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Abstract
This paper reflects on Jean-Luc Marion’s notion of love and his claim that it is
only love which makes it possible to know the other as such. Marion also puts
forward the idea that love is not irrational, but has its own rationality - a kind
greater than what we usually think. He also claims that love does not
renounce knowledge but it surpasses ordinary knowledge. Understood in
terms of charity, love is an enabling process and a driving force to understand
others. It also functions as a new way of seeing and a condition for knowing.
This is because love creates the conditions for the other to appear from itself,
without condition or restriction. Love also opens up the self to receive from
the other. Marion also proposes that the individual not only be appreciated in
terms of his thinking ability, but also in his ability to love because it is that
which sets him apart from all other creatures. These ideas may also serve to
enrich the philosophy courses being taught because they add a deeper and
richer understanding of love as opposed to simply treating it as something
emotional or even irrational. Teaching love in philosophy can also promote a
more profound understanding of the self and the other, which in turn may also
promote a greater appreciation of each other. Although Marion’s thoughts may
need to be explored further, this paper serves as a starting point for a deeper
philosophical investigation, and is also part of a bigger research project in
phenomenology.
Keywords: Love, Other, Phenomenology, Self
Introduction
Etymologically, philosophy is defined as the love of wisdom, and this definition of
philosophy also becomes the outline or profile of any philosophical reflection which comes
from it. Philosophy is often equated with wisdom, for the individual doing philosophy is
the one who is capable of it. This capacity for wisdom comes from having a rational nature
– with the faculties of intellect and will. Rationality is the highlight of humanity because it is
understood to be the feature which differentiates the human person from other living
beings. This is evident in the content of required philosophy subjects taught in the country –
Introduction to the Philosophy of the Human Person (IPHP) for Senior High School (SHS)
students and Understanding the Self (UTS) for College Students. Rationality affords an
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individual with immense potential to live a life which goes far and beyond the fulfillment of
one’s biological needs. Contemplation, as noted by Aristotle, is the highest human good and
possible only for rational beings and it is this which distinguishes him from all other living
beings. At the same time, one cannot help but go back to the definition of philosophy as the
love of wisdom. Given the immediate turn of attention to wisdom, one assumes that love is
something that does not need to be discussed further. After all, who does not know about
love? And this is also the reason why love is seldom given serious thought and
consideration. Oftentimes, love is relegated to the realm of emotions and at times even
considered as something irrational. This being the case, it is hardly surprising that there is
little to no mention of love when philosophy courses are taught because the focus of
philosophy is almost always about wisdom.
The ancient Greek aphorism “know thyself” is often cited as the beginning of any
serious philosophical reflection. The case for knowing oneself as the starting point for
wisdom and all further reflection makes sense for one needs to understand what and who
one is first, before anything else. The intended result of such endeavor is that self-knowledge
becomes the basis of all knowledge. If one wishes to know something for certain, one needs
to understand oneself first and the ways and means by which the self comes to know so that
the resulting knowledge would be objectively true as much as possible. In this light, the
pursuit of objective knowledge was also taken up by different fields – including the sciences
who make use of advanced tools and methodologies to ensure the veracity of their claims.
This does not seem to pose any problem when it comes to the knowledge of objects, but it
does present some difficulties when it encroaches upon territories in which objective
knowledge is not impossible but insufficient. When it comes to the self and the other, the
sciences cannot say much or if they do, they find themselves lacking.
Philosophy also gives particular attention to the presence of the other and
importance of treating him with the same if not more respect than one renders to oneself.
Understanding the self also includes an understanding of the other and vice versa. The other
is another self but is wholly and radically different because the self speaks from its own
perspective, an “I”, while the other is another self who is outside himself. It is important to
note that each self is also an other in relation to another self. In other words, both self and
other are neither absolute nor exclusive terms, but may be likened to the way the pronouns
“I” or “you” are used. This paper does not wish to define the self, nor the other, but is
concerned primarily with the notion that it is only through love that one is able to know the
other as such as expressed by Jean-Luc Marion. In the context of the Philippine setting, this
paper also wishes to consider whether or not Marion’s notion of love can have any
meaningful contribution in the philosophy courses being taught to students. Without
negating or contradicting the content of the philosophy courses, this paper wishes to put
forward the notion that the concept of love deserves the same attention as any other
philosophical concept for it is the kind of concept which addresses some shortcomings
experienced in teaching philosophy primarily focused on rationality and wisdom.
