant donné Marion’s
phenomenological project is further developed, characteristics of saturated phenomena
are more broadly discussed. This book was useful throughout the dissertation when
analyzing the showing of the icon as well as the “subject” (the givee), as it is one of the
most thorough texts of Marion about the “subject” of the saturated phenomenon.

In the analysis of icon it was important to investigate the “structure” of the
phenomenon, its “composition”. It is best described in a small collection of essays La
croisée du visible (1991). Here icon first and foremost is Christ. In him the main aspects
of iconic visibility are discerned and then used to explain iconicity of the Cross and
painted icon. These aspects are analyzed in the dissertation in order to disclose the basis
on which the face of the Other is to be called te icon as well (2.1).

Icon as a saturated phenomenon, as an invisable gaze of the Other is investigated

based on De surcroit and Etant donné, as well as on the essay L'intentionalité de

% Marion, J.-L. Reduction and Givenness: Investigations of Husserl, Heidegger, and Phenomenology.
Trans. by T. A. Carlson. Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1998.

* Marion, J.-L. Being Given: Toward a Phenomenology of Givenness. Trans. by J. L. Kosky. Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2002.

* Marion, J.-L. In Excess: Studies of Saturated Phenomena. Trans. by R. Horner and V. Berraud. New
York: Fordham University Press, 2002.



I’amour’ in a collection Prolégoménes a la charité (1986) and also Le phénoméne
érotique. Six méditations® (2003). The last mentioned book was essential for the
investigation of the givee. It was used to disclose variations of the givee, the changes of
his questions as well as changes of his position with regard to the Other. What is in
other texts of Marion called “reversed intentionality” here is described through the
concept of love. By interpreting Le phénomene érotique in the context of the icon the
relation of the phenomena of icon and love is determined. Marion’s understanding of
love is also developed in this book. Love’s connection to cognition is analyzed using
additionaly Prolégoménes a la charité’. Other texts of Marion which were used in the
dissertation are listed in the end.

Works of Husserl, Levinas and Heidegger are especially important for
development of the phenomenological conception of the icon. Their English and
Lithuanian translations were used in discussing their thoughts about particular aspects
when comparing to Marions views, usually on questions raised by Marion himself.

Works of those who investigate, criticise and present Marion’s philosophy help to
attain a different perspective. While studying general questions of phenomenology
(such as saturation of the horizon, reduction, definition of the phenomenon and
controversies concerning theological inclinations of Marion’s phenomenology) works of
Robyn Horner, Shane Mackinlay, Michel Henry, Anthony J. Steinbock, Saulius
Geniusas, Dominique Janicaud and others were especially useful. In his book® and
article’ Mackinlay presents Marions philosophy while giving his own suggestions and
crisicisms. Therefore his insights helped to better understand doubtful aspects of
Marion’s project, although his criticisms more often than not reinforced Marion’s
position in my own views. Geniusas reflects his understanding of Marion’s conception

of the horizon in the case of the saturated phenomenon as an attempt to describe

5 Marion, J.-L. The Intentionality of Love // Prolegomena to Charity. Trans. by S. E. Lewis. New York:
Fordham University Press, 2002, p. 71-101.

® Marion, J.-L. The Erotic Phenomenon. Trans. by S. E. Lewis. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 2007.

7 Marion, J.-L. What Love Knows // Prolegomena to Charity. Trans. by S. E. Lewis. New York: Fordham
University Press, 2002, p. 153-169.

§ Mackinlay, S. Interpreting Excess: Jean-Luc Marion, Saturated Phenomena, and Hermeneutics. New
York: Fordham University Press, 2010.

° Mackinlay, S. Eyes Wide Shut: A Response to Jean-Luc Marion’s Account of The Journey to Emmaus
/I Modern Theology. 2004, 20 (3), p. 447-456.
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something on the other side of the horizon.'’ His thoughts highlighted the radicality of
Marion’s idea and incited the formulation of my own point of departure when
interpreting saturation. When pointing differences between interpretations of the Other
by Levinas and Marion an article by Lisa Guenther'' was employed. She is seeking to
show that Marion underestimates the possibilities of individualising the Other in
Levinasian ethics. Throughout the dissertation it is opposed to such statement by
showing the insufficiency of her argument.

Among others the works by Robyn Horner were especially useful. In Jean-Luc
Marion: A Theo-logical Introduction'* she presents Marion’s work. Insights concerning
the icon helped to see into important questions of the dissertation. Rethinking God as
Gifi: Marion, Derrida, and the Limits of Phenomenology" gives valuable comments
about theological tendencies of Marion’s phenomenology. Christina Gschwandtner is
also an active researcher and translator of Marion’s works. Her article was employed
when discussing the relation between theology and philosophy in Marion’s oeuvre.
When seeking to delineate the contours of theology and philosophy in Marion’s
thinking she sees it in behalf of theology. According to her philosophy in Marion’s
views remains an inferiority, a servant for theology. Although such opinion is not
supported in the dissertation, it enriched the discussion on this question. A book by
Joeri Schrijvers' is dedicated to argue that Marion does not succeed in describing a new
subject and achieves only a simple subject-object inversion. His analysis and criticisms
were useful in pointing to important questions with regard to the icon. In the dissertation
a thorough investigation is performed on the question of the subject-object inversion.
Arguments are given to prove that Schrijvers’ position is incorrect. An article by Kyle
Hubbard" helped to highlight important aspects of Marion’s conception of love.

Hubbard’s phenomenological analysis raises the question of love’s relation to closeness.

1 Geniusas, S. The Origins of the Horizon in Husserl’s Phenomenology. Dordrecht: Springer, 2012.

' Guenther, L. Nameless Singularity: Levinas on Individuation and Ethical Singularity / Epoché. 2009,
14 (1), p. 167-187.

"2 Horner, R. Jean-Luc Marion: A Theo-logical Introduction. Ashgate Publishing, 2005.

' Horner, R. Rethinking God as Gift: Marion, Derrida, and the Limits of Phenomenology. New York:
Fordham University Press, 2001.

' Schrijvers, J. Ontoteological Turnings? The Decentering of the Modern Subject in Recent French
Phenomenology. Albany: State University of New York Press. 2011.

' Hubbard, K. The Unity of Eros and Agape: On Jean-Luc Marion’s Erotic Phenomenon // Essays Philos.
2011 (12), p. 130-146.
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In the dissertation it is argued that the phenomenon of love does not depend on
closeness and cannot be reduced to it.

Janicaud’s criticisms are worth to mention as his reproaches to Marion are noted
throghout the dissertation. Mostly they concern the supposed theological inclications in
Marion’s work. In some cases these reproaches appear as conditioned by a too
superficial understanding of Marion’s claims and become ineffective. On the other
hand, like any criticism, his statements helped to see into Marion’s philosophy, to
spotlight the difficulties when interpreting givenness, the call and invisibility. The
problem of the relation between theology and philosophy in Marion is discussed also by
other researchers (comments by Schrijvers, Graham Ward and others are mentioned in
the dissertation). However, this topic is not primary in the present research. Several
main arguments are noted in section 1.3 and further investigation is performed with
regard to the phenomenon of icon.

When discussing general questions of phenomenology in part I additional texts by
Tomas Sodeika, Algis Mickiinas and David Stewart, Dalius Jonkus, Nerijus Cepulis,
Donatas Vecerskis and Dan Zahavi were used. They helped to disclose main
phenomenological concepts, to highlight Marion’s corrections and to better understand
the problematics of intersubjectivity. A study by Jonkus'® is mainly directed to
interpretation of Husserl’s phenomenology. It helped to recognize the points at which
Marion’s conception of the “subject” and the Other relates or opposes to that of
Husserl’s. At the same time it was a stimulus to search for the arguments based on
which the oppositions could be understood as complements. It is assumed that in some
cases it was achieved successfully.

In part II additionally to the main sources thoughts of Marshall McLuhan'” and
Tojana Racitnaité'® were employed when seeking to disclose an exceptional visibility

of the icon. During the investigation of the subject articles from the collection Who

' Jonkus, D. Patirtis ir refleksija: fenomenologinés filosofijos akiraciai. Kaunas: Vytauto DidZiojo

universitetas, 2009.

7 McLuhan, M. Kaip suprasti medijas: mogaus tesiniai. Vert¢ D. Valentinavi¢iené. Vilnius: Baltos
lankos, 2003; McLuhan, E. Introduction // McLuhan, M. The Medium and the Light: Reflections on
Religion. Toronto: Stoddart, 1999, p. ix-xxviii.

'8 Ragitinaite, T. Seséliai ir debesys: anapusybés vaizdavimo ribos // Acta Academiae Artium Vilnensis.
2012 (64), p. 49-64.
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Comes After the Subject?"’

were found to be of help in clearing the problematics of the
search for the new subject. In addition, an article by Danuté Bacevicinté®® was relevant
to the topic of openness to the call of the Other.

Two of my articles may be mentioned as a complement to the dissertation. The
first one?' mainly presents the face as a saturated phenomenon and some conditions of
its recognition. The second one®® examines the possibilities of self showing of the face-
icon by questioning if the medium of the appearing has influence on recognition of the
icon; also, if screen is an obstacle for self showing of the icon. It is found that in
Marion’s views the medium is not important, the phenomenon is not determined by the
environment of its appearing. On the other hand, some requirements arise from the
definition of the icon as a look which envisages me personally. Therefore, the
possibility of the icon’s self showing through any kind of screen is found doubtful. This
doubt, however, is not confirmed as a final conclusion since some possible exceptions

are noted.

Relevance and Scientific Originality of the Dissertation

Originality and relevance of the dissertation consists in several aspects. Marion’s
philosophy is recognized and discussed not only in the context of French academic
circles but also internationally. Many of his books and articles are translated into
English and other languages. The collection of essays La croisée du visible is translated
into Lithuanian (Atvaizdo dovana: ziiiréjimo meno metmenys). However, no wider
research is performed.

Problematics of the Other, intersubjectivity, responsibility is actively investigated
in Lithuania. The atmosphere of a lively interest in this topic also motivated the writing
of this present work. This dissertation to my knowledge is the first major work in
Lithuania dedicated to the investigation of Marion’s philosophy. Up until now his work

was only mentioned or used as additional sources. This of course testifies the relevance

' Who Comes After the Subject? Ed. by E. Cadava, P. Connor, J.-L. Nancy. New York, London:
Routledge, 1991.

Religija ir kultiira. 2013 (12), p. 21-34.

! Mitkute, I. Cognition of the Saturated: Case of a Face // Topos. 2013 (13), p. 55-63.

2 Mitkuté, I. Tkona ekrano medijoje: pasirodymo (ne)galimybé // Soter. 2014, 50 (78), p. 21-35.
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of Marion’s philosophy for Lithuanian researchers. At the same time it can be stated
that investigation of Marion’s conception of the Other as icon is needful and relevant.

