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§1. General remarks.


This is a remarkable and important collection of essays that explore fundamental elements, guiding principles, and initiating or resultant theses, under the overall aim to achieve a comprehensive, rigorous and methodologically sensitive investigation of “consciousness.” What is distinctive about the collection is that it represents a current, vigorously interactive effort on the part of researchers and thinkers in the two most pronounced programs given to investigating “conscious�ness”: on the one hand the newer work of cognitive science, and on the other the older but still energetic program of phenomenology. At the same time, the picture this volume presents is one of on-going effort in a project of inquiry, rather than its finalization in the achievement of proposed goals. The editors, in their long opening chapter, “Beyond the Gap: An Introduction to Naturalizing Phenomenology,” lay out the theses that represent the fundamental principles for the project in question, namely, “naturalizing phenomenology.” The general aim here is “integrating Husserlian phenomenology into contemporary cognitive science” (p. 1), with two overall ideas guiding the attempt. The first is that “a successful scientific theory of cognition must account for phenomenality, that is, . . . [that] things have appearances”; and, because Husserlian phenomenology has concentrated on “appearance,” i.e., on the structure, status, and origination of the “phenomenon” as such, it can play a key role here “provided that it can be naturalized” (ibid.). “Naturalizing” phenomenology, the editors write—and this is the second overall idea—means taking phenomenology’s analysis of phenomenality (among other things) and “integrating” [that analysis] into an explanatory framework where every acceptable property is made continuous with the properties admitted by the natural sciences” (pp. 1-2). And there is the rub. The emphatic anti-naturalism of Husserl would have to be overcome or neutralized, if the findings of his phenomenology are to be integrated within a continuum comprising as well the findings of natural science—presumably on one and the same level. The only way to do that is to bring the findings of phenomenology out of the Husserlian framework that critically opposes a naturalistic order as the overall matrix for investigation. The editors hope that “the contemporary revival of Husserlian phenomenology” may permit this transformation, even while they realize there will not be unanimity regarding it—and, indeed, some of the essays in the collection, and perhaps even one or another of the editors themselves (cf. the opening paragraph, p. 1), disagree on the terms for the “naturalizing” adaptation of phenomenology laid out that are in this Chapter 1.


As this introductory chapter, “Beyond the Gap,” develops its considerations, it becomes clear that Husserlian phenomenology has been read with genuine interest, and with understanding of the issue of principle opposing naturalization—at least up to a point (more about that later). At the same time, it is not a simple rejection of Husserl’s opposition that the editors wish to argue, but rather that a cognitive science itself, in developing further, would leap over the philosophic standpoint on which that opposition is based, in that, they contend, the mathematical and scientific context of Husserl’s period is at the root of his opposition. They hope to show that advances since then make it possible to overcome his antinaturalism (pp. 39-43). What would contribute most to this, and what the authors find most promising for naturalizing phenomenological findings and insights, is to make the bridge for this aim a particular analytic method found to be effective in cognitive science: “It is our general contention . . . that phenomenological descriptions of any kind can only be naturalized, in the sense of being integrated into the general framework of natural sciences, if they can be mathematicized” (p. 42). This would result in a general “recategorization of the mental,” the result of which would allow “phenomenological data” to be “reconstructed on the main tenets of Cognitive Science, and then integrated into the natural sciences” (p. 48). In this two-step action, they find a point of intersection with Husserl’s appreciation of mathematics, that is, if Husserl’s opposition to the mathematicizing of experiential phenomena can be overcome (p. 42). Hence it is that Part 2 of the book—“Mathematics in Phenomenology”—offers analyses of cognitive processes in formal and mathematical terms, or treatments of mathematics in connection with phenomenology, in the hope of demonstrating the potential of this approach. Here we are given the formal analysis of wholes and parts in the visual field (Chapter 10, by Barry Smith), a topological eidetics of the constitution of perceptual form (Chapter 11, by Jean Petitot, and a paradigm of “reconstructive” naturalization), a formal analysis of motion (Chapter 12, by Roberto Casati), a study of the connection between Gödel and Husserl (Chapter 13, by Dagfinn Føllesdal), and a study of the continuum in intuition and logic (Chapter 14, by Giuseppe Longo).


This, however, follows Part 1–“Intentionality, Movement, and Temporality,” which first offers essays in the explication and reconsideration of prime phenomenological themes in a naturalizing context: intentionality, perception (including, importantly, the self-presence of the perceptually experienced), the role of kinesthesis, and temporality, whether in explication of Husserlian work (largely in an updated philosophical context: Chapters 2, 3, and 4, by David Woodruff Smith, Jean-Michel Roy, and Elisabeth Pacherie respectively), or in developing an analogue to phenomenological work in contemporary neurobiological study—specifically in regard a) to perception (Chapter 5, by Evan Thompson, Alva Noë, and Luiz Pessoa), kinesthesis (Chapters 6 and 7, by Bernard Pachoud and Jean-Luc Petit respectively), and b) to the structure of the experience of temporality (Chapters 8 and 9, respectively by Tim van Gelder and Francisco J. Varela, this latter another paradigm of the naturalizing “reconstruction” action introduced in the editors’ Chapter 1).