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The ‘Problem’ of Knowing the Other
When it comes to the knowledge of things, the question is not so much whether we
can know them or not, but whether our knowledge of them is certain or not. With assistance
from the methods and tools of science, knowledge of the world of objects is more certain
than ever. However, the same could not be said when it comes to knowledge of the other.
While self-knowledge is certainly possible through self-reflection, knowledge of the other is
a different matter altogether. How is it possible to have knowledge of the other when the
other exceeds one’s lived experience? For Husserl, the other is an alter ego – another self.
As another self, is it possible for the self to know the other as other in the same manner that
the self is able to know the self? The consciousness of the self constitutes objects and gives
them meaning. The result of which is the objects of consciousness and their meaning belong
to the self. In this manner, solipsism is reached and there now seems to be a dead end with
no way out. According to Marion (2002, p.161), Husserl proposes a way out:
If I consider myself alone, what do I have that belongs to me? Everything
that is given strictly to me. But a new factor intervenes at this point: besides
object intentionalities, my immanence attests a new phenomenon: my body.
The body being discussed here is not just any body, but the particular body given to
the self. The physical body is not only able to feel aware of itself, but itself feels because it
has the status of flesh (Marion, 2002). The affections as well as the flesh are given to the self,
which means that the very world beyond the objects constituted by the self are also given.
Here the self discovers certain phenomena behaving in the same manner as if they
themselves are affected like the self. Marion says that by reasoning with analogy, one may
be led to think that they feel, experience, undergo affections, aim intentionally, constitute
objects, and so forth (Marion, 2002). He says that one may conclude that these physical and
thus objectifiable phenomena redouble themselves with flesh that feels and is also affected.
Analogous to the “I”, the other thus appears in their incarnated bodies.
Marion notes that despite Husserl’s intention, he does not end up with direct
recognition of the other. Although the self is aware of the body of the other, the other’s flesh
in effect remains merely inferred from his visible behaviors (Marion, 2002, p.162). While the
self can feel the body of the other, the self cannot directly feel if and how the flesh of the
other feels. The flesh of the other is foreign to the self and is not presented but appresented.
For Marion (2002), Husserl delivers a new figure of objectivity because in reasoning by
analogy, the self can confirm, verify and complete its constitution of objects. What this
means is that the self can be certain of its constitution of objects because there are others who
constitute the assumed same objects. Marion further notes that Husserl mistakenly calls this
intersubjectivity because it is really an intersubjectivity mediated by common objects –
interobjectivity. There is no direct encounter with the other, but only an encounter through
objects constituted by the self. Marion (2002) adds another point regarding Husserl:
Reasoning by analogy allows me to infer, from my own flesh, the flesh
(though decidedly invisible) of another. Reasoning by analogy is justified,
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according to Husserl, by the concordances and correspondences between our
two sets of flesh.
Marion is not convinced by this because one can find instances and examples in
which the concordance and correspondence between the different sets of flesh does not
work out as intended. Also, reasoning by analogy does not complete itself on its own, for
the self can very well deny the other their status as flesh. Marion also adds that the
recognition of the flesh of the other is not something which comes automatically on its own.
Further, the analogous recognition of the other as flesh is not given equally for a variety of
reasons. Marion concludes that reasoning by analogy infers the flesh of the other from the
flesh of the self on only one condition: that the self wills it, and wills it well.
Here, Marion starts to sound a little Kantian in his claim that the flesh of the other
can be inferred from the flesh of the self who wills with a good will. Marion (2002, p. 163)
states that “the phenomenality of the other does not precede my (good) will with regard to
him, but instead is its result.” The self is able to recognize the status of the other as flesh
because of his good will towards it. This does not mean that the other is constituted by the
self, but that the other is seen as other (another self) because the self wills to see the other as
other. He states that “in order for the other to appear to me, I must first love him” (2002,
p.164). Willing with a good will to recognize the flesh of the other is the necessary condition
in which the other is able to appear as himself no longer just an object of constitution of
consciousness, but as saturated phenomena, as flesh. Marion points out that there are
phenomena which do not fit, or surpass or saturate our intuition and that our categories of
understanding are inadequate to contain them. Marion also says that the principle of
givenness is that which allows phenomena to give itself from itself, and they saturate our
intuition by quantity, quality, in relation and modality. The flesh as saturated phenomena
can be overwhelming as they can appear so immediate that no relation or analogy can be
established with them. As stated previously, the self must first love the other in order for
the other to appear as other. Using Kantian terminology, Marion (2002) says that “I am able
to treat the other always as an end and never as a means only if, first of all, I truly will that
the other be for me another person – another man.” From this, it can be concluded that to
love another is to will with a good will to see the other as other, another person, another self.