On the other hand the topic of the icon is rather original than new. If originality is
understood as an antithesis to the new, as a return to the origin,23 the icon is not a new
phenomenon. The research on the topic is abundant, especially from the point of view of
theology or art. The topic is original in its depth and inexhaustibility. However, Marion
manages to think it anew (maybe originality is also characterised by the possibility to
see in a new way). By describing the dynamics of the appearance of invisibility in
visibility, by developing the concept of saturation Marion discloses the way icon
appears. It is even more relevant that he suggests that such visibility is recognizable in
the face of the Other. This research, which investigates the validity of such
interpretation, performs a function of developing this old and newly thought topic.

Originality of this work is based not only on the lack of research of Marion’s
philosophy in Lithuania. The problem of evidence of the icon is raised: evidence as an
epistemological concept stimulates the search for relation between iconic evidence and
that which is commonly called cognition. The question is if this non-evident evidence
can still be called evidence, or in other words, why icon’s evidence is too obscure and
misty for a strict scientist? The topic is also relevant for those interested in the ethics of
responsibility. In the dissertation it is not only revealed how love exceeds ethics
according to Marion, but it is also investigated in detail how the Other appears in the
light of the phenomenon of love. Refering to Marion a new thought is developed that
the injunction can be described differently depending on the “horizon” (ethics or love)
in which it arises. Also a thorough analysis of Marion’s “subject” is performed with
regard to its activity and pasivity. It allows to defend against frequent reproaches
towards a conception of a purportedly too passive and obscure subject.

It can be hoped that the relevance of these questions and the whole investigation
will be interdisciplinary. Phenomenological interpretation of the Other could be relevant
not only due to its scientific problematics of intersubjectivity, but also due to its appeal

to a specialist of any kind.

3 Steiner, G. Tikrosios esatys: ar miisy kalbéjime kas nors glidi? Verté L. Jonusys. Vilnius: Aidai, 1998,
p. 30.
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Methods of the Research

This research is not a straightway answer to the “problem”. Description of the
problem is complicated by the topic; to be precise — by its “object”. Icon as a saturated
phenomenon is related rather to what Gabriel Honoré Marcel calls a mystery than to a
problem. The phenomenon itself is not unambiguously deployed, it “lacks concepts”.
Therefore phenomenon of the icon is found post factum and deserves “infinite
hermeneutics”. The “object” in question is a mystery which does not show itself to a
“problem-solving” look. A problem which arises due to the topic concerned with a non-
objective object, moreover, which is developed in text media, is worth another
investigation. Practically it is solved by renouncing the task of proving and settling for
questioning, reflection of one’s lived experiences, analyses of texts, interpretation,
rumination and comparing. The text constructed gives a description of these processes.

Keeping in mind the fact that the topic is concerned with an indemonstrable
evidence, it is inevitable to require the ability of the reader to recognize in his or her
experience what is being gropingly sought to describe. A proper way to get closer to the
phenomenon is life itself, as well as the attitude stimulating the growth of ability to
recognize and receive it. Writing of this text is justifiable only by the need of cultivation
of such ability: its aim is to investigate the icon’s evidence in order to obtain its better
recognition. Phenomenological method is most suitable for this task. Marion’s texts are
studied together with an attempt to recognize the phenomenon of the icon itself; it is
described when moving again from experience to text and avoiding any conclusions
based solely on textual analysis and logic.

Perhaps it is worth noting that the main task is to question the phenomenon itself
rather than to create a coherent picture of Marion’s thoughts on the topic. Therefore the
leading task is to think the topic together with Marion and other philosophers and not
only to analyze his texts. This attitude allows at times to extend the interpretation of the
icon slightly further than does Marion. However, these extensions are still based on
Marion’s descriptions, therefore they only develop his conception of the icon by

showing what more could be discovered using it.

15



The Structure and Contents of the Thesis

The stucture of the research reflects an attempt to glance into the phenomenon of
the icon from different perspectives, although the phenomenon itself is undivided. The
first part is dedicated to more general questions of Marion’s phenomenology. In the first
chapter Marion’s conception of phenomenology is discussed. The concept of saturation
is described together with the analysis of the idea of saturation of the horizon. It is
argued that Marion does not suggest to think about the other side of the horizon, as
some commentators interpret. Also, it is analyzed what reduction to givenness means
and how it affects the definition of the phenomenon. Special attention is given to the
idea of phenomenon as revelatory. In the second chapter first contours of Marion’s
attempt to approach the Other are delineated together with main ideas of Husserl and
Levinas. The third chapter gives arguments for the possibility to interpret the icon (and
other saturated phenomena) phenomenologically, without theological implications.

The second part starts investigation of the phenomenon of the icon. It is studied
by narrowing the description to one pole of the phenomenon — the Other. The first
chapter deploys theological meaning of the icon with the aim to detect its
phenomenological characteristics. Main aspects of iconic visibility such as its threefold
structure and its status as a type are highlighted. The second chapter starts a detailed
analysis of the icon as the face of another person. It presents the concept of the face as
icon through juxtaposition with an idol, also by studying the kind of invisibility which is
to be recognized in the face and questioning the role of love and ethical injunction. The
third chapter elucidates relation between the icon and other three saturated phenomena.
Formal characteristics (saturation in the mode of quantity, quality and absoluteness) are
related to the content of the phenomenon, described from the perspective of love. In the
fourth chapter main aspects of iconic visibility applied to the case of the face of the
other person are interpreted. Characteristics of mediation and “poverty” are discussed as
parallel to a threefold structure and typicality of theological icon.

The third part is dedicated to the question of the “subject” of the icon, i.e. adonné
(the givee). The first chapter presents different names and functions of Marion’s
“subject”. In the second chapter the dynamics of passivity and activity of the givee is

analyzed arguing that what Marion presents is not a simple subject-object inversion,
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since activity of the givee is as much required as his or her passivity in order to become
the one who recognizes the icon. The third chapter gives a detailed account of
decentering of the givee and develops an in-depth interpretation of how the
phenomenon of love appears in the icon.

The fourth part further investigates aspects of the recognition of the icon. The first
chapter presents several moments where concept of the unconditional phenomenon is
threatened by requirements of adequation: correspondence of imanence to
transcendence, appearance to being, saturation being parallel to the object or return of
adequation as acceptability of the gift. All these “shadows” to unconditionality of the
phenomenon of the icon are shown to be too weak to refute the idea. The second chapter
of the fourth part gives attention to the showing of the phenomenon of love and how it

can be recognized. Its relation to rationality and faith is discussed.
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Conclusions

The face of the Other can be interpreted as an icon since in the self-showing of the
face another phenomenon (phenomenon of love or charity) appears. The Other shows
itself as a medium of the phenomenon of love. The face of the Other may also appear as
an invisible gaze, without the rising of the phenomenon of love. Therefore, in the
crossing of loving gazes the Other shows another phenomenon than he or she himself or
herself is. The phenomenon of love individualizes its poles, i.e. me and the Other.
Consequently, the Other shows himself (becomes a phenomenon) when he lets the
phenomenon of love appear. The icon shows invisibility in visibility; secondly, in its
self showing the icon (face) allows the showing of something other (love). In this way
Marion’s interpretation of the face as icon corresponds to the structure of visibility

which is recognizable in the first icon.

Marion gives a coherent description of the other person which is a new approach
in the phenomenological tradition. The Other appears as a new phenomenon when
compared to lived experiences of otherness in the sphere of the self. Marion shows
phenomenologically that cognition of the Other is possible only through love. A new

epistemological situation is described by a coherent phenomenological analysis.

The Other is recognizable not only as a neutral another subject and an invisible
source of another intention (crossing of gazes), but also in my loving intuition he or she
may be recognized as the one whom I do not want to injure — a beloved. According to
Marion the face of the Other shows itself fully through mutual oath — a crossed
phenomenon, where two loving intuitions are fixed by one signification “Here I am!” A
separate phenomenon is the “crossing of fleshes”. It shows the face even with greater
evidence. It is dependent on the oath and realizes it but only to the extent it is voluntary.
It is shown in the dissertation that the Other can be interpreted as an icon without the
crossing of flesh, since the latter phenomenon is secondary and optional, and moreover,

it is shown that the phenomenon of love is not reducible to closeness.
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It is displayed in the dissertation that recognition of the icon is characterized by
such features which forbid seeing the other person as the icon in the instant. However,
this difficulty confirms the consistency of Marion’s conception. During research several
aspects which postpone the recognition became clear:

1) gradation of the saturated phenomenon explains the inadequacy between the de
facto experience in front of the Other and description of the phenomenon, which gives
the deployment of the ultimate meaning of the face. Marion’s conception of the icon
suggests to give a full description of a phenomenon. However, realization of the
phenomenon practically occurs only gradually, always in part and beginning from the
lowest degree, from the first limit of the saturated phenomenon depending on the ability
of the givee to receive the given. It was disclosed that the development of this ability is
a constant and never ending process. Therefore, it is not a matter of the one single
evidence, but of a greater or lesser degree of evidence which has a potential to grow.
The concept of gradation here resists the critique condemning the givee because of his
apparent ideality, purity and unreality. Also it explains why the Other as icon is not and
cannot be recognized in the instant for anyone.

2) Gradual growth of the ability to receive is related with a crucial requirement
called “work on itself”. In the dissertation a development of this process is suggested for
the case of the icon. It involves a) regard towards the Other avoiding all cases of
contempt. It is respect for the Other. B) Cognition of the Other as flesh requires
listening and speaking to the Other, becoming “naked” and seen. C) Receiving the icon
as event correlates with its “unknowing”, restraining from “explanation” or reduction of
the event to details, in short — from talking scandal. Finally the work of separating the
phenomenon of icon from the idol is d) to endure the look of the Other. It is conversion
of the look while believing that “the less is more”. This refusal to see the idol instead of
the icon is seen as the greatest attempt and hermeneutical struggle.

3) In addition to work with itself and gradation another aspect decides the
recognition of the icon. It is the fact that the response of the givee is always late with
respect to the givenness of the icon. It evolves not from decision or ability to receive but
from the conception of givenness itself: the call becomes a phenomenon in the response

of the givee.
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4) Face as a saturated phenomenon is not irrational or “mystical”. Icon is not only
a matter of an opaque impact. Conversely, it requires an “endless hermeneutics”,
understanding and acceptance of its rationality. This acceptance is phenomenologically
describable through experiences of faith and trust, since it is performed without any
other basis, not yet seeing the phenomenon which is being received. However, it is not a
“blind faith” because when received the phenomenon shows itself. The appearing of the
icon (recognition) is postponed by the lack of understanding (rationality) about the
phenomenon of icon and how to receive it. The conclusion follows that every face may
appear as an icon. If the Other has to be interpreted together with his or her possibilities
then it is legitimate to state that every face is an icon.

5) Marion’s “subject” (the givee, adonné, the lover) is described in several stages.
In Marion’s views, love exceeds ethics. It is highlighted in the dissertation that the
ethical plane does not disappear but is implemented in the erotic plane. Stages of the
givee do not suggest a necessary chronology or exhaust all its possibilities of appearing
but rather allow for the reader to recognize the perspective of his or her own. In other
words the answer to the question “who is the “subject” of the phenomenon of icon?” is
different and depending on the person concerned. It decides what is recognized in the
icon. It is defined not theoretically and universally but separately and specifically. It
may be said that the face is one of the crossed phenomena; however, which one it is it
has to be decided by both looking at each other. The question “what is an icon?” is
meaningful when it means “what is an icon for me?”” and “what can I do to see it?”