Finally, Part 3—“The Nature and Limits of Naturalization”—presents essays taking up issues in Husserlian phenomenology that are particularly troublesome for the naturalization project. Here are found the question of qualia (Chapter 15, by Ronald MacIntyre), of the immediately given (16, by Juan-José Botero), and of the transcendental commitment (Chapter 17, by Natalie Depraz, and Chapter 19, by Maria Villela-Petit). Some contributions confront the naturalization project with the need to make adjustments to itself and/or offer openings to compatibility (Chapter 17, again, and Chapter 18, by Jean-Michel Salanksis), while the last essays urge coming to terms philosophically with the fundamental character of “consciousness” as living nature (Chapter 20, by Renaud Barbaras), and present an historical perspective on framing the project in general as “cognitive” (Chapter 21, by Jean-Pierre Dupuy).


If anything, the multiple, often conflicting facets to the investigation—in this case largely of perceptual experience—that are offered in this set of essays give implicit testimony to the character of the “naturalization” project as still under way. Whatever the degree of conviction with which either the editors or the authors of the topical essays assert their principles and their conclusions regarding how the investigation of “consciousness” has to, might, or cannot “naturalize” phenomenology, it will be this feature, that the investigation is still proceeding—and therefore the question how it proceeds—that has to be emphasized, not by reason of some interest in the general methodology of discovery and development, but because the investigation in the present case is all about “consciousness” and “phenomenality,” viz., about the very thing that has come about and been “in force” long before the investigation began, and continues “under way” in a literally unimaginably complex way as the very underpinning of the specific work that is investigates. It is an issue of the methodology of investigating the working of the experience of being conscious, of that which appears manifestly, in inescapable integration both in an immediate milieu and in the all-encompassing setting of “the world.” This “world,” the all-comprehensive framing condition in the investigations of phenomenology and biology, even if psychology in some instances (perhaps especially in philosophical work, if not also in a fair portion of cognitive science) may still hold to some kind of self-enclosure as the lot of the mind. It seems to me that, unless the question is addressed of how one proceeds in the kind of investigation to be done in cognitive science and phenomenology that would be brought together, any attempt to assess the principles and conclusions that any such effort offers will be naïve and premature.


Despite the fact, then, that the editors believe they have laid down the ultimately legitimate guidelines for “naturalizing phenomenology,” and for thereby achieving a truly adequate science of “consciousness,” and despite the essays in the third part of the book, “The Nature and Limits of Naturalization,” the present reviewer finds there to be a need for another kind of attempt at a comprehensive view of the matter basically at issue in order to approach contributions from both cognitive science and phenomenology, and to see what potential for integration there may be—a comprehensive view focused on the methodology of progression in investigating “consciousness.”


I should like to begin by laying out the overall critical-interpretive framework that my own study in the work of both cognitive science and phenomenology has led me, and that I see to be both demanded for studies such as offered in this collection and able to be furthered by them. In the course of this, I shall take up elements from some of specific essays themselves, in order to discuss both positive contributions and disabling limitations. Out of this, we shall gain a coherent set of elements for an evaluation of each of the essays, taken up briefly one by one.





§2. Comprehensive methodological perspective and initial critique: Levels and stages of analysis. 


To begin with, then, certain features have to pointed out about each effort—investigations carried out in cognitive science on the one hand, and in phenomenology on the other—when these are taken as a whole, though the features thus delineated this may not be explicitly noted in the considerations of any of the essays in Naturalizing Phenomenology. The first such feature is that, in proposing the investigation centrally on “consciousness,”� both efforts accept the principle that we cannot presuppose that we already know what all is going on in being conscious. “Consciousness” is precisely what is to be understood out of the investigation, not something whose familiarity implies already having clear understanding. This means, in turn, a certain measure of progression, not simply a) from what is already familiar, but conceptually vague, about some “phenomenon,” to conceptual explicitness and clarity about its familiar features—for example, by analytically elaborating what is supposedly contained in an already acquired concept—but rather b) from what is already familiar about some “phenomenon” to what can be discovered and made conceptually explicit about it beyond features as already familiar to us. This latter is what investigation in both cognitive science and phenomenology achieve.