How exactly does love accomplish this?
Love, Charity and the Other
Marion states that when it concerns the other, only a thinking of charity can advance
further. In the previous section, it was mentioned that loving someone provides the
conditions for
the other to appear as such. This love which thinks in terms of charity is
what Marion claims to be the only way in which the other is recognized as other. He says
that (2002, p.160):
Love knows. Not that it is always necessary to turn to love in order to know
the objects of representation (though in many cases it is indeed necessary).
But – and this will be my thesis – only love opens up knowledge of the other
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as such.
charity.

By which, at an inevitable distance, it recovers the function of

Ordinarily, one thinks of love and charity as two separate and distinct concepts.
Aristotle defined love as “wishing for someone the things that he deems good, for the sake
of that person and not oneself, and the accomplishment of these things to the best of one’s
ability” (Konstan, 2008, p. 208). Karol Wojtyla/Pope John Paul II (1983) defines love as the
“affirmation of the value of the person” which suggests that it is through love that the
person is recognized as a subject, and not just an object among other objects who exist in the
world. Wojtyla also echoes Aristotle’s idea that loving a person entails willing the good of
the person and this begins with the recognition of the other as a person. On the other hand,
Pope Benedict XVI (2009) describes charity as love both given and received. He adds that it
is “creative love through which we have our being and it is redemptive love through which
we are recreated.” Additionally, he describes charity further:
Charity goes beyond justice, because to love is to give [emphasis mine], to
offer what is “mine” to the other; but it never lacks justice, which prompts us
to give the other what is “his”, what is due to him by reason of his being or
acting. I cannot “give” what is mine to the other, without first giving him
what pertains to him in justice. If we love others with charity, then first of all
we are just towards them. Not only is justice not extraneous to charity, not
only is it not an alternative or parallel to charity: justice is inseparable from
charity, and intrinsic to it.
He further notes that on one hand, charity demands justice, on the other hand,
charity transcends justice and completes it in the logic of giving and forgiving. Although
Benedict XVI speaks of charity with reference to justice, it is important to take note of the
treatment he gives to charity when he defines it as love or as a particular way of loving.
Charity includes justice which is understood as rendering another what is due to him but
charity goes beyond justice by rendering the other what is no longer due to him (in his
words, “what is mine”). The main feature of charity as Benedict XVI describes is that it
gives to the other what is over and beyond the other. Benedict XVI also does not provide a
clear divide between love and charity as pointed out earlier, and even unifies them or treats
them as one and the same thing. The same can be said for Marion because he argues that
love must be unified in all its forms – the distinction between love and charity must be
collapsed and thought of as one. He says that (2002, p. 160):
We will therefore give up making distinctions in order to unite love to itself,
love to charity. And because love has also been distinguished from
knowledge, we will attempt to think of love itself as a knowledge – and a
preeminent knowledge to boot.
In The Erotic Phenomenon by Marion (2007), the concept of love is weakened if it is
distinguished or understood with different meanings. Love understood as a rigorous
concept must have the power to unite the different and divergent meanings. For Marion
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(2007), love must be thought as univocal – love is only told in one way. The division and
separation of love into different forms and meanings is not unfamiliar. Apart from the
distinction of love from charity, love is also understood as desire, benevolence, rational love
and irrational passion. Philosophy has also distinguished love as either a passion of the soul
or an intellectual love. This study will not delve into the different forms of love and their
implications, but will instead concentrate on love understood as charity.
Charity is one of the three theological virtues, faith, and hope being the other two.
Marion follows from Pascal’s order of charity which is not a mere emotion, but is a different
way of seeing the world that has its own rationality (Gschwandtner, 2007). In the Pensees,
Pascal famously writes “Le Coeur a ses raisons” (the heart has its own reasons) and Rocha
(2009) explains that this reason of the heart is not purely rational, but is a kind of submission
of head to heart – reason submits to the ordo amoris (order of the heart). Marion (2002,
p.154) also distinguishes charity from faith and hope by stating that while they play out in
the past and in the future, charity plays itself out in the here and now – in the present. One
immediately becomes aware of it because charity waits for nothing, commences right away
and is fulfilled without delay. He adds that:
Indeed, charity plays itself out in the present: in order to know if I love, I
need not wait, I have only to love; and I know perfectly well when I love,
when I do not love, and when I hate…Charity manages the present. And the
present, seen from the point of view of charity, signifies also, and before all
else, the gift. Charity renders the gift present, presents the present as a gift.