After the investigation a conclusion is made that Marion’s conception of the icon
is not a simple inversion of the subject-object relation. The givee is not only a passive
quasi-object since receiving of the phenomenon requires an active transformation to a

passive receiver.

According to Marion, in the case of the icon evidence of the phenomenon is
replaced by the assurance of being loved and loving. This kind of evidence is gained
through a volitional and conscious consent with the phenomenality of the icon, willing
to see (to love). It is shown in the dissertation that based on Marion’s texts the
phenomenon of love should be considered as prior to the phenomenon of the Other as

icon.
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It is found in the research that the underlying uncertainty of the ego is only
disclosed in front of the face of the loving Other. In other words, vanity is experienced
as a result of the response to the call of the Other. A condition of my openness for the

Other is the Other.

In the dissertation, the possibility of demonstrating evidently the phenomenon of
icon as a necessary and final interpretation of the face of the Other was not found. It was
justified that the impossibility of such demonstration is inherent to the conception of the
icon. Inspite of that, it was shown sow this phenomenon may appear. Therefore, lack of

proof does not negate the possibility of appearing.
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Problemos pagrindimas

XX amziaus filosofijoje kitybés ir santykio su Kitu klausimas iskilo kaip viena
svarbiausiy temy. Sioje disertacijoje tema siaurinama nuo jvairiai pasireidkiancios
kitybés iki konkretaus Kito®* — kito Zmogaus — pazinimo (,,paZinimo* savoka suvokiant
placiausia prasme). Kaip pazjstamas kitas zmogus? Kaip reikéty ji ar ja pazinti, kad
bty prieita prie paties Kito? Ka turétume sakyti apie tai, kas yra kitas zmogus? Keliant
Siuos klausimus, nesiekiama rasti ,.teisingus atsakymus® — pakanka, kad juos pateikia
skirtingi mokslai. Suspenduojant galimus Zmogaus apibrézimus, imamasi uzdavinio
zvelgti | tai, kaip kitas Zmogus pasirodo. Kitaip tariant, nuo klausimo apie objektyviai,
nuo klausianciojo atsajai egzistuojancig biityb¢ pereinama prie klausimo: ,,ka a$ matau,
kai zvelgiu j Kita?* Daroma prielaida, kad Kitas pasirodo man ir Siame pasirodyme
galiu jj pazinti. Manoma, jog Sis asmeniSkas Kito pasirodymas yra patikimiausia jo
pazinimo galimybé. Galiausiai, teigiant, kad Kitas pasirodo kaip fenomenas, ieSkoma
patikimo kito Zmogaus fenomenologinio aprasymo. Sio darbo démesio centre —
Siuolaikinio filosofo Jeano-Luco Mariono kito asmens fenomenologinis apra§ymas.

Pagal Mariong, kitas zmogus pasirodo ir turéty biiti matomas kaip prisotintas
fenomenas: zvilgsniy susikryziavime Kito veidas pasirodo kaip ikona. Ji atpazjstama
Kito veide, kai jis ar ji Zvelgia | mane. Trumpai tariant, ikona — tai | mane nukreiptas
Kito zvilgsnis, kuriame pasirodo pats Kitas. Mariono pasitlyta Kito interpretacija per
ikonos fenomenag atskleidzia regéjimu ir matymu gristo pazinimo gelme ir galimybeg
Siuo buidu (geriausiai) pazinti Kitg. Perimdamas fenomenologijos palikimg — ypac
Levino, Heideggerio, Husserlio tyrinéjimus, Marionas jj koreguoja nauju minties
positikiu — prisotinto fenomeno samprata. Joje naujai pasirodo ne tik Kito, bet ir apskritai
pazinimo problema.

Fenomenologijos pozitriu, patikimo pazinimo vieta yra akivaizdumas. Jis
apibréziamas kaip atitikimas tarp intencijos ir intuicijos. Akivaizdumo problema iskyla
netgi turint omenyje paprasta objekta: pasiekti Husserlio iskelta atitikimo reikalavima
sunku arba nejmanoma. Mariono prisotinto fenomeno samprata keiCia situacijg ir
akivaizduma pateikia kaip nepriklausoma nuo atitikimo. Savokos (intencijos) trikumas

ir intuicijos pervirsis, pasak Mariono, fenomena daro ,nepazintiniu“, iSeinanciu uz

** Siame darbe atskiriant Kitg kaip kit asmenj nuo jvardZio kitas, raoma atitinkamai didZiaja ir mazaja
raide, i8skyrus atvejus, kai cituojamas kito autoriaus tekstas. Tuomet raSoma pagal tai, kaip yra originale.
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epistemologinés teorijos riby. Visgi, kadangi ,,pervirSis® vis délto pateko i fenomeny
lauka, | filosofijos akiratj, dera klausti apie jo pazinuma. Jeigu prisotintas fenomenas yra
fenomenas — ji galima pazinti (vélgi, pazinima suprantant placiausia prasme). Vien
todeél, kad ji galima atpazinti, duoda preteksto kalbéti ir apie galimybe pazinti. Jei Sis
pazinimas pasirodo neatitinkantis pazinimo kaip Zinojimo ar teorijos sampratos, galbat
ja reikéty keisti.

Marionas, parodydamas, kad ne visi fenomenai leidziasi konstituojami, apraso
tuos, kurie klasikinj subjekta vercia radikaliai iSplésti savo pazinimo ribas ir su nuostaba
atrasti dar nepazintus prisotintus fenomenus: ikona, staba, kiina, jvykj. Tiek filosofiné,
tiek asmeniné zmogaus problema prisotinto fenomeno akivaizdoje yra, anot Mariono, ne
tiek atsivérimas naujiems fenomenams, kiek kitokiam fenomenalumui, kuris i§ esmés
kei¢ia pazjstanciojo vaidmenj. Konstituojantis ego tampa adonné — apdovanotuoju,
priimanciuoju, liudininku, gaunanciu nepalyginamai daugiau, nei pajégia suprasti ir
ivardyti. Kito veido kaip prisotinto fenomeno (ikonos) apraSymas sitlo i§ naujo
pamatuoti to, kas vadinama pazinimu, plotj ir gylj.

Tyrimas pradedamas susidirus su veido kaip ikonos at-pazinimo, arba
akivaizdumo problema. Prisotintas fenomenas samonei pasireiskia kaip neaiSkumas,
»apakinimas®, ,triuk§mas®, vir§ijantis supratima ir patyrima. Ikonos akivaizdumas yra
ypatingo pobudzio: jis néra adekvacijos evidencija, bet ,,pertekliaus spindesys®. Nemaza
dalimi Siuo Mariono apraSymu, regis, reikia patikéti, nes jis netampa akivaizdus per
atitikimg tam, kas paprastai iSgyvenama zvelgiant | kita zmogy. Kitaip tariant,
susitinkant Kito zvilgsnj jo neregimybé ,neSaukia“ garsiau uz tai, kas matoma ir
suprantama. Juo labiau néra paprasta atpazinti, kaip veide pasirodo meilés fenomenas,
kuris pavadintas ,,ikonos sgranga‘.

Mariono ikonos fenomeno aprasymas, be kita ko, yra ir nepaprastai patraukiantis;
galima sakyti, skatinantis ieskoti tokios zvilgsnio perspektyvos, kuri jgalinty Sitaip
pamatyti Kita (ar greiCiau, biti Kito matomam). Skirtis tarp zvilgsniy susikryziavimo
apraS§ymo pagal Mariong ir tos gyvenamosios patirties, kuri neatitinka Sitokios
sampratos, skatina $io darbo tyrimg. Juo siekiama jsitikinti Mariono ikonos fenomeno
sampratos tikrumu, kitaip tariant, galimybe Sitokiam fenomenui pasirodyti akivaizdziai
— aiskiai ir atpazjstamai. Akivaizdumas gali biiti pasiekiamas. Todél keliama hipotezé,

kad skirtis tarp patirties ir apraSymo nepaneigia apraSymo tikrumo, bet atvirks¢iai: turint
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omenyje, kad ikona pasirodo kaip neadekvatus fenomenas, jo aprasSymas juo labiau
negali suspindéti adekvacijos Sviesa vos su juo susipazinus. Jeigu ikonos fenomenas
gali tapti akivaizdziu (Sio darbo pradzioje Sitai yra numanoma suspenduojant esamg
neakivaizdumg), tai $io akivaizdumo pobudis turi visiSkai skirtis nuo jprastos pazintinés
situacijos. Sie klausimai skatina tirti ikonos kaip akivaizdaus fenomeno galimybe
Mariono filosofijoje. Darbe turéty atsiskleisti svarbiausi ikonos atpazinimo situacijos
aspektai: biitent kas ir kaip turi pasirodyti ikonoje. Neatsiejama tyrimo dalimi tampa ir
klausianciojo — ,,subjekto* — apraSymas.

Be to, kad esama poreikio nuodugniai iStirti Mariono ikonos samprata dél
ripescio jsitikinti galimybe iSgyventi §j fenomena, iSkyla ir Mariono aprasymuose
aptinkama problema. Kitaip tariant, Salia egzistencinés pasirodo sgvoky aiSkinimo
reikalaujanti problema. Ikonos fenomena Marionas dazniausiai apraSo skirtingose, ne
vien Siam fenomenui aptarti skirtose knygose. Vienur pabréziami vieni ikonos aspektai,
kitur — kiti. Stai knygoje Atvaizdo dovana: Ziiiréjimo meno metmenys® (La croisée du
visible (1991)), kur i§déstoma ikonos kaip fenomeno atradimo genezé, meilé nurodoma
kaip ikonos ,kaina® ir jos sarangos struktiira. Ji laikoma neatsiejama ikonos fenomeno
,,dalimi®. Ikona Cia pristatoma pirmiausia kaip teologinis jvykis — Kristus, bei kaip ] jj
nurodantis ,.tipas“: Kryzius, paveikslas. Knygoje Dar daugiau: prisotinty fenomeny
tyrimai (De surcroit: Etudes sur les phénoménes saturés (2001))*° i3samiai aptariami
prisotinty fenomeny tipai, jy tarpe ir ikona. Jos aprasymas visiSkai kitoks: Cia
nebeuzsimenama apie teologing ikona. Pagrindinis fenomenas Siame skyriuje yra Kito
veidas. ISrySkinant regimybés, nematytumo (dar nematomo, kol kas nematyto, taciau
galimo pamatyti) ir neredukuojamos neregimybés dinamikg atskleidziamas veido kaip
ikonos fenomenas. Nors skyriaus pabaigoje ir uZsimenama apie ,,mylincios
hermeneutikos* poreikj, veido kaip ikonos atpazinimas grindziamas beveik vien
,neutralia“ veido neregimybe. Sitaip suponuojama ir pabréziama, kad kiekvienas veidas
yra ikona. ISsamiai tiriant Mariono veido kaip ikonos samprata turéty pasirodyti ir
meilés — kaip salygos ar kaip vien tik papildomo démens — vaidmuo atpazjstant Kitg
kaip ikonos fenomena. Jei ir ¢ia meilé turi likti ,,ikonos sgranga®, nemylintis veidas

nepasirodyty kaip ikona. Meilés atpazinimas tapty pacios ikonos fenomeno atpazinimo

» Marion, J.-L. Atvaizdo dovana: Ziiiréjimo meno metmenys. Verté N. KerSyté. Vilnius: Aidai, 2002.
%% Marion, J.-L. In Excess: Studies of Saturated Phenomena. Trans. by R. Horner and V. Berraud. New
York: Fordham University Press, 2002.