Furthermore, in proceeding in this way, investigations in cognitive science as well as phenomenology move through both levels in the “phenomenon” itself and stages in one’s analysis of it. Thus in general, in both approaches, there are overt, familiar characteristics of the perceived on the level of the phenomenal “reality” with which one begins description, analysis, however, probes to a second level, namely, that on which to account for the determinacy of these overt characteristics as meaningful for me. Here, for example, the features naïvely taken as in and of an object perceived in total independence from me on its part turn out to be not only affected by, but—in some way—fashioned by processes in me. Hence at this stage of investigation, cognitive science (especially when worked in appreciation of the earlier work of phenomenology) will find in the motor functions of the human body neurological processes that give rise to the form of the features one perceives in the object perceived, especially in a continuum of both its exhibition to my perception and my attentive focus on it. Correspondingly, and not accidentally, phenomenological analysis at this same stage will describe the kinesthetic action and awareness on the part of a subject as determining—“constituting”—the sense of the object perceived. Concentrating on the physiological and showing its parallel to phenomenology, for example, is what the essay by Pachoud—“The Teleological Dimension,” Chapter 6—does, and it is significant that Pachoud here (and others in other essays, to be spoken of later) refers explicitly to Husserl’s remarkable, and early, analyses in Ding und Raum (Hua XVI).


At this point, however, a further level and a further stage of investigation open up which become more radical. The analyses of both cognitive science and phenomenology up to this point are preliminary; they do not give a treatment in terms of which the ultimate sense of the structures and processes examined can be determined. For that one must go deeper.� Here, now, is where the naturalization project represented in the book begins to apply its key operation, namely, the translation of analytic findings into mathematical form. If one moves from the Pachoud essay just mentioned to that by Petitot—“Morphological Eidetics,” Chapter 11—one sees this very step, converting a “material”� descriptive characterization into structurally analytic, more specifically, mathematical, formulas. One can see Petitot’s intent by noting a sequence of sentences on p. 338:


First, we convert the phenomenological descriptive eidetics into a geometrical one. The geometrical schematization of synthetic a priori laws is the key to naturalization. It does provide a non-naively formal version of noematics. Once we have worked this out, we have to implement it in natural processes, for example, in macro-physical theories of self-organized complex systems (the “external” side of naturalization) or neural nets (the “internal” side of naturalization).


This, however, is only a partial characterization of the procedure of translating elements of the full effort of phenomenological analysis at this same stage into its naturalizable equivalent. That there is more to it is evident in a second set of sentences from the same article (p. 360), coming after a formal articulation of the process of the kinesthetically accomplished tracking of a same feature in an object perceived:


We grasp very well here the necessarily noematic essence of objects as identity poles: a trajectory of identified points tracked from image to image corresponds to one and the same objective point. The condition of the possibility of any transcendent object is that “every point, in its relative place, is set up as an identical [unit] and intentionally maintained as an identical [unit]” (§61, p. 218 < Ding und Raum, Hua XVI—my addition>). We witness here the emergence of transcendence out of immanent acts and contents. 


If, however, one accepts another lesson from Husserlian phenomenology—and it is clear that the lesson in question about to be named, one of the strongest and most radical in that phenomenology, is taken very seriously by the editors in this naturalization project (one of whom is Petitot)—then one has to realize that the accounting for the transcendence of the object that Petitot is offering here is itself not ultimate, that one has to go one level and one stage further yet. Franciso J. Varela, another of the editors, offers us an essay entitled “The Specious Present: A Neurophenomology of Time Consciousness,” Chapter 9, wherein his aim is give “an explicitly naturalized account of the experience of present nowness based on two complementary approaches: phenomenological analysis and cognitive neuroscience” (p. 266). Varela recognizes the pivotal place of Husserl’s analysis of temporality as the analysis of ultimate constitutive process, and he realizes that more has to be said about it than his essay offers, given the so far unavailability of Husserl’s last work in this analysis (the so-called “C-manuscripts” on temporalization;� (see both his opening remarks to his essay, p. 266, and his Appendix A, pp. 307-8).� This, however, has not made provisional for him and his work the principle of naturalization. I shall have more to say about this whole matter later, but the point at the moment is to notice a) the crucial and fundamental role of temporality both in phenomenology and for any program that would want to achieve the naturalization of phenomenology’s fundamental findings and insights, and then b) the character of the naturalization-aimed mathematicizing translation.


§2.1 – The ultimate stage of analysis—the account of origination for “phenomenality”—and mathematization in the service its naturalization. 


In both cognitive science and phenomenology, now, the ultimate level of inquiry for understanding “consciousness” is reached in the analysis of the “process” of temporality, but it is exactly here that two kinds of decided difference between the two investigations enter. And these differences will be central to the question of whether or not the project of “naturalizing phenomenology” presented in the book—i.e., the project of making transformationally integral within neurophysical analysis the features fundamental to the investigations of phenomenology while retaining the essentials of those features—is possible. As Varela candidly says (p. 267), “Given the importance of the topic in the experience of temporality, let it be clear that I consider this an acid test of the entire neurophenomenological enterprise.”