It makes a gift to the present and a gift of the present in the present.
Charity is known through love, and love accomplishes itself in charity. Charity
concerns itself with the present not only in terms of time, but also understood as the gift.
Love understood as charity refers to itself as a gift which not only presents itself, but also
makes the gift present in the present. Charity also gives presence as a gift. This is an
important point because the other is not a constitutable object whose existence depends on
the self who constitutes it. On the contrary, the other is another I, another flesh, another self.
Marion distinguishes an object from the other by stating that the object does not regard the
self while the other does. As far as objects are concerned, they are matters of concern, but
only insofar as they become objects of interest and hence, desire. An object may take the
interest of the self in the form of desire. As a desired object, the object is able to reflect back
to the self its own desire just like a mirror reflecting the gaze of the one who looks. The
other does not passively reflect the gaze of the self, but opposes the gaze of the self with its
own gaze. The other responds to the gaze with a counter-gaze, which lies beyond the power
and control of the self. The other who gazes at the self has the power to unsettle and put the
self under trial. This gaze of the other is not immediately apparent to the self, because the
self often finds itself in the midst of many other gazes – like standing in the midst of a crowd
where gazes go back and forth, often intersecting and even ignoring one another. It is
possible for the self that the gaze of the other may simply go unnoticed just like the self does
when it passes objects. The self may very well adapt an attitude of indifference to the gaze
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from the other for undisclosed reasons. In this manner, the other who gazes at the self is
clearly objectified. However, it is also possible for the self to not take this orientation, and
will to recognize the gaze of the other as equally important as that of the self. Marion (2002,
p.166) says that it is possible for the self to accept not only the moral law and the face of the
other, but above all that there is an other and his counter-gaze is as valuable as the self’s
own gaze. This response to accept the gaze of the other is not automatic because the other
has no power to decide for the self (and vice versa), but it depends on the self who wills it.
To accept the face of the other, or the fact that the self is dealing with an other – a face, who
offers a counter-gaze, rests on the will of the self. Marion (2002, pp.166-167) explicitly states
that:
Only charity opens the space where the gaze of the other can shine forth.
The other appears only if I gratuitously give him the space in which to
appear; and I have at my disposal no other space than my own; I must, then
“take what is mine” (John 16:15), take from myself, in order to open the
space where the other may appear. It is up to me to set the stage for the
other, not as an object that I hold under contract and whose play I thus
direct, but as the uncontrollable, the unforeseeable, and the foreign stranger
who will affect me, provoke me, and – possibly – love me.
Charity opens up and empties itself to create space and make room for what is unlike
it. Charity does not constitute the other, but charity gives rise to the possibility for the other
to appear as such.
Because love understood as charity creates the conditions for the other to appear as
such, the other is no longer understood under the categories of the self nor as a constituted
object. Horner (2007) describes that for Marion, love is not a form of intentionality, or at
least not a form of intentionality of a constituting subject, but – strangely – he also describes
it as a way of knowing. Marion (2002, p.168) adds that charity promotes a knowledge;
knowledge of a type that is doubtless absolutely particular, matchless, but knowledge
nonetheless. Love functions as a new way of seeing and as a condition of knowing.
It also
allows new phenomena to be seen (Horner, 2007, p.238). Love allows the self to gain access
to the other. Love is neither something irrational nor unreasonable but is something that
goes beyond reason, or of a different kind altogether. It is not a renunciation of knowledge,
but is the kind which surpasses ordinary knowledge. Horner (2007, p.244) further adds that
love is knowledge in the sense that it is an enabling process. Yarbrough (2000, p. 35) says
that love is also a “driving force” to understand others. Marion (2007, p.5) suggests that
things like knowledge of the other fall under another figure of reason, a “greater rationality”
– that which does not limit itself to the world of things nor to the production of objects. This
knowledge, the knowledge of the other, does not depend on the objectivity of the object
because it follows from what love reveals to it. Love opens up the eyes of the self to seeing
anew, to observing and thinking differently (Gschwandtner, 2007). This knowledge is the
kind which concerns every individual because it gives thought to that which defines and
determines them. Not only does love provide for knowledge of the other as such, love is
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also the way in which the self is revealed to himself in a manner which is not possible when
he attempts to know himself in the same manner as he does with objects. It is important to
note that Marion is not referring to some general or universalized other, but the other in
his/her particularity and uniqueness. The other is unsubstitutable and irreplaceable as other
and it is love which allows the other to give himself in his particularity and
unsubstitutability. The knowledge of the other gained in love requires an infinite
hermeneutics because it is a knowledge which is never complete. For Yarbrough (2000, p.