26



momentu. Tokiu atveju, ikona yra ne kiekvienas, bet tik mane mylintis veidas — kg ir
norima parodyti Sioje disertacijoje.

Verta paminéti, jog paprastai Marionas pristatomas kaip pranciizy teologas ir
fenomenologas, nors pats teologu saves nelaiko.”” Jis laikomas vienu geriausiy
Siuolaikiniy Descartes’o filosofijos zinovy, 1996 m. irinktas Descartes o studijy centro
(Centre d’Etudes Cartésiennes) direktoriumi, yra Pranciizy akademijos (Académie
frangaise) narys, désto Sorbonos ir Cikagos universitetuose. Filosofijos kontekste jis ne
kartg teikia pirmenybe¢ fenomenologijai ir pripazjsta jos galimybes atliepti jam riipimus
klausimus.”® Jis yra parases nemazai teologijos veikaly, viesai iSpaZjsta savo katalikiska
nusistatyma; be to, iki Siol galbiit geriausiai zinoma jo knyga Dievas be biities. Anapus
teksto (Dieu sans l'etre. Hors-texte, (1982))* yra teologinés tematikos. Todél drauge su
Jeanu-Francois’u Courtine’u, Jeanu-Louis’u Chrétienu, Micheliu Henry, Jeanu-Yves’u
Lacoste’u ir kitais, Marionas neretai laikomas ,,teologinio fenomenologijos posukio*

atstovu.*’

Vis délto tuo pat metu jo nuopelnai neabejotinai pripazjstami bitent
filosofijoje.

Sioje disertacijoje nagrin¢jamas Mariono fenomenologinis ikonos aprasymas, j
teologing jos prasme jsigilinant tik tiek, kiek reikia, kad buty iSryskinti jos
fenomenologiniai aspektai — ,,ikoniskasis regimumas®. Todél nesiekiama atrasti jokiy

naujy teologiniy ikonos aspekty, remiamasi Mariono ir Bazny¢ios Tradicijos supratimu

apie tai, kas pasirodo ikonoje teologine prasme.

" Marionas sako viename interviu: ,,Nelaikau saves teologu. Nesu teologiskai islavintas. (Marion, J.-L.
Cit. Jones, T. A4 Genealogy of Marion’s Philosophy of Religion: Apparent Darkness. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 2011, p. 15).

% Filosofija prigijo prie §iandien esminés figiiros — fenomenologijos.« (Marion. Atvaizdo dovana, p. 7.);
~Misy amziuje fenomenologija esminiu budu prisiima patj filosofijos vaidmenj.”“ (Marion, J.-L.
Reduction and Givenness: Investigations of Husserl, Heidegger, and Phenomenology. Trans. by T. A.
Carlson. Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1998, p. 1). ,,Ai$ku, kadangi metafizika pri¢jo pabaiga
[...], filosofija gali autentiSkai testis tik kaip fenomenologija.“ (Marion, J.-L. Cit. Janicaud, D. The
Theological Turn of French Phenomenology // Phenomenology and the "Theological Turn": The French
Debate. Ed. by D. Janicaud. New York: Fordham University Press, 2000, p. 52).

¥ Marion, J.-L. God Without Being: Hors-Texte. Trans. by T. A. Carlson. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1995.

30 Sitokig interpretacija pateiké Dominique’as Janicaud’as (Janicaud. Op. cit., p. 16-103). Neretai
gretinami Marionas ir Lacoste, kaip einantys ,,tuo paciu keliu“ (Hart, K. Religious Experience and the
Phenomenality of God// Between Philosophy and Theology — Contemporary Interpretations of
Christianity. Ed. by L. Boeve; C.Brabant. Ashgate Publishing, 2010, p. 133; Schrijvers, J.
“Ontoteological Turnings? Marion, Lacoste and Levinas on the Decentering of Modern Subjectivity” //
Modern Theology, 2006, 22 (2), p. 221-253.
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Galiausiai, disertacijoje aplenkiami kai kurie klausimai. Siame darbe
neanalizuojama, ar Kito samprata Mariono filosofijoje pasiliecka epistemologinés
problematikos rémuose, ar kaip tik uz jos iSeina. ,,Pazinimo* sgvoka Kito sampratos
kontekste vartojama placiai, turint omenyje pri¢jima prie Kito, gebéjima ji ar ja
atpazinti, ,,pamatyti deramu budu, interpretuoti kaip ikonos tipo prisotinta fenomeng.
Taigi $io darbo tema placiausia prasme yra Kito zmogaus pazinimas.

Disertacijoje neplétojama kalbéjimo problematika. Kalbos klausimas tyrimo
eigoje iSkyla kaip vienas svarbiausiy, galblit net lemiamy momenty. Per tinkama
kalbe¢jima Kitas pasirodo kaip ikonos fenomenas. Vis délto, koks $is kalb¢jimas, darbe
pladiau neanalizuojama. Viena vertus, pats Marionas yra pateikes tik uzuominas. I§
kitos pusés, jy aptarimas, analiz¢ ir plétojimas verti atskiro tyrimo.

Taip pat placiau nenagrin¢jamas Apreiskimas kaip penktasis prisotinto fenomeno
tipas. Atskiras jo aptarimas tyrimui nereikalingas, nes keturi pervirsio tipai analizuojami

tiek, kiek padeda atskleisti ikonos fenomena.

Disertacijos objektas

Disertacijoje tyrinéjamas ikonos fenomenas kaip kito asmens veido interpretacija

Jeano-Luco Mariono filosofijoje.

Disertacijos tikslas ir uZdaviniai

Disertacijos tikslas yra istirti Kito kaip ikonos fenomeno apra§ymg Mariono
fenomenologijoje, atskleidziant veido kaip ikonos interpretacijos pagristuma. Tikslo
siekiama $iais tarpiniais uzdaviniais:

o Pristatyti svarbiausias Mariono fenomenologijos savokas, atskleidziant jy
teikiamg galimybe naujai interpretuoti Kito fenomena.

o Istirti ikonos samprata Mariono filosofijoje ir nustatyti, kokiu pagrindu
Kito veidas interpretuojamas kaip ikonos fenomenas.

o Analizuoti ,,subjekta” (adonné) — jo funkcijas, pagrindinius bruozus, jam
keliamas salygas, ,vieta“ Kito atzvilgiu, siekiant nustatyti ikonos

atpazinimg lemiancius veiksnius.
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o I8rySkinti ikonos fenomeno akivaizdumo aspektus ir galimas jo
neatpazinimo priezastis.

o Isskleisti meilés sgvokos vartojimg Mariono tekstuose ir nustatyti jos
vaidmenj ikonos fenomeno atpazinime.

o Nustatyti, ar Kito kaip ikonos aprasymas Mariono filosofijoje nurodo

prieitj prie kiekvieno Kito.
Ginamos tezés

Disertacijoje teigiama, kad meilé grindzia veido kaip ikonos aprasymg ir taip
tampa Kito pasirodymo salyga. Tokiu biidu ikona yra ne bitinas, bet tik galimas Kito
pasirodymo budas.

Gyvenamojoje patirtyje esama galimybés akivaizdziai ir neabejotinai pamatyti
veidg kaip ikong. Numanoma, kad §io tyrimo metu pirminis akivaizdumo trikumas
zvelgiant | Kitg turéty pasirodyti kaip nei§vengiamas ir patvirtinantis Mariono ikonos

sampratos nuosekluma.
Svarbiausiy disertacijos Saltiniy ir ankstesniy tyrinéjimy apzZvalga

Fenomenologinj metoda Marionas i§samiai aptaria trijose knygose®': Réduction et
donation: recherches sur Husserl, Heidegger et la phénoménologie® (1989) (Redukcija
ir duotybé: Husserlio, Heideggerio ir fenomenologijos tyrinéjimai), Etant donné: Essai
d'une phénoménologie de la donation®™ (1997) (Buvimas duotu: duotybés
fenomenologijos esé) ir De surcroit: Etudes sur les phénomeénes saturés™ (2001) (Dar
daugiau: prisotinty fenomeny studijos). Jomis bei kai kuriais straipsniais daugiausia
remiuosi iSrySkindama Mariono fenomenologijos sampratg ir aptardama svarbiausias

savokas. Réduction et donation Marionas atlieka istoring fenomenologijos ,,proverziy

*! Bus nurodomi daZniausiai angligki ir lietuviskas leidimai, i§ kuriy ir cituojama disertacijoje (vertimai i§
angly kalbos mano, I. B.). Toliau tekste, ne pirma karta paminint veikala, nurodomi sutrumpinti
pavadinimai.

32 Marion, J.-L. Reduction and Givenness: Investigations of Husserl, Heidegger, and Phenomenology.
Trans. by T. A. Carlson. Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1998.

3 Marion, J.-L. Being Given: Toward a Phenomenology of Givenness. Trans. by J. L. Kosky. Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2002.

** Marion, J.-L. In Excess: Studies of Saturated Phenomena. Trans. by R. Horner and V. Berraud. New
York: Fordham University Press, 2002.
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analize. Husserlio ir Heideggerio tekstuose atrasdamas kertinius laiméjimus (intuicijos
sureik§minimg, Sauksmo fenomeng), bet ir pabrézdamas lemiamus, jo manymu, juos
lydincius trikumus (intuicijos apribojima intencija ir horizontu, Dasein uzdaruma
Sauksmui), Marionas iSrutulioja duotybés kaip pagrindinio principo savoka.
Straipsniu™, kuriame pirmakart pateikta prisotinto fenomeno samprata, naudotasi
atsakingai ir atsargiai — turint omenyje, kad véliau Marionas koregavo pervirsio tipy
aprasyma. Etant donné toliau plétojamas duotybés fenomenologijos projektas, aptariami
prisotinto fenomeno bruozai. Siuo veikalu remtasi visoje disertacijoje — tiek
analizuojant ikonos pasirodyma, tiek ,,subjekta”, kuris apraSytas V knygoje. Tai vienas
i$samiausiy Mariono teksty apie prisotinto fenomeno ,,subjekta™.