The first difference to note lies in the kind of translation that is effected in the mathematization required for this naturalization project, the kind of transformation it produces, in contrast to the kind of determination that is held to in phenomenological analysis. The mathematization practiced here, as exemplified by the essays of Petitot and Varela,� is not so much a transformation into the eidetically exact, on the paradigm of geometric ideals, as it is a transformation into the formally defined.� What this formalization specifically achieves is a neutralization, rather than a remaking into the exactly defined. In its neutralization it permits making clear the lines of relationship and sequence to be found in the process of change and coherence, clear. The formal pattern (whether of relationship between elements or between phases of a dynamic) that results thereby allows a methodological frame for seeing phenomenological and neurological analyses as first correlative� and then able to be coherently integrated in and as neurological processes as the fundamental level of reality that gives rise to—generates—“consciousness.” In contrast, phenomenological investigations works a different kind of methodological move to reach a further “depth” of the understanding of “consciousness” by an analysis not done in terms of causal processes whose play of elements and phases can be formalized in symbolic or diagrammatic form, but in the material trenchant context that defines the specific issue spoken of by the editors in their Chapter 1 as that of “phenomenality,” as already indicated. There are two features about the inquiry into “phenomenality”—i.e., into how things come to be determinate in experience in virtue of their appearing, so as to be themselves in that experienced appearing—that have to dwelt upon. The first is that, while the course of appearing can lead to the status of what appears as mere seeming, this mere seeming contrasts with the paradigmatic status of something as appearing “leibhaft,”� “in the flesh” we may say, that is, in the very manifestness of itself as actual in being. That is, the issue of “phenomenality” is that being (or in ordinary-language terms, “reality”) is experienced in that it appears to me (or, we may say, us)—i.e., in that it is found manifest via one’s being conscious. Now the “merely seeming” can contrast with what appears “in the flesh” in two ways: 1) the seeming may be something, in its appearing amidst reality, about which we turn out to be mistaken, or 2) the seeming may be something that is merely “in the mind,” whether dream, imagination, fantasy, etc., and not “in reality.” In either case, the fundamental, ultimate status that is consolidated in the course of appearing is that of being, of “reality”; and the exercise of “consciousness” in turn is defined in its ultimate point and effectiveness in relation to this status of being, of “reality.”


The other feature, now, that has to be underscored about the inquiry into “phenomenality” is that, however the “phenomenally” given—the “appearing given”—comes to consolidation in the course of a continuum of experienced appearing, it comes to this consolidation, as appearing, as what-makes-sense. It is not “phenomenal” as a mute, bewildering, senseless force impinging upon one’s sensorium, it appears precisely as a sense-determinate occurrence, whatever grade of determinacy it has—even if it is just “something” (or, in somewhat more determinacy, for example, something big, something hard, something loud, something bright, etc.). What appears does so in specific qualitatively multi-modal determinacies, whereby the visible, the auditory, the tactile, the kinetic all converge in the articulate, differentiated determinacy with which the appearing something is manifest as itself in its appearing. All this is not something one has to argue for in order to be appreciated; it is the presupposed plenum of experiencing that is already in place before one begins, and that continues to hold as one proceeds, in any investigation whatsoever that works “empirically,” that works experientially, that works by relying on and drawing from what is given manifestly in one’s experiencing-in-the-world.


But the fact of being presupposed as the plenum of one’s “conscious” openness to the real—to being—is not ipso facto a clear view regarding what this situation amounts to or how it works; or even if what is so manifestly given in plain, everyday dealings with things, in normal-scale and normal sense-modality accession, is all that can or need appear of the “somethings” that have so far been manifest, in order to be well understood. But if any further inquiry into the things we first know by having experienced them, and any further understanding of them, is to be of them and to hold as of the real, it has to have its source and its confirmation, in one way or another, in this realm of this plenum of one’s “conscious” openness to the real. This is the whole character of the “empirical” bent of the modern period as a whole, and of both natural science and Husserl’s phenomenology in its transcendental character and aim. The issue for transcendental phenomenology, now, is precisely to inquiry into this already-in-place situation, this “phenome�nality” of the real as the very givenness to us of it and our very openness to it, and to do so in such a way as to show more about what is involved in it and how it works in terms of the very character of “phenomenality,” i.e., in terms of the manifest appearing of something precisely as making sense, as experientially sensed in a rich and manifold differentiation of sense/meaning—and, in the end,  as making sense and counting as being, as being “there,” as being actual. This, too, is the point of the issue of the “Leibhaftig�keit” that comes up in one or another of the essays; it is not a question of the vividness of an image or the validity of a representation, it is a question of the thing itself in its manifestness in appearing.





§2.2 – The “deeper” level the phenomenological analysis of “phenome�nality,” that of its origination: Methodological critique. 