35), to love is to want to understand, to desire the greatest possible coherence. Thus, in
order to know the other, Marion (2007, p.185) says that one must promise his fidelity, and
this demands long and profound fidelity – nothing less than eternity. Only the self is
capable of love and it is what distinguishes him from all other creatures. He (2007, p.5) adds
further that the person is not defined neither by the logos, nor by the being within him, but
by this fact that he loves (or hates), whether he wants to or not. Human persons are beings
who have the capacity to know other persons in the same manner and this is possible
because much more than simply being rational animals, persons are, above all, a loving
animals. Apart from gaining knowledge of the other as such, what else does love gain for
the self?
Love and the Self
Here, it would be best to refer to the self, the loving animal, as the one who loves –
the lover. The lover who loves the other abandons himself/herself to give way and to make
space for the other. The lover can only do so by doing it himself/herself and not by proxy or
substitution. The lover is implicated because the decision to love involves nobody other than
the one who loves. Additionally, the decision to love rests on no one other than the lover
because love depends on nothing other than the self. For the other to be known as such, the
lover need not do anything than to love the other. Nothing is required of the lover except
only the simple decision to love first, without any consideration of reciprocity, which is to
say, without any attempt to make himself be loved (Lewis, 2010). The lover’s love for the
other does not depend on the other’s love for the self because the lover can love with or
without being loved. It is also important to note that the self’s decision to love neither
guarantees nor merits him/her to be loved as well, for that is a decision totally independent
of self who the loves, and totally dependent on the other who can decide to love or not. In
other words, loving includes the risk of not being loved (or even being hated in the process).
Love does not aim at reciprocity, but purely and simply to love without condition nor
hesitation. The other’s relation to the lover in no way defines nor determines his decision to
love or not. Marion (2007, p.71) says that:
For the finding (or the simple suspicion) that someone does not love me
never prevents me in principle from being able to love first. That no one
loves me (whether I know this for a fact or fantasize it is not important)
never makes it impossibility for me to love the very one who does not love
me, at least each time and for as long as I decide to do so. She may not love
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me as much as she would like, or she may love me as little as she can, but
that never prevents me from loving her, if I so decide.
Here, the notion of unconditional love may be presented in two ways. Ordinarily,
unconditional love is understood as the kind of love which does not await any form of
return or repayment from the other, who is loved. The lack of reciprocity does not limit the
lover’s capacity to love. In the first sense, unconditional love means loving without any
condition. In the second sense, unconditional love also means loving no matter what – the
kind of love which remains faithful and committed no matter the condition, because the
decision to love rests on nothing other than the lover’s decision to love. Unconditional love
also means loving under any condition.
From the above discussion, it could be said that it is the lover who has the most to
lose in loving, because it not only requires the renunciation of privilege to accommodate the
other (in charity), but the lover is also not guaranteed of being loved, and is even at risk of
not being loved or being hated altogether. In the logic of exchange and in the language of
economics, loving clearly makes no sense because there is no guarantee of gain and only a
huge risk of loss. It certainly would not be a wise investment. This is not to be seen as a
failure of love, but the failure of (ordinary) logic when applied to love. Marion (2007) says
that the lover has the unmatched privilege of losing nothing, even if he happens to find
himself unloved, because a love scorned remains a love perfectly accomplished, just as a gift
refused remains a perfectly given gift. The lover advances in love because in loving, nothing
is lost and everything is gained. More precisely, the more he loves and the more he loses
and disperses, the less he himself is lost, because abandon and waste define the singular,
distinctive, and inalienable character of loving (Marion, 2007, p. 71). For Marion (2007, p.71),
loss is a fundamental character of love, or else, it is not love at all. The more the lover loves
at a loss, the more simply he loves, the less he loses sight of love because love loves further
than the eyes can see. The paradox is that the more one loses in loving, the more loving he
simply is. He adds that there is only one single proof of love – to give without return or
chance of recovery, and thus to be able to lose and, eventually, to be lost in love. The lover
who loves purely and simply, does so at a loss, but in doing so, he gains himself all the more
as lover (Marion, 2007, p. 73). The lover may not be assured of being loved in loving, but
the lover gains the assurance of himself/herself as loving, for there can be no doubt that
he/she loves. For Marion, the victory here is understood as the pure simple assurance of the
precise fact that the lover loves. While the lover is put at risk by the decision to love, he/she
is also assured of loving as a result of the choice to love. Additionally, the lover also
grows as a lover because love only grows in loving. As the lover grows in love, so does
he/she grow in his own eyes and in his/her own efforts. Love also brings an increase in
knowledge of oneself and of the other. Hornedo (1997) also explains why people who love
one another know each other very well: love not only makes the other appear as such, but
love also lets the other grow for as long as they are loved. The lover who makes an advance