Analizuojant Mariono ikonos samprata, buvo svarbu istirti ikonos kaip fenomeno
,sandarg®, jo ,struktlirg”. Ji geriausiai atskleista nedidelés apimties jau minétame esé¢
rinkinyje La croisée du visible (1991) (Atvaizdo dovana) — vienintel¢je lietuviskai
i$verstoje Mariono knygoje. Ikonos ir stabo fenomenai aprasomi ir ankstyvesniuose
tekstuose — Dievas be biities. Anapus teksto (Dieu sans L étre. Hors-texte (1982)) bei

Stabas ir atstumas ir (L’idole et la distance™

(1977)). Atvaizdo dovanoje nuosekliai
apraSomas pri¢jimas prie ikonisko regimumo sampratos. Marionas pradeda nuo
fenomenologinio zvilgsnio | paveiksla tyrimo, paprasto atvaizdo apibrézimo, ir kaip
alternatyva atvaizdui pateikia ikong. Pagrindinis ikonos ir paprasto atvaizdo skirtumas —
zvilgsnio kryptis. Tkonoje Kitas Zvelgia | mane ir tai netgi svarbiau negu tai, kad a$§
zvelgiu | ji. lkona cia pirmiausia yra Kristus. Biitent jo asmenyje atpazjstami
pagrindiniai ikonos kaip Sitokio regimumo bruozai, kurie ir ranky darbo ikonoms leidzia
taip vadintis. Sie bruozai disertacijoje analizuojami siekiant atskleisti tuos pagrindus,
kuriais remiantis Kito veidas taip pat vadinsis ikona (2.1 skyrius).

Ikona kaip prisotintas fenomenas, kaip neregimas Kito zvilgsnis tiriami remiantis
37

jau minétais De surcroit ir Etant donné, taip pat esé L’intentionalité de I’amour

(Meilés intencionalumas) rinkinyje Prolégomeénes a la charité (1986) (Meilés

3> Marion, J.-L. The Saturated Phenomenon // Phenomenology and the “Theological Turn”: The French
Debate. Ed. by D. Janicaud. New York: Fordham University Press, 2000, p. 176-216.

*¢ Marion, J.-L. The Idol and Distance: Five Studies. Trans. by T. A. Carlson. New York: Fordham
University Press, 2001.

37 Marion, J.-L. The Intentionality of Love // Prolegomena to Charity. Trans. by S. E. Lewis. New York:
Fordham University Press, 2002, p. 71-101.
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prolegomenai), bei knyga Le phénoméne érotique. Six méditations™ (2003) (Erotinis
fenomenas. Sesios meditacijos). Ten pat randami ir gavéjo apra§ymai. Paskutiné minéta
knyga yra itin svarbi analizuojant ,,subjekta”, jo vardus (funkcijas) santykyje su Kitu. Ja
naudojamasi atskleidziant apdovanotojo kitima, vieno jo klausimo virtima kitu, o tuo
pat metu — jo pozicijos Kito atzvilgiu pasikeitima. Tai, kas kituose Mariono tekstuose
jvardijama apversto intencionalumo terminu, ¢ia apraSoma per meilés savoka.
Interpretuojant Le phénomene érotique ikonos fenomeno §viesoje, nustatomas ikonos ir
meilés fenomeny santykis. Sia knyga remiamasi ir atskirai aptariant meilés tema. Meilés
sasaja su pazinimu nagrinéjama pasitelkiant ir straipsnj i§ rinkinio Prolégomeénes a la
charité®. Kiti Mariono tekstai, kuriais taip pat remtasi disertacijoje, nurodyti 3altiniy
sarase.

Tiriant Mariono Kito kaip ikonos sampratg, ypac svarbiis yra Husserlio, Levino,
Heideggerio darbai. Remtasi angliskais ir lietuviskais jy teksty vertimais. Jy pozitiriai
disertacijoje aptariami tik konkreéiais aspektais lyginant su Mariono supratimu,
daugiausia tais lemiamais klausimais, kuriuos jis pats nagrinéja.

Mariono filosofija tyrin¢janciyjy, kritikuojanciyjy ar pristatanciyjy tekstai leidzia j
Mariono teiginius pazvelgti kitomis akimis. Nagrin¢jant bendrus fenomenologijos
klausimus — horizonto ,,vir§ijima*, redukcijos samprata, fenomeno apibrézima, Mariono
fenomenologijos ,.teologiskuma“ — pravertt Robyn Horner, Shane’o Mackinlay,
Michelio Henry, Anthony’o J. Steinbocko, Dominique’o Janicaud tekstai. Mackinlay
knygoje® ir straipsnyje*' pristato Mariono filosofija, kartais siiilo kitokius sprendimus
ar kritikuoja. Dél §iy pasitilymy bei kritikos jo jzvalgos buvo labai naudingos. Jos
padéjo geriau suprasti abejotinus Mariono sumanymy aspektus, nors daznai jo kritika tik
sutvirtindavo Mariono pozicija mano akyse. Vis délto, Sios disertacijos eigoje iSrysSkéja,
kad jo kritika Marionui kartais remiasi neteisinga ar bent nepakankama jo teiginiy

interpretacija. Tamsin Jones monografija*® apie Mariono religijos filosofijos istakas

% Marion, J.-L. The Erotic Phenomenon. Trans. by S. E. Lewis. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 2007.

% Marion, J.-L. What Love Knows // Prolegomena to Charity. Trans. by S. E. Lewis. New York:
Fordham University Press, 2002, p. 153-169.

“ Mackinlay, S. Interpreting Excess: Jean-Luc Marion, Saturated Phenomena, and Hermeneutics. New
York: Fordham University Press, 2010.

#! Mackinlay, S. Eyes Wide Shut: A Response to Jean-Luc Marion’s Account of The Journey to Emmaus
/| Modern Theology. 2004, 20 (3), p. 447-456.

“ Jones. Op. cit., 2011.
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praverté aptariant bendrus jo filosofijos aspektus. Henry straipsnis,* kuriame jis zvelgia
i fenomenologijos principy istorija, Mariono pasililymg duotybe laikyti pamatiniu
principu sutvirtina ilga analize. Nepaisant kritikos paskutiniuose puslapiuose, jo
pritariamas déstymas leido su didesniu pasitikéjimu imtis tolesnio tyrimo. Geniusas
savo monografijoje horizonto kilmés tema* trumpai reflektuoja ir Mariono pozitrj
horizontg. Jo mintys padéjo iSrySkinti Mariono sumanymo radikaluma bei skatino atrasti
savo atramos taska interpretuojant pervir§j horizonto atzvilgiu. ISrySkinant Mariono ir
Levino Kito interpretacijy skirtumus remtasi Lisos Guenther straipsniu®’, kuriame ji
siekia parodyti, kad Marionas nuvertina Levino etikos galimybes individualizuoti Kitg.
Disertacijoje prieinama prie nuomongés, kad Guenther argumentas nepakankamas.

Be jau minéty Mariono filosofijg nagrinéjanciy autoriy, tiriant ikonos fenomeng
visose disertacijos dalyse praverté Robyn Horner knygos*® bei Mariono De surcroit
parasytas jvadas. Jean-Luc Marion: A Theo-logical Introduction (Jeanas-Lucas
Marionas: Teo-loginis jvadas) yra labiau pristatomojo ir jvadinio pobudzio, apimantis
visg Mariono filosofijg, taiau autorés jzvalgos ir svarstymai batent ikonos tema padéjo
geriau suprasti ir jsigilinti j disertacijai svarbius klausimus. Rethinking God as Gift:
Marion, Derrida, and the Limits of Phenomenology (Permgstant Dievqg kaip dovang:
Marionas, Derrida ir fenomenologijos ribos) pateikiama vertingy pastaby dél Mariono
fenomenologijos teologiskumo. Aktyviai prie Mariono filosofijos tyrinéjimy ir vertimy
prisijungia Christina Gschwandtner. Jos straipsniu?’ remtasi aptariant Mariono
filosofijos ir teologijos santykj. Ji meégina nubrézti ribg tarp Siy discipling Mariono
filosofijoje, ir brézia ja teologijos naudai — esg teologija islieka “aukstesne” disciplina, o
filosofijai tenka apologetikos vaidmuo. Nors su Sia nuomone disertacijoje nesutinkama,

jos argumentai papildé diskusija §iuo klausimu. Joeri Schrijverso knyga®, kuri istisai

* Henry, M. et al. The Four Principles of Phenomenology // Continental Philosophy Review. 2015 (48),
p. 1-21. (Isspausdintas tuoj po 1989 m. isleistos Mariono Réduction et donation).

* Geniusas, S. The Origins of the Horizon in Husserl’s Phenomenology. Dordrecht: Springer, 2012.

4> Guenther, L. Nameless Singularity: Levinas on Individuation and Ethical Singularity // Epoché. 2009,
14 (1), p. 167-187.

* Horner, R. Jean-Luc Marion: A Theo-logical Introduction. Ashgate Publishing, 2005; Horner, R.
Rethinking God as Gift: Marion, Derrida, and the Limits of Phenomenology. New York: Fordham
University Press, 2001.

47 Gschwandtner, C. M. A New ‘Apologia’: The Relationship Between Theology and Philosophy in the
Work of Jean-Luc Marion // HeyJ XLVI, 2005, p. 299-313.

* Schrijvers, J. Ontoteological Turnings? The Decentering of the Modern Subject in Recent French
Phenomenology. Albany: State University of New York Press. 2011.
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skirta apginti teiginiui, esa Marionas pristato ne nauja subjekta, bet tik apversta subjekto
— objekto santykj, pravert¢ analizuojant ikonos apdovanotajj. Disertacijoje
argumentuojama, kodél $i Schrijverso pozicija yra neteisinga. Kyle Hubbardo
straipsnis® padéjo isryskinti Mariono meilés sampratg. Atkreipdamas démesj j kai
kuriuos Mariono aprasymo aspektus, kurie, jo nuomone, nesutampa su patyrimu,
Hubbardas padeda atskleisti svarbius ir naujus meilés fenomeno bruozus. Ypac turimas
omenyje disertacijoje atskleistas teiginys, kad meilés fenomenas nepriklauso nuo
artumo ir néra | jj redukuojamas.

Atskiro pamingjimo verta astri Janicaud kritika.”” Ji labiausiai nukreipta j Mariono
(nors ne tik jo) filosofijos ,teologiskuma®“. Disertacijoje jo priekaiStai aptariami ne
kartg. Kai kuriais atvejais jie, nors ir turintys tam tikra ,svorj*, pasirodo salygoti
pavirSutinisko Mariono teiginiy supratimo ir netenka galiojimo. Kita vertus, kaip ir bet
kuri kritika, jo teiginiai padéjo jsigilinti | Mariono filosofija, ja ,.iSkristalizuoti,
atkreipti démesj | duotybés, neregimybés interpretacijos sunkumus. Mariono filosofijos
ir teologijos santykio problematika sulaukia nemazai démesio ir i§ kity mokslininky’’,
taciau §i tema néra svarbiausia disertacijos tyrimui. Ji aptariama, galima sakyti,
probéksmiais (1.3 skyrius), nurodant svarbiausius argumentus, leidzian¢ius pereiti prie
konkretaus ikonos fenomeno tyrimo.