This “register” of sense, now, this region of meaning as qualitatively manifestative sense, is that in terms of which and within which the move of “deeper” analysis in phenomenology is made: not a shift to another register—e.g., from manifestative sense to causal processes—but a move further into that which is held as given in a first level of determinate sense, so as to bring to articulation structural elements, conditions, and goings-on that help to make clear how that first level of the determinate as we already find it comes about (originates). Here, too, we finally have the way to contrast the kind of analysis done in cognitive science and that done in transcendental phenomenology, and to assess the import and effectiveness of the neutralizing formalization of analytical results (from either investigative domain) for the aim of naturalizing phenomenology. 


With the character of the “register” or “region” specified for the kind of determinacy at issue in the “deeper” inquiry  to be made in transcendental phenomenology, the next question is that of the character of the elements, structures, and processes that are disclosed in the analytic of this move “deeper.” Here is where one of the main contributions to the work of phenomenology made by Husserl’s last research assistant, Eugen Fink, becomes central, viz., the development of a critique of phenomenological inquiry specifically in its aim to be transcendental (as spoken of in the preceding paragraphs, although that is not all there is to it) and specifically in its move from the initially, overtly, even naïvely, manifest-and-given to the analytic explication of it in relation to what brings it about, in view of its having constitutive sources. This, of course, is Fink’s Sixth Cartesian Meditation: The Idea of a Transcendental Theory of Method.�


There are two points to be made as a result of this critique of the move of “deeper” investigation that phenomenology makes here. The first is the seemingly simple point that what is to be reached on the “deeper” level of analysis does not initially show. What is reached at this “deeper” level is first designated as the intimate connection between “subjectivity” and the appearing “object,” viz., the connection of “intentionality,” to use the well-known characterization. “Consciousness” is constitutively, i.e., in its essential function as being-conscious, “of” something other than itself, namely, of that-which-appears; and that-which-appears is constitutively, i.e., in its essential character as appearing, for “consciousness.” This is not new, and every author in the collection under review is familiar with it. But the crucial thing is to keep in mind the character of the assertion that this relationship is one of the constituting of that-which-appears—designated the “object.”—on the part of “consciousness”—designated the “subject”—and not a relationship of mere connection between them, as if of two equally given factors. This constituting “action” is not at all obvious and manifest for the subject in everyday, overt experience; if anything, far from being responsible for the specifics of the objects we perceive, one’s experience is that we “take in” what shows of the object as material for grasp and that we do not control it in its determinacy. The constituting action of the “subject,” and the results of that action in the objects, have to brought to light by the disclosive work of the analysis; it is asserted when the analysis begins as an anticipatory conception in terms of which to look for structural details in the overt phenomena that indicate its dependency on originative factors and processes, details which then confirm the conception (and, one must add, can also correct it; but to go into this lies beyond the limits of the present essay). These factors and processes, however, are not what appears, they are behind what appears; they are in what appears as the constitutive “depth” of its resultancy, of the“originatedeness” lying in the very occurrence of its appearing. 


Here is a point that I realize is not commonly said in representations of phenomenology; for since it phenomenology’s work to bring the matters it is analyzing to show intuitively—in evidentness [Evidenz], to use Husserl’s term—authors insist that Husserl has to and does confirm the structure and operation of transcendental subjectivity in intuitive evidentness. The matter is clearly not as simply as expressed in the assertion just made. In fact the whole issue of the parallel that Husserl asserts—and that various authors in Naturalizing Phenomenology repeat�—between psychological and transcendental subjectivity (the first of which is what we are already acquainted with in naïve self-understanding, in a familiarity we must have in order to begin phenomenology) also involves there being as well a fundamental and radical difference between the two; and transcendental critique must make clear just what this identity-and-difference means. We find this dual character acknowledged in no uncertain terms, even if briefly, when Husserl remarks in regard to Fink’s critique in the Sixth Meditation, and in accord with what Fink writes, that the only way to give determinacy to the transcendental, to make it a theme for reflection and confirmation, is to cast it in the very same kind of form and action that human subjectivity has in the world, to represent the transcendental as something with the very character that a human being has as subject to the constitutively structuring conditions that enable a human subject be one entity that experiences other entities in their appearing to it!� In other words, the parallel so often asserted by Husserl is between the subjectivity we can find as psychological in ourselves and a characterization done in the very same subjectivity-delineating terms that is applied to something that is in principle beyond the humanly psychological. It is naïve to think that the difference amounts merely to the fact of designating one “human psychological” and the other “transcendental” (or “constitutive source”), when the two are “fitted out” descriptively in the very same basic terms. There has to be something far more distinctive about the difference between them than that, since the whole point of the transcendental is that, ultimately, it has a status prior to the condition of occurring within temporal and spatial determinants for differentiated being and action; for ultimately the transcendental is that which constitutively gives rise to those dimensions of determinacy.