in love ultimately expands his capacity as lover. To love someone also means to open oneself
to the possibility of receiving a gift from the other. The decision to love discloses an infinite
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human will that is both passive and active, one that seeks to participate in the other through
the reception of the other’s gift of participation (Lewis, 2010, p.235). Thus, loving also
informs the lover of his/her unique capacity to receive from the other, from an elsewhere,
which opens himself/herself to an insight previously unknown. Loving reveals the true
nature of the self as well as the other. There are definitely reasons to love and the gains
being presented here surely make love a very enticing and appealing option as opposed to
not loving. However, these gains attained in love cannot be the basis for loving because
they revert back to the logic of commerce and exchange, which govern the world of objects.
From Theory to Practice: Reflection and Conclusion
In April 27, 2017, Jean-Luc Marion delivered a lecture at the University of Chicago
on the occasion of the publication of his book Believing in Order to See with the title “The
Only Way to Truth is by Love.” Although this lecture does not explicitly nor directly talk
about the other, Marion emphasizes the (greater) rationality of love and the kind of
knowledge it provides. What is clear in Marion is there are things in this world which
should not be approached as objects, for doing so not only reduces the thing into an object,
but also limits one’s capacity to know and to love. In order for the other to be understood as
a unique, particular, unsubstitutable and irreplaceable other, it is necessary to first love
him/her to allow him/her to appear as such, as himself/herself, from himself/herself.
Loving the other does not create knowledge, but it provides the conditions for the other to
reveal himself to the self. Love opens up a path from the self to the other, who appears not
as an object, but in the flesh, as himself/herself, as gift, as saturated phenomenon. From the
title of the talk itself, Marion is also putting forward the idea that truth is not something to
be approached in a purely rational or objective manner. One must love the truth in order to
know the truth.
Gschwandtner (2007, p. 207) states that not only does love provide a new kind of
knowledge, but it also reveals the self as called and constituted by the other. Although the
self still finds himself/herself at the center, he/she is affected, displaced and unsettled by
the other. The self is no longer the sole arbiter of the world, but is in dialogue with it. An
important question to raise is this: What enables the self to love? The self finds the capacity
to make a decision on love or not when confronted by the other. As the self advances in love,
he/she discovers that his advance neither belongs to him/her nor did he/she inaugurate it,
but instead, it was expecting him/her, drawing him/her upward and supporting him/her
(Marion, 2007, p.215). The lover finds himself already watched, known, cared for, and loved
by others that came ahead. The capacity to love is actually made possible by finding oneself
always and already loved (Horner, 2007, p.243). As the self finds himself/herself already
loved, he/she also realizes that he/she is not only lovable but also capable of loving. Thus,
the self finds himself/herself capable of knowing as well as being known. The self is to be
understood as a self which is open to the other.
With all the points made about how love opens up the self to the other, Marion is not
really clear in terms of what exactly love knows about the other. But, perhaps this is
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precisely where the phenomenality of the other as other is maintained. It is certainly one
thing to know about the other and quite a different thing to know the other as other. To
know about someone may be likened to having objective knowledge in which one knows
their composition, attributes, properties and qualities. Yet, it is certainly possible to know
about someone without ever knowing him/her. That which can be said about the other can
certainly point to the other, but it will never equate to the other. Love does not ignore
objective knowledge of the other, but goes further to the other himself/herself. The exact
contents of the knowledge of the other as other will remain hidden for it depends on what is
revealed and not just on what is perceived. The other as other is a mystery, a phenomenon
in which any form of certainty or objectivity will clearly not suffice. The self finds itself
privileged when faced with the other because the self is given the chance to witness the
other reveal himself. However, the self can only be a total witness to this revelation if
he/she chooses to love the other. It is only in abandonment of the self in love where he/she
can fully appreciate his/her capacity not only in terms of capability but, and more
importantly, his welcoming receptivity. Lewis (2010, p.237) adds that “an abandonment to
love is thus required in order for the lover to recognize his human nature as a gift structured
as receptive capacity.” In mutual (but not necessarily reciprocal) love, both the self and the
other give themselves to each other and thus reveal to each other what would not have been
possible outside love. It is commonly held that knowledge of the other leads to love of the
other but for Marion, it is the reverse: it is love of the other that leads to knowledge of the
other. Knowledge begins with love, and love provides a greater knowledge. Marion
underlines that for the human being, it is a matter of becoming what one knows, considered
from the fact that one only knows what one loves. Philosophy which is often translated as
“love of wisdom” would very well benefit from going back to its original meaning – that it is
first, and foremost love before it is anything else. The pressing existential questions often
phrased as “Who am I?” and “What must I do to be happy/gain eternal life?” must be
replaced with “Does anyone out there love me?” and “Can I love first?” according to Marion
(2007).