Aptariant bendruosius fenomenologijos klausimus pirmoje dalyje, papildomai
remtasi Tomo Sodeikos, Algio Mickiino ir Davido Stewarto, Daliaus Jonkaus, Nerijaus
Cepulio, Donato Vegerskio, Dano Zahavi tekstais. Jie padéjo atskleisti pagrindines
fenomenologijos  sgavokas, iSrySkinti Mariono  korekcijas, geriau  suprasti
intersubjektyvumo  problematika. Jonkaus monografija Patirtis ir refleksija:
fenomenologinés filosofijos akiraciai®®, kurioje nagrinéjama daugiausia Husserlio

fenomenologija, padé¢jo atpazinti momentus, kuriais Mariono ,,subjekto”, Kito ir jy

* Hubbard, K. The Unity of Eros and Agape: On Jean-Luc Marion’s Erotic Phenomenon // Essays Philos.
2011 (12), p. 130-146.

% Janicaud. Op. cit.. 2000.

' Ne kartg Siame kontekste minimas ir Schrijversas. Jo straipsniuose taip pat méginama atskleisti
neleistinas® teologines Mariono prielaidas. (Schrijvers, J. Ontoteological Turnings? Marion, Lacoste and
Levinas on the Decentering of Modern Subjectivity // Modern Theology. 2006, 22 (2), p. 221-253;
Schrijvers, J. On Doing Theology ‘After’ Ontotheology: Notes on a French Debate // New Blackfriars.
2006, 87 (1009), p. 221-253). Be kity, vertingy jzvalgy $ia tema pateikia Grahamas Wardas.

52 Jonkus, D. Patirtis ir refleksija: fenomenologinés filosofijos akiraciai. Kaunas: Vytauto DidZiojo
universitetas, 2009.
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santykio samprata siejasi ar prieStarauja Husserlio fenomenologijai. Tuo pat metu tai
paskatino ieSkoti argumenty, kuriais remiantis rasti prieStaravimai gali biiti suprantami
kaip papildymai. Manoma, kad kai kuriais atvejais to sé¢kmingai pasiekta.

Siekiant atskleisti ypatinga ikonos regimuma lyginant su paprastu atvaizdu,
antroje dalyje papildomai remtasi Marshallo McLuhano mintimis”, Tojanos
Ragitnaités straipsniu’®, nagrinéjanéiu nepavaizduojamy dalyky vaizdavima. Aptariant
subjekto tema, naudotasi straipsniais i§ rinkinio Who Comes After the Subject?”,
padéjusiu suprasti subjekto paieSkos problematika ir klausimo svarba; Danutés
Bacevicittes straipsniuss, kuris buvo aktualus dél aptariamy atvirumo Kito Sauksmui
aspekty.

Kaip disertacijos teksto papildymg galima paminéti du mano straipsnius.
Pirmame’’, kuris yra labiau pristatomojo pobiidZio, aptariamas veidas kaip prisotintas
fenomenas ir kai kurios jo paZinimo salygos. Antrame™ nagringjamos ikonos-veido
pasirodymo galimybés: klausiama, kokig reik§Sme ikonos atpazinimui turi pasirodymo
terpé; ar ekranas néra klititis $io fenomeno pasirodymui. Nustyta, jog Mariono pozidriu,
medija (arba pasirodymo terpé) neturi reikSmés prisotinto fenomeno pasirodymui.
Kitaip tariant, fenomenas néra apribotas jo pasirodymo terpe. Kita vertus, dé¢l ikonos
fenomeno apibrézimo (kaip j mane nukreipto Zzvilgsnio ir kreipinio) keliamy
reikalavimy, buvo suabejota veido pasirodymo galimybe ekrane. Si abejoné nebuvo

patvirtinta kaip galutiné iSvada — aptartos ir tokids i§vados iSimciy galimybés.
Tyrimo naujumas ir aktualumas

Disertacijos naujumas ir aktualumas pasireiSkia keliais atzvilgiais. Mariono

filosofija susilaukia atgarsio ir pripazinimo ne tik pranciiziSskosios filosofijos kontekste,

3 McLuhan, M. Kaip suprasti medijas: Zmogaus tesiniai. Verté D. Valentinaviiené. Vilnius: Baltos
lankos, 2003; McLuhan, E. Introduction // McLuhan, M. The Medium and the Light: Reflections on
Religion. Toronto: Stoddart, 1999, p. ix-xxviii.

3% Racianaite, T. Seiéliai ir debesys: anapusybés vaizdavimo ribos // Acta Academiae Artium Vilnensis.
2012 (64), p. 49-64.

> Who Comes After the Subject? Ed. by E. Cadava, P. Connor, J.-L. Nancy. New York, London:
Routledge, 1991.

Religija ir kultiira. 2013 (12), p. 21-34.

57 Mitkuté, I. Cognition of the Saturated: Case of a Face // Topos. 2013 (13), p. 55-63.

5% Mitkute, I. Tkona ekrano medijoje: pasirodymo (ne)galimybé // Soter. 2014, 50 (78), p. 21-35.
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bet ir tarptautinéje akademinéje erdvéje. Daugelis jo knygy, straipsniy i$versti j angly ir
kitas kalbas, be to, Marionas ir pats aktyviai dalyvauja konferencijose ne tik
Pranciizijoje, désto filosofijos paskaitas Cikagos (JAV), Sorbonos (Pranciizija)
universitetuose. | lietuviy kalba iSversta jau minéta Atvaizdo dovana: Ziiréjimo meno
metmenys. Vis délto, platesnio tyrinéjimo S$io autoriaus tekstai Lietuvoje iki Siol
nesulauké.

Lietuvoje aktyviai tyriné¢jama fenomenologin¢ Kito, intersubjektyvumo,
atsakomybés kaip autentiSko santykio su Kitu problematika. Susidomeéjimo Sia tema
atmosfera, be abejonés, padéjo imtis ir o tyrimo. Si disertacija, kiek man Zinoma, yra
pirmas didesnis Mariono filosofijai aptarti skirtas darbas. Iki Siol pasitaikydavo nebent
besiremiandiy jo veikalais teksty’ ar komentary konferencijy pranesimuose. Zinoma,
tai liudija, kad jo filosofija domimasi, ji aktuali. Tuo pat metu tai reiskia, kad Mariono
Kito kaip ikonos sampratos tyrimas yra reikalingas ir aktualus.

Kita vertus, aktuali ir grei¢iau originali nei nauja yra ikonos tema. Originalumag
suprantant Georgo Steinerio sitiloma prasme — kaip ,,naujumo antitez¢®, ,,grizimg prie

pradmeny®, tai, kame ,plaka tolimy iStaky pulsas<®

, ikona néra naujas, dar
neapmastytas fenomenas. Atvirksciai, literatiiros Sia tema gausu, ypac teologiniu ar
menotyriniu pozitiriu. Tai originali tema savo gelme ir nei§semiamu. Vis délto,
Marionas ja apmasto naujai (galbiit originalumas pasizymi ir galimybe pamatyti kitaip):
apraSydamas neregimybés pasirodymo regimybéje dinamika, jvesdamas prisotinto
fenomeno savoka, jis atskleidzia ikonos pasirodymo buda, bei — kas Siuolaikinei
filosofijai galéty pasirodyti dar aktualiau — sifilo §j regimuma atpazinti kito asmens
veide. Tyrimas, nagrinéjantis tokios interpretacijos pagristumg, atlicka S$ios naujai
suprastos senos temos plétojimo funkcija.

Sio darbo naujumas remiasi ne tik Mariono filosofijos naujumu ir jos neistirtumu
Lietuvos filosofijos kontekste. Darbe keliama ikonos akivaizdumo problema:
akivaizdumas kaip epistemologiné savoka vercia ieskoti ,,ikonisko* akivaizdumo
santykio su tuo, kas paprastai vadinama pazinimu ir jo siekiamu akivaizdumu.
Klausiama, ar neakivaizdus akivaizdumas dar gali pagrjstai likti akivaizdumu, arba

kitaip tariant — kodél gamtamokslio atstovui ikonos akivaizdumas pernelyg miglotas?

%9 Pavyzdziui, Marionu daug kur remiasi Jolanta Saldukaityté savo disertacijoje (2011).
% Steiner, G. Tikrosios esatys: ar miisy kalbéjime kas nors glidi? Verté L. Jonusys. Vilnius: Aidai, 1998,
p. 30.

35



Tema atliepia ir tai filosofijos sriciai, kuri domisi atsakomybés etika ar ieSko moralés
pagrindo. Disertacijoje ne tik atskleidziama kaip meil¢, Mariono pozitriu, vir§ija etika,
bet ir detaliai iSnagrinéjama, kaip meilés fenomeno $viesoje pasirodo Kitas. Remiantis
Marionu, i§vystoma nauja mintis, kad jsakas gali biiti skirtingai aprasomas priklausomai
nuo to, kokiame ,horizonte* — etikos ar meilés — pasirodo. ISdéstoma i§sami Mariono
,subjekto® analizé¢ aktyvumo-pasyvumo perskyros atzvilgiu, leidzianti atremti daznus
priekaiStus dél neaiskios, pernelyg pasyvaus subjekto sampratos.

Galima viltis, kad ne tik Sie klausimai, bet ir jy apmastymas pasirodys aktualiis
tarpdiscipliningje plotmeje. Kito fenomenologiné interpretacija, siekiant atskleisti
galuting fenomeno prasme, yra aktuali ne tik dél mokslinés intersubjektyvumo
problematikos aktualumo, bet ir dél galimybés tapti reikSminga bet kurios srities
specialistui. Juk natiiraliojoje nuostatoje kitas zmogus, pretenduodamas j vieno
svarbiausiy fenomeny statusa, neretai interpretuojamas redukuojant j siauresng nei

galima pamatyti reikSmeg.

Tyrimo metodai

Darbe analizuojamo fenomeno tyrimas néra tiesioginis atsakymas j ,,problema™.
Problemos kaip galvosiikio su i$sprendziamu atsakymu nusakymas komplikuojamas
pacios darbo temos, tiksliau — jo ,,objekto. Ikona kaip prisotintas fenomenas labiau
sietina su tuo, kg Gabrielis Honoré Marcelis vadinty slépiniu — problemos prieSybe. Pats
fenomenas néra vienareikSmiSkai nusakomas, nes pagal apibrézimg jam ,triksta
savoky“. Tad ikonos fenomenas aptinkamas post factum, be to, jis nepasiduoda
vienkartiniam jvardijimui, ir tuo pat metu prasosi begalinés interpretacijos. Tiriamas
,objektas greiCiau yra slépinys, neatsiveriantis ,,probleminiam® zvilgsniui. Pasirinkus
tokia ,,tikro objekto® neturin¢ig temg ir analizuojant ja rasto terpéje, iskyla atskiro darbo
verta problema. PraktiSkai ji sprendziama atsisakant jrodin¢jimo ir pasitenkinant
klausingjimu, savo gyvenimyjy patiréiy refleksija, teksty analize, interpretacija,
gromuliavimu, taikymu, permastymu ir palyginimu, darbe siekiant pateikti Sios veiklos
vaisiy aprasyma.