This is a complex and knotty matter and cannot be laid out in its resolution here; but what we find its lesson to be for the present purpose is this. If the aim of phenomenology to disclose the constitutive origins for what was earlier termed “the plenum of one’s ‘conscious’ sense-making openness to the real”—that is, the intimate, intrinsic bond between being-conscious “of” something other than oneself, namely, of that-which-appears, as itself essentially appearing for “consciousness, ”ultimately in “leibhaft” actuality, as real—then that which is to count as the origin of this whole already presupposed unitary set-up has to be in principle prior to rather than subject to the conditions for being thus set up. The effect of this fundamental truth for phenomenology (as it was earlier for Kant, for example) is to render problematic, and to require reconsidering and reinterpreting, the descriptions of the transcendental that phenomenology—paradigmatically in Husserl’s work—has made famous, and we shall be drawing some further lessons from this insight. But here we must notice the fact that there is no such problem for the program of investigations in cognitive science. Its aim to integrate the phenomenology of “phenomenality” into itself, by a suitable mathematizing transformation of phenomenological achievements, proposes to explain how “consciousness” as intrinsically of the “phenomenal.” works in perfectly straightforward positive terms, viz., in terms, more than anything else, of a suitably conducted  neurobiology. However much there is a movement into “deeper” (or “further”) levels, whether into neurobiological processes or into mathematics-like formalization, the move from one level of composition or operation to another never raises, or needs to raise, the problem of the givableness of the factors in question, or of the straightforward adequacy of the description or delineation given of them.





§2.3 – Methodological critique of the genetic account of “phenomenality”: Limitations. 


If this elaboration of the implications of the kind of investigation phenomenology does, when looked at in terms of a distinction of levels and stages (one final stage being that of a rigorous methodological transcendental critique), holds, then there is a serious disanalogy between the results of phenomenological investigation in its full compass and the naturalization process that cognitive science would apply to those results. For can the claim be made, first of all, that the issue of an originative account for “phenomenality” is really grasped in the naturalization project, and, secondly, that the explanation of how “phenomenality” comes about, its origination, can be answered so straightforwardly as the cognitive science in this volume proposes? As indicated in assertions such as we find in two of the signature essays in Naturalizing Phenomenology, the answered to each question is confidently positive. 


My contribution is to bring to the fore the intuition derived from the generic nonlinear flows, following our hypotheses. Self-manifestation appears in our analysis as self-motion or generic instability, which is not a mere artifact of description, but an invariant formal description for self-organization. Thus its relevance for temporality is appropriate. (Varela, p. 294-95.)


We grasp very well here the necessarily noematic essence of objects as identity poles: a trajectory of identified points tracked from image to image corresponds to one and the same objective point. The condition of the possibility of any transcendent object is that “every point, in its relative place, is set up as an identical [unit] and intentionally maintained as an identical [unit]” (<Husserl, Ding und Raum, Hua XVI> §61, p. 218). We witness here the genesis and the emergence of transcendence out of immanent acts and contents. (Petitot, p. 361; <my informational addition in angle brackets.)


Again, it is mathematics-like formalization that will make these confident aims possible:


We therefore measure the crucial importance of a pure geometrical descriptive eidetics. Neutral as to the phenomenology of appearances and the ontology of things, it can be realized in two complementary ways: (1) cognitively, and in that case the problems of implementing noetic synthesis will have priority; and (2) objectively, and in that case the problems of physical causality will have priority. In this sense, it is the key to the naturalization of the phenomenology of perception. (Petitot, p. 363.)


The question has to be raised if this “neutrality as to the phenomenology of appearances and the ontology of things” (my emphases here) allows the “complementarity” to consist in anything more than an accord between delineations of a certain “mechanics” of operations, one in phenomenology, one in neurobiological cognitive science, with both expressed in a purely formal way.


To put the question thus, now, seems to me to point to the heart of the problem, not only in the effort to bring cognitive science and phenomenology into a common framework, but in regard to just what each effort, when all is said and done, is really doing. Once we can understand this, once we have a better grasp of how their investigative discoveries have to be judged as achievable, then we can deal with the question of how the two accounts may in principle be able to be integrated, or at least brought into a complementarity.


I have represented transcendental phenomenology as an effort to explicate what all is involved in the already in place “plenum of one’s ‘conscious’ sense-making openness to the real,” and how it comes about. In proclaiming to take up this same task, the project of naturalizing phenomenology and integrating its findings into cognitive science submits itself to being judged in terms of this problematic in phenomenology—as I have been doing here. What I find its program of explicating this “plenum of openness to the ‘real’” actually does, however, is to trace the structures and operations in a physically natural entity, a neurological living organism, using formalized articulation to define them eidetically. What I have termed the “plenum” of experiential openness to reality is in fact simply assumed, and, more than that, is assumed as that which allows taking structures and processes as demonstrably explainable in terms of physically natural components and processes. None of this argues against there being value in that kind of definition and explanation, but it does raise question as to whether it really grasps the issue about “phenomenality.” For none of the structures and operations thus defined in neurobiology actually directly deal with “phenomenal givenness” itself, none of the structures or processes, as causal actions and interactions, ever touch the character of “phenomenal givenness” as an achievement of sense; and their mathematicizing transformation into formal patterns and principles simple spirits that whole element away. However, this is far from the end of the story.