Humility is an essential virtue when it comes to love of the other because the self
needs to see that he/she is not in charge of everything. He/she finds himself/she privileged
because of his/her being given to himself through love. The recognition of this giftedness
requires humility, and it is also that which enables the self to be charitable towards others in
love. As mentioned previously, the self needs to let go of himself in abandonment, to lower
himself in the face of the other so that he/she may come into contact with the other as other
so that he/she may come to know the other in love. It is only with an attitude of humility
coupled with a charitable love that the self may reach a deep, intimate and profound
understanding of the other as well as himself.
From these thoughts, one cannot help but appreciate the breadth and depth of
knowledge gained when love is given proper philosophical attention. This serves as a
reminder that one’s familiarity with love is no reason to take it for granted. This could also
be a serious eye-opener for both teacher and student of philosophy because it requires
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rethinking and reconsidering whether or not rationality is all that matters to the individual.
Marion’s thoughts presented here do not require an overhaul of the existing philosophy
courses being taught in schools, but it makes for a strong case to include love in the
discussion. This approach does not only open up a student to a whole new world of
understanding, but it also creates the possibility of an even deeper and richer relationship
with the other. In a world which continues to grow colder and more indifferent each day,
Marion’s notion of love in terms of charity may serve as a beacon of hope for the weary
heart. Approaching the other, truth, philosophy from the perspective of love makes one
certainly more appreciative and ready to receive the gifts on offer. As philosophy is defined
as the love of wisdom, it is clear that it also to be understood as the wisdom of love.
How do these ideas translate into practice? Making sense of Marion’s approach of
the other through love requires a re-thinking of one’s relationship with the other. As
mentioned previously, the primacy of the self over the other needs to be inverted in order
for the other to shine forth without restrictions or conditions set in place by the self. The self
must not approach the other with an attitude of superiority and dominance, but the self
must be humbled in order to be led in love. Just as one should not approach a work of art
with questions about its meaning, so must the self not approach the other with the intent to
subject the other through understanding. A painting must be allowed to speak for itself so
that the viewer’s gaze may be led by the different lines, strokes, colors, shades and textures
in order to appreciate its fullness. To approach it with the question “What does it mean?” or
worse “How much is it worth?” is to downsize the painting in terms which do not
appreciate the painting as such. When it comes to human relations, one should obsess over
labels and categories because doing so will not only put a (false) veil over the person, but it
will also set the terms and conditions of the relationship. This puts a limit not only on the
relationship of the persons involved, but also on the amount and kind of knowledge they
will have of each other. Thus, one must not only suspend all judgement, but also set aside
the conditions for an encounter to take place. People tend to be overly concerned with
control over the other and things and would only accommodate them insofar as they are
suitable and favorable to the self. This is especially evident when it comes to socio-political
issues and concerns. Currently, the political landscape is largely polarized and each camp is
usually only willing to accept things which coincide with their own beliefs and convictions.
Contrary opinions and facts are hastily dismissed without any consideration. This is why
people are concerned with identifying or tagging the other, so that they may be dealt with
accordingly. If the other is tagged to be the same, then they are welcomed but if they are
different, they are rejected. This goes against Marion’s thought because the other arrives like
an uninvited guest who must be unconditionally welcomed by the self. Under conventional
thought, this is taken negatively, because the self is disturbed, displaced, unsettled and
inconvenienced by the other. In Marion’s thought, this is a good thing for the self becomes
privileged to be the host of the other. When Jesus Christ began to preach, he caused a stir
among the Jews and their religious leaders and was eventually crucified for it. On the other
hand, his disciples and followers received countless graces because they loved him. While
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the arrival of the other may be unsettling, it also puts the self in a unique position to receive
blessings.