Turint omenyje tema, kuri kalba apie ypatinga, nejrodomg akivaizduma, galima
kliautis skaitytojo gebéjimu atpazinti savo patyrime tai, kas tekste bandoma

apgraibomis aprasyti, kitaip tariant, pasikliaujama, be kita ko, gera skaitytojo valia (ta
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pacia, kuria tévai vaiko keverzonése atpazjsta peizaza). Tokiu atveju, tinkamas budas
priartéti prie ,tiriamo® reiSkinio yra pats gyvenimas ir nuostata augti gebéjime jj
atpazinti ir priimti. Dél Sio gebéjimo ugdymo tik ir pateisinamas $io teksto raSymas: jo
tikslas yra tiriant ikonos akivaizdumo pobidj siekti jo tobulesnio atpazinimo. Tokiai
uzduodiai atlikti tinkamu laikomas fenomenologinis metodas: studijuojant Mariono
tekstus, méginti atpazinti patj ikonos fenomena, atrandama patirtyje, ji aprasyti ir nuolat
judéti nuo patirties prie teksto, vengiant vien logika ir analize grjsty iSvady.

Teksto plotméje, greziantis | patirtj, sunku iSvengti ,teorinio, savo mastyme
uzsisklendusio zvilgsnio. Visuomet islieka pavojus pamirsus patirtj kurti teorinj modelj,
neturint] nieko bendra su tikrove. Vis délto, sickiama ne tokio supratimo, kuris tik
irasyty fenomeng | bendra ,pasaulio vaizda“ ar jj paaiskinty, Sitaip versdamas
,,problema*, bet tokio, kuris tik apvalyty nuo jj uzstojanciy interpretacijy, iSkreipianciy
7vilgsniy, fenomenologiskai tariant, netinkamy intencionalumy. Sitaip supratimas turi
pasitarnauti iSgyvenimui, o ne atvirksciai. Kritine literatiira naudojamasi siekiant vengti
uzdarumo savo pacios iSgyvenimuose ir mastyme.

Manoma, jog Mariono pasiillytas matymo (mastymo) biuidas leidzia nepaversti
veido fenomeno objektu, bet islaiko jj slépinyje ir tuo pat metu savokomis jj rodo — taigi
jis yra tinkama alternatyva metafiziskam, dogmatiskam ar mistifikuojan¢iam mastymo
budui. Mastyti ikong kaip prisotinta fenomena reiskia kvestionuoti ir filosofinio
(fenomenologinio) mastymo ribas. Nuolat sulaukiantis prieskaisty dél teologiniy savo
filosofijos implikacijy, Marionas vis délto gina teis¢ mastyti fenomeng kaip apreiskima.
Démesio centre lieka tai, kas paradoksaliai vadinama ,,ikonos akivaizdumu®. Ikonos
matymo kaip jos Sauksmo supratimo samprata i$siskleidzia apversdama ir koreguodama
jprastas regéjimo ir aklumo, Zinojimo ir nezinojimo, subjekto ir objekto opozicijas. Siy
apvertimy ir modifikacijy analizé susikoncentruoja akivaizdumo sgvokos turinio
pokytyje, kurj ir siekiama suprasti bei parodyti remiantis Mariono teksty analize,
kritinés literatiiros apzvalga ir gyvenamuyjy patir¢iy refleksija.

Galbat verta atkreipti démesj, kad vargu ar galima pagrjstai teigti, jog skirtingi
Mariono tekstai tiksliai atspindi jo pazitiras ar mgstyma, tarsi jis bty taskinis individas,
i§ kurio | visus laikotarpius ir visus tekstus sklinda mintys lyg spinduliai i§ vienos
saulés. Teksto aplinka, nors ir leidzia surinkti mintis knygose, padarydama jas belaikes,

neturéty savo belaikiSkume uzmigdyti. Taip jau jprasta, kad autorius mokslo darbuose
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gali tapti vienu i§ temos lauko siaurinimo galimybiy. Vis tik, §i galimybé jmanoma tik

del prielaidos, kad skirtingu metu parasyti tekstai turi pakankamg bendra pagrinda —

autoriy. Tik Sitaip tuo pat metu suponuojama, kad autorius nesikeicia. Tuo abejodama

keliu uzdavinj ne tiek iStirti ir apjungti Mariono pasakytas mintis | viena

(nepriestaringg) visuma, kiek klausti apie patj fenomeng. Tad pirmine uzduotimi

laikomas temos apmastymas su Marionu, o ne vien tik Mariono teksty analizé. Si

nuostata leidzia kartais pratesti ikonos fenomeno interpretacija kiek toliau, nei tai daro

Marionas. Kadangi Sitai atlickama vis dar remiantis Mariono apraSymais, Sie tgsiniai tik

i8ryskina jo ikonos sampratg parodydami, ka ja remiantis galima atverti.
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63.
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(78), p. 21-35.

Pranesimai mokslinése konferencijose:

VDU, EHU ir LKTI tarptautiné doktoranty konferencija RECONSIDERING
THE CONCEPT OF SUBJECT IN NEW THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL
CONTEXTS. 2013 06 06, Vilnius. PraneSimas tema: ,,Saturated Phenomenon as
a Challenge for Cognition*.

VU tarptautiné konferencija SPIRITUALITY, MUSIC AND EDUCATION IN
A CULTURAL CONTEXT. 2013 06 27-29, Vilnius. Pranesimas tema: ,,Visual
Images in Sociocultural Environement — Is There a Place for Invisibility?*

VDU tarptautiné konferencija INTERRELIGIOUS DIALOGUE AND
RELIGIOUS SYNCRETISM. 2013 05 3-4, Kaunas. PraneSimas tema: ,,Jean-

Luc Marion’s ‘Icon’ as Ecumenic Phenomenon®.

PraneSimai viesuosiuose renginiuose:



e 2013 12 04 pristatytas viesas praneSimas Lietuvos jaunyjy mokslininky sajungos
organizuojamoje vieSojoje diskusijoje ,,Arbatos klubas®, tema: ,,Kaip galimas
kito zmogaus pazinimas?*

e 2014 03 15 ,,Akademinés kritikos klube* vyko seminaras-diskusija, kurioje
pristatytas ir aptartas straipsnis ,lkona ekrano medijoje: pasirodymo

(ne)galimybé*.

Disertacijos struktiira

Darbo struktira atspindi bandyma i$ skirtingy perspektyvy jsizitréti j ikonos
fenomena, kuris yra nedalomas. Pirmoje dalyje placiau aptariama Mariono
fenomenologijos samprata ir nubréziami pirmieji jo prieities prie Kito kontiirai, kartu
aptariant svarbiausiy Marionui filosofy (ypa¢ Husserlio ir Levino) bandymus aprasyti
Kita. Taip pat skiriama démesio argumentams, pagrindziantiems ne teologine, bet vien
fenomenologing ikonos sampratos galimybe. Antroje dalyje nagrinéjama Mariono
ikonos samprata, siaurinant ja iki vieno fenomeno poliaus — Kito. Pirmiausia
iSskleidziama teologin¢ ikonos prasmé, kurioje isskiriama, kas sudaro ikoniska
regimumg. Po to tiriama, kas atpazjstama kito zmogaus veide (kas yra ikona?). Taip pat
aptariamas veido kaip ikonos santykis su kitais prisotintais fenomenais. Trecioje dalyje
tiriamas ikonos fenomeno gavéjas — ,,naujasis subjektas® (kas atpazjsta ikong?). Tuo pat
metu tyrin¢jamas ir Sio ,subjekto santykis su Kitu, atkreipiant démesj | meilés
fenomeno pasirodyma. Ketvirtoje dalyje tiriami kertiniai ikonos fenomeno aprasymo ir
pasirodymo aspektai — aprasymo adekvatumas ir meilé (ikonos pasirodymo kaip).
Disertacijos skyriy pavadinimai ne skaido fenomena, tarsi jis galéty buti iStirtas
analitiSkai tiriant atskiras jo dalis, o tik apzvelgia ta patj fenomena per skirtingus
démenis. Tokio perspektyvos skaidymo reikalauja ne fenomeno iSgyvenimas, o tik jo

tyrimas teksto aplinkoje.
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ISvados

Kito veidg galima interpretuoti kaip ikong, nes pasirodant veidui, per jj
akivaizdziai pasirodo kitas fenomenas — meilé. Kitas pasirodo kaip meilés fenomeno
tarpininkas ir terpé. Kito veidas gali pasirodyti kaip neregimas zvilgsnis ir be meilés
fenomeno iskilimo. Todél mylin¢iame zvilgsniy susikryziavime jis ar ji parodo kitg
fenomena, negu yra pats. Kadangi meilés fenomenas individualizuoja jo narius, t.y.
mane ir Kitg, tai Kitas, parodydamas §j fenomena, parodo ir pats save (tampa
fenomenu). Taigi ikona pasizymi tuo, kad per tai, kas regima, leidzia pasirodyti
neregimybei; ir antra, kad pasirodydama pati, ikona (veidas) leidzia pasirodyti kitam
(meilés fenomenui). Sitaip Mariono apra$yta veido kaip ikonos interpretacija atitinka ta
regimumo struktiirg, kuri buvo atpazinta pirmojoje ikonoje: per save parodyti Kita, tuo

pat metu pasirodant paciam.

Marionas pateikia nuosekly, besiremiantj fenomenologijos tradicija, taciau tuo pat
metu visi$kai nauja kito asmens pazinimo apraSyma. Kitas iskyla kaip visiSkai naujas
fenomenas lyginant su savasties sferoje aptinkamais kitybés iSgyvenimais.
Apra§ydamas kita asmenj kaip ikonos tipo prisotinta fenomena, Marionas
fenomenologiskai parodo, kad Kito pazinimas galimas tik per meile. Sitaip aptinkama

visigkai nauja epistemologiné situacija, pagrista nuoseklia fenomenologine analize.

Kitas atpazjstamas ne tik kaip neutralus kitas subjektas ir neregimas intencijos
Saltinis (zvilgsniy susikryziavimas), bet, mano mylinCioje intuicijoje, per savo
suzeidziamuma kaip tas, kurio nenoriu suzeisti: mylimasis. Kito veidas visiskai
pasirodo per abipusg priesaika — susikryziavusj fenomena, kuriame dvi meilés intuicijos
fiksuojamos bendra signifikacija ,,Stai a3!” Atskiras, veida dar akivaizdZiau parodantis
fenomenas yra erotinis ,.ktiny susikryziavimas®. Jis yra priklausomas nuo priesaikos ir
ja i8pildo, bet tik tiek, kiek yra laisvas. Disertacijoje parodyta, kad Kitas gali buti
interpretuojamas kaip ikona ir be kiiny susikryziavimo, nes, viena vertus, pastarasis
fenomenas yra antrinis ir nebitinas, antra vertus, parodyta, kad meil¢ yra

neredukuojama j artuma.
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Atskleista, kad ikonos (at)pazinimas pasizymi tokiais bruozais, kurie neleidzia
tuoj pat pamatyti kito asmens taip, kaip apraSo Marionas. Vis délto, Sis sunkumas
patvirtina jo sampratos nuosekluma. Tyrimo metu iSryskéjo tokie akivaizduma
atidedantys aspektai:

1) Laipsniskumas kaip prisotinto fenomeno, taigi ir ikonos, charakteristika
paaiskina neatitikimg tarp de facto iSgyvenimo Kito akivaizdoje ir ikonos aprasymo,
pateikianCio galutinés veido prasmés iSsklaidg. Mariono pateikta ikonos samprata
apeliuoja | pilno fenomeno apraSyma. Taciau ikonos fenomeno atsiskleidimas
gyvenamojoje patirtyje vyksta tik laipsniskai, visuomet i§ dalies ir pradedant maziausiu
laipsniu — pirmgja prisotinto fenomeno riba, priklausanc¢ia nuo gavéjo gebos priimti
duotybe. ISsamiu apdovanotojo iStyrimu atskleista, jog Sios gebos augimas yra
nuolatinis, nesibaigiantis procesas. Tod¢l ¢ia negalima kalbéti apie vieng akivaizduma,
bet tik apie didesnj ar mazesnj akivaizdumo laipsnj, kuris visuomet gali augti.
Laipsniskumo savoka atremia kritika, esa apdovanotasis yra pernelyg idealus, grynas,
nejgyvendinamas ,,subjektas®. Taip pat ji paaiskina, kodél Kitas (kaip ikona) néra ir
negali buiti iSkart kiekvienam akivaizdus.