The formalization action does indeed show that a parallel or accord or convergence or complementarity can be made between the structures and processes of neurobiology and the structures and processes delineated as transcendental in terms of psychological intentional features. But does this mean that the purported achievement of transcendental clarification is thus open to formalizing transposition, or does it mean that phenomenology’s investigation elaboration is equally one of structures and processes, in this case of the human, subjective-psychological kind, and not really directly of the matter at issue, namely, the explication of the truly originative factors and processes for “phenomenality”? Does not this whole elaborate investigative outcome rely, equally as much as neurological cognitive science does, on the already given “plenum” of living experiential and reflective consciousness in its in-the-world openness to being (and to itself)? For instance, does not the demonstrative confirmation of eidetic particulars in the concretely given, regarding not only objects-in-their-appearing but also intentional acts and processes in their occurring, whether perceptual or reflective,� presuppose the effective functioning of evidential intuitiveness itself—however much the structures and processes thus phenomenologically traced within evidential intuitive givenness are supposed to be the constitutive source for that very same intuitive condition of access? Does not the move to another level in purportedly transcendental analysis, in particular when it attempts an ultimate analysis of temporalization (such as in Husserl’s Bernau and C-group manuscripts), amount mainly to a move to another level of the interplay of factors, rather than to a genuine explication of how the “enigma of enigmas,” as Husserl put it in his last publication project, “the deepest essential interrelation between reason and that-which-is in general,”� actually comes about constitutively? 





§2.4 – Methodological critique of the genetic account of “phenomenality”: Paradoxical validation, in radical integrative reconsidering. 


While the scrutiny of the intended transcendental analysis that would show this to be the case is not being taken up here, one realization that transcendental critique leads to is that the detailed structures and processes (in their interconnection or their dynamic) that transcendental analysis would bring to demonstrative display are far more declared to be the originative, constituting factors of  the self-giving “leibhaft” appearing of something actually existent in itself (or of reflective self-manifestness), than truly shown to be originative; for how could the very coming about of manifest showing, the originative event antecedent to and conditioning the “sphere” of the manifestly experiential as such, itself show, i.e., be itself conditioned by antecedent originative factors “in action”? But does this mean, then, that any such effort to disclose and determine the origination of “phenomenality,” in terms of originative structural elements and dynamic phases, is utterly pointless? If this is so, then the majority of the investigative work of phenomenology would seem to be null and void, not to mention a fortiori what cognitive science would be trying to do.


In preparing to attempt an answer to this question, we have to turn our attention to one particular feature of the transcendental analysis of the ultimate level of origination in phenomenology, again, that of temporality. Whether in the recently published Bernau materials or in the manuscripts of the C-group whose publication is still forthcoming,� the fact of the matter is that Husserl’s analysis of temporality has a decidedly formal character to it. While he does not resort to the kind of formulas used in contemporary mathematicizing methods, such as, for example, in Petitot’s treatment of “morphological eidetics,” nevertheless he does make use of diagrams and letter symbolizations that one could well see as analogous to either Petitot’s or Varela’s, even if they are not a way of making explicit the structure of neurological processes. This is particularly evident in the Bernau manuscripts, where diagrams and letter symbolization abound.� Specifically, the standing order of elements in terms of which there is temporal flow as the condition of that flow itself, and which accordingly holds true of each successive “point” of “presentness” in that flow, can be characterized as stable form, as the very form of time.� This is no less than what in the C-group analyses is termed, at the culminating point of one long manuscript, “the form of absolute temporality,” “the Invariant: standing-staying form”;� but it is also named the “standing streaming present” or, far more frequently in the whole C-series, the “living present.”�


If, now, a certain formalization in Husserl’s analyses is indeed what brings forth the structural complex in the coursing of temporality, does that not argue for a possible coherence between the analyzes of transcendental phenomenological investigation and those of neurobiological cognitive science, and therefore a positive interpretive interaction? Here is where one has to proceed carefully, not because one might fear conceding too much to a prima facie opposing investigational procedure, but because the coherence must not be taken in naïveté, that is, it has to be studied in terms of the critical-methodological issues we have just been following. In particular, one has to see the reinterpretive consideration that results a) from taking a comprehensive, integrative view of findings from the different levels of the matter to be investigated and the different stages in one’s investigation of them, and b) evaluating kinds of inquiry in terms of the fundamental matter to be inquired into, viz., “phenomenality.” From this we can gain an understanding of how to rethink the meaning of the parallel thought to hold between respective levels and stages in the two investigative programs. This kind of complex critique is what in the end can offer us the answer to the question of the point of inquiry into the origination of “phenomenality,” despite the seeming inaccessibility of that origination to demonstrative showing.