For the philosophy teacher, it would be good to be reminded of Socrates’ famous line
that true wisdom is knowing that one knows nothing. A teacher must tap into his/her own,
and his/her students’ sense of wonder in order to succeed in his endeavor. This sense of
wonder is what allows an individual to approach himself, the other, and the world with a
humble disposition. As a teacher, one should not think of oneself as having the monopoly of
knowledge, and that the students are incapable of anything apart from the teacher. This
attitude is dangerous to the self as well as the other. Taking the cue from Marion, a teacher
must first love his students – get to know them as themselves, without labelling or
segregating or categorizing them. A teacher’s love for his students changes the dynamics of
their relationship – rather than simply looking at each other from a rigid and pre-defined
setup (teacher-student), every one now becomes open to experiencing each other as such. A
teacher who renounces his/her superiority over his students will begin to treat his/her class
differently: he/she will be more accommodating and encouraging of his/her students
because he/she will see them like he/she sees himself/herself – eager to learn, full of
wonder, and privileged to be in the presence of the other. Students have a greater
appreciation for a teacher who is concerned for their learning and well-being, than a teacher
who is simply an accomplished academic or a prolific scholar. Due to the COVID-19
pandemic, learning had to be done remotely – at home. Students commended those teachers
who periodically check up on them and their situation than those who simply left them with
content and activities without much interaction. A teacher’s love and care for his students
penetrates more deeply than just his/her talent and brilliance. A teacher must allow
himself/herself to be affected, disturbed and displaced by students because this is the way
for them to flourish. The philosophy teacher must remember that he/she does have mastery
over his/her students, for they are not merely passive recipients of one’s utterances. They
are also active participants who have their own unique insights to contribute. This also
means that while a teacher may be so prepared up to the level of having a prepared and
memorized script, the teacher must be willing to discard it at the drop of a hat when the
situation calls for it – like an off-tangent question coming from a student with a genuinely
inquiring mind. Following Marion, this needs the willingness of the self (the teacher in this
case), to provide the other (the student) with the space in which to appear. To dismiss the
student because of the absurdity of a question or because there are learning objectives that
need to be met in a limited amount of time, is to do the opposite of love. In loving
students, the teacher withdraws from his/her position so that he/she may give space to
the students. The teacher creates them in love by emptying himself/herself in charity. The
loving teacher ends up lost, but the love of the teacher becomes even more felt. Thus, not
only does love provide the self with knowledge of the other, but it also provides a unique
and privileged access to the other. The teacher who loves his/her students is also the one
who knows students best.
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Apart from employing love as the way in which teacher and student relate to each
other, teaching love in philosophy courses (or any course for that matter) also has great
benefits for everyone involved. Borrowing from the thoughts of Marion, a loving approach
to the other provides a deeper and richer appreciation of the other. To see the other in a new
light can contribute to the development of genuine care and concern for the other. In a
world starved for empathy, teaching about love may make the world a warmer and kinder
place. To teach students how to love and not just how to think may be the key to improving
not only the understanding of individuals, but also the socio-political conditions in which
people live. Love awakens the self to the other as other because of the unique space they
occupy in this world. The other, like the self – the only one in this world, demands utmost
respect and reverence, and this is only possible when one chooses to love. When one loves,
the other is allowed to exist, to live, to love, and to be. After all, the self remains
incomprehensible and inconceivable without love. He is not only made from love, but he is
also meant for love.
The openness and willingness to welcome the other is very important not only for
knowledge, but also for the sake of each other. As pointed out in the previous discussion,
loving the other not only creates space for the other, but it also assures that the self loves.
Love makes it possible for radically different people to recognize each other and work
together. This is because of the fact that each sees the other as such, before any labels are
attached or conditions are set. The self and other see one another in their purest form,
without any distraction or interference. As stated previously, this requires the decision to
love because this is not immediately given. This decision to love is something which
requires a constant renewal because the other continuously presents himself as a gift. For
example, a couple who exchanges their vows on their wedding day spend their entire lives
fulfilling the same vows they made on that momentous day. People who dedicate
themselves to a cause do not stop after spending an entire day on it. Family members
continue to support each other in good times and bad times. The decision to love the other is
a decision which is not only sustained by the self, but also sustains the self.
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