2) Laipsniskas adonné gebos priimti didéjimas susij¢s su lemiamu reikalavimu,
kurj Marionas vadina ,,darbu su savimi“. Siame darbe pateikta i§plétota §io proceso
interpretacija ikonos atveju. Remiantis Mariono nurodytomis galimybémis iSvengti
prisotinto fenomeno, aptarta, kokio ,,darbo su savimi® reikalauja kito asmens veidas,
kad bty pamatytas jam deramu biidu (ikoniskai). Tai a) zvelgimas Kito link, iSvengiant
zvilgsnio niekinimo, nukreipimo | Salj, nepastebéjimo — trumpai tariant, gerbimas.
Marionas perima jsako, kylan¢io manyje, svarbg atveriant kelig link Kito, taciau jo
reik§meé lieka daliné. b) Kito kaip kinisko fenomeno pazinimas reikalauja klausymo, ka
Kitas kalba, ir kalbéjimo atsiveriant, tampant ,nuogu“ priesais Kita, Sia prasme
,matomu“. Veido akivaizdumas labiausiai iSrySkéja erotizuotame Kito kiine, Cia
prieinama arciausiai Kito. Kalbéjimas ir §iuo atveju lieka lemiamu meilés fenomena
igyvendinanéiu aspektu. ¢) Ikonos kaip jvykio priémimas koreliuoja su jo ,,nezinojimu®,
susilaikymu nuo ,,paaiskinimo*, redukavimo | detales, trumpai tariant — nuo ,,netikro
liudijimo®, arba kaip jvardyta ikonos atveju, nuo apkalby. Sitokio pobiidzio Zinojimas
biidingas natliraliajai nuostatai, kuriai perkeisti reikalingas darbas su savimi. Galiausiai,

atskiriant ikong nuo stabo fenomeno, Sis darbas yra d) iStverti Kito zvilgsnj. Tai
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atsisakymas veidg interpretuoti kaip regimybe, ,,zvilgsnio atsivertimas® patikéjus, kad
,maziau reiskia daugiau“. Siame atsisakyme matyti stabo fenomena vietoje ikonos
izvelgiama didziausia pastanga ir hermeneutiné kova.

3) Be darbo su savimi poreikio ir fenomeno pasirodymo laipsniskumo, ikonos
atpazinimg lemia gavéjo atsako vélavimas. Jis kyla nebe i§ apsisprendimo ar priémimo
gebos plocio, bet i§ duotumo sampratos. Prisotinto fenomeno poveikiui virstant
Sauksmu (arba kvietimu), jis pasirodo (yra suvokiamas) tik per atliepa | ji. Tad
kvietimas pirmiausia tampa fenomenu atliepo pasirodyme, kuris neiSvengiamai
visuomet ,,véluoja®“. Marionas priima nuostata, kad Kitas visuomet jau zvelgia j mane
pirmas; jo ar jos zvilgsnio matymas ir pripazinimas yra mano atliepas j ji.

4) Istirta, kad veidas kaip prisotintas fenomenas néra iracionalus, ,,mistinis®
iSgyvenimas. Ikona néra vien nesuprantamo poveikio dalykas. Priesingai, ji reikalauja
,begalinés hermeneutikos“, supratimo ir jos racionalumo priémimo. Sis priémimas
fenomenologiskai aprasomas per tikéjimo ir pasitikéjimo iSgyvenimus, nes atlickamas
neturint kito pagrindo, dar nematant to fenomeno, kuris priimamas. Vis délto, tai néra
»aklas® tikéjimas, nes priimant ikonos regimumg, fenomenas ir pasirodo. Pakanka
tikéjimu priimti signifikacija, kad fenomenas pasirodyty, nes jo intuicija jau yra duota.
Taigi ikonos fenomeno pasirodyma atideda apdovanotojo nesupratimas apie tai, koks
fenomenas jam duotas Kito akivaizdoje ir kaip jj priimti. I$ to seka iSvada, kad
kiekvienas veidas gali pasirodyti kaip ikona. Jeigu Kitas turi biiti interpretuojamas
drauge su savo potencialiu pasirodymu, teisinga sakyti, kad kickvienas veidas yra ikona.

5) Mariono ,subjektas” — gavéjas, apdovanotasis, mylimasis (mylintysis) —
aprasomas keliomis pakopomis, kaip ir pats ikonos fenomenas. Mariono teigimu, meilé
virsija etika. Disertacijoje parodyta, kad etiné plotmé ne iSnyksta, bet jgyvendinama ja
pakei¢ian¢ioje erotinéje plotméje. Sitoks apraSymas ne tiek pateikia objektyvia
chronologija ar aprépia visas gavéjo pasirodymo galimybes (kas galéty pasakyti, kiek
dar tarpiniy gavéjo biliseny galima aptikti?), kiek leidzia skaitanCiajam atpazinti ta
apdovanotojo pakopa, kuri yra matoma i§ jo ar jos asmeninés perspektyvos. Kitaip
tariant, | klausima, kas yra ikonos fenomeno ,,subjektas, turi buti atsakoma kiekvienu
konkreciu atveju atskirai. Nuo Sio atsakymo priklauso ir atsakymas j klausima, kas yra
ikonos fenomenas. Jis apibréZiamas ne teoriSkai ir visiems vienodai, bet atskirai ir

konkreciai. Galima pasakyti, kad veidas yra vienas is susikryziuojanéiy fenomeny;
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taiau kuris susikryziavimas tai yra, priklauso nuo abiejy zvelgianciyjy. Klausimas ,kas
yra ikona? pasirodo prasmingas tiek, kiek jis reiskia ,,kas man yra ikona?* ir ,ka dar
galéciau padaryti, kad ji geriau pasirodyty?*

Vienpusiskas j mane zvelgiantis zvilgsnis taip pat Mariono vadinamas ikona. Tad
Sioje iki-pakopoje, kol gavéjo zvilgsnis dar nepakeltas | Kitg ir kur zvilgsniy
susikryziavimas dar néra jvykes, ,,subjektas” jau yra ikonos akivaizdoje. Jam ikonos
akivaizdumas yra tik nuojauta, dar nejvykes fenomenas; vis délto jo ,svoris“ jau
iSgyvenamas. Gavejo atliepas | §j ikoniska veido Sauksma lemia fenomeno pasirodymo
laipsnj. Logiska tokio fenomenalumo pasekmé yra galutinés veido prasmés

neakivaizdumas, kol zvelgiama i$ iki-ikonisko susikryziavimo perspektyvos.

IStyrus apdovanotojo aprasyma prieita prie iSvados, kad Mariono ikonos
fenomeno samprata néra paprastas subjekto-objekto santykio apvertimas. Gavéjas néra
tik pasyvus tarsi-objektas, nes fenomeno priémimas i§ jo reikalauja aktyvaus tapimo

pasyviu gavéju.

Ikonos atveju, fenomeno akivaizdumg pakeiCia uztikrintumas tuo, kad esu
mylima(s) ir kad myliu. Sis akivaizdumas pasiekiamas valingu ir samoningu sutikimu
su ikonos fenomenalumu, noru matyti (myléti). Darbe parodyta, kad, remiantis Mariono

tekstais, meilés fenomenas yra pirmesnis uz Kita.

Disertacijoje atskleista, kad pamatiné abejoné dél turimo ego tikrumo gali biiti
suzadinama tik Kito mylin¢io zvilgsnio akivaizdoje. Kitaip tariant, klausimas ,kas i§
to?* yra iSgyvenamas kaip fenomenas tik kaip atliepo j Kito Sauksmg pasekmé. Kitas

yra mano atsivérimo Kitam salyga.

Darbe nebuvo rasta galimybé akivaizdziai pademonstruoti ikonos fenomena kaip
neisvengiamg ir galutine Kito veido interpretacija. Pagrista, kad §i jrodymo negalimybé
gludi paciame S$io fenomeno apibrézime. Nepaisant to, buvo parodyta, kaip Sis

fenomenas gali pasirodyti, todél jrodymo triikumas nepaneigia pasirodymo galimybés.
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Padéka

Sio darbo nebii¢iau parasiusi be kity pagalbos ir sunkaus darbo. Dékoju savo
pirmajai filosofijos déstytojai Mildai Paulikaitei, pirmajam darby vadovui Tomui
Sodeikai. Jy paskaitos zadino klausimus, o vadovavimas leido ir paciai augti. Dékoju
a.a. Agnei Budriinaitei, priémusiai mane su kantrybe ir atidumu pradedant raSyti Sig
disertacija. Esu labai dékinga Marijai Oniscik, kuri ne tik perémé darbo vadovés
pareigas ir padéjo daugeliu pastaby, bet ir palaiké nuo$irdziu bendravimu. Taip pat
dékoju Nijolei KerSytei ir Daliui Jonkui, padrgsinusiems ir padéjusiems pastebéti
disertacijos trikumus, jgyti geresnj problematikos supratima.

Dékoju visiems, kuriy paskaitos, straipsniai ar konferencijy praneSimai mane
ikvépé ir paskatino nenuleisti ranky. Jy vardai ¢ia nesuraSyti ne tik todel, kad jy
pernelyg daug, bet ir todél, kad ne visi man tuo metu buvo pazjstami. Jy indélis del to
lieka nesumazgjgs.

Dékoju artimiausiems, kurie mane palaiké. Ac¢iti Rolandui, mano vyrui, tévams —
Danutei ir Juozui, sesei Karolinai ir iStikimiems biciuliams, kurie pakeldavo mano
dvasia bejégiskumo ir nevilties akimirkomis. Be Sios pagalbos darbas nebiity pasiekgs
dienos §viesos.

Labiausiai mano padéka skirta Tam, kuris tapo mano motyvacija, mano paguoda
nesuskaiCiuojamais man skirtais zodziais ir galy gale vienintelé pagalba. Tai Tas,

kuriam skirti visi zodziai, ir i$ kurio visi tikri Zodziai kyla.
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