§2.4.1 – Radical integrative reconsidering: comparison. 


Phenomenology proceeds by attempting to disclose originative subjective antecedents by working back from experientially, phenomenally appearing realities to the acts and processes in “consciousness” which constitutively determine the appearances wherein those realities are experientially manifest. In both cases, that is, for both the appearing realities and the experiencing “consciousness,” temporal and spatial horizonality is constitutive and intrinsic: on the one hand, appearing realities appear in an indefinitely extended but centrally determinate spatial milieu and in a coursing of trans-temporally coherent moments of manifestation, and, on the other hand, “consciousness” works its experiencing as well in both a temporal coursing and an operatively spatial coherence of sense-modalities and kinesthetic action. Without either of these concrete complexes of modality and dimension there would be no actual reality for experience and no actual “consciousness” of it.


The levels of analytic progression from the overtly given to the constitutively originative is always anchored in the overtly given; the constitutively originative can only be disclosed from the “clue,” the “lead,” that consists in what is overtly given—whether of the object experienced or of one’s own self-aware experiencing of it. There is no transcendentally efficacious originative agency given as such directly, from which one can deduce the constitutive effects of its action. Constitutive effects are what is initially given, and the transcendentally constituting is what has to be disclosed via these effects.� This means, then, that the overtly given as experientially gained is a kind of anchor for moving to the transcendentally originative and an anchor that one cannot let go of, on pain of losing hold on the only situation in terms of which explanation retains its sense. Explications of origination gain their meaning precisely because they are of the overtly given and experienced, even if things will be said and realized about them that are far different from what one was initially familiar about them in their first givenness.


At the same time, if what is to be known further about the familiarly overt experientially given is its origination into being overtly, experientially given, and if the problem of the seeming non-manifestability of the originative remains, then the only way origination can be brought to thematic consideration is if it be presented as something that can be made manifest. This act of presenting the non-presentable, so as to able to made intelligibly determinate, is termed, in the transcendental critique worked out for Husserl by Fink, “ontifica�tion”—a representing of it as something constituted as able to be made manifest in the manner of a genuinely given entity or entitative process.� Only as “ontified” can the genuinely transcendental be thought about and represented in determinate structural or process complexity, so as to make origination intelligible with respect to the originated, the constitutively resultant. But it is a mere “seeming” on the part of the transcendental, a merely “seeming” to be something, while not itself really determinate or determinable in that manner at all.� It is only, therefore, when one takes an integrated look at all levels of phenomenological analysis, and does so through the lens of transcendental methodological critique, that the differences between these levels as well as the linkage of stages of investigational regression-movement binding them together, that the interpretive demands for understanding both the findings on levels prior to that of ultimate analysis, and those on the level of that ultimate inquiry, can be appreciated and followed in grasping what phenomenology in the end has to offer—in its limitations.


In comparison, the neurobiological investigation done in the cognitive science that is here a genuinely interested reader of Husserl’s phenomenology leaves aside any inquiry specifically into “phenomenality” as “the plenum of one’s ‘conscious’ openness to the real”—so often mentioned now—in terms of the sense of appearing and manifestness and experientiality. It interest is in the interplay of determinable elements and structures and processes in a kind of “mechanics” of “consciousness” on the level of neurobiology. As we have seen, its movement from one level to another, in a movement from the level of physical composition and operation to that of the formalization that allows clear determination of essential patters, is prima facie not unlike that by which phenomenology moves from constitutive acts to the coursing of temporality. But while there may well be a merit in the naturalistic framework of cognitive science (which remains yet to be acknowledged from the point of view of the present critique), still, in that it does not directly address the problematic of “phenomenality” on the register of sense, it in effect relies on phenomenology to make clear that the phenomenological analysis of structures and processes shows how “phenomenality” comes about, in the constitutive action of those structures and processes. If, then, the findings of phenomenological analysis can be transformed, by formalizing mathematization, and brought into the work of neurobiological cognitive science, then the latter can in its own program be deemed to have succeeded in explaining “phenomenality,” and “consciousness,” in its terms—even if the sense-qualitatively manifestative character of appearing (“phenomenality”) and the sense-qualitatively experiential character of experiencing (“consciousness”) has been left out. Finally, it is this same sense-qualitative character of both experiencing and appearing—that is, the character native to the “plenum” of “conscious” openness to the real and of the self-manifestability of the real for “consciousness”—upon which neurobiological cognitive science i.e., cognitive scientists precisely as “conscious” experiencing agents, intrinsically depend in order to have motivation, direction, and meaningfulness in both their investigations and their mathematization of phenomenological achievements.





§2.4.2 – Radical integrative reconsidering: maintaining the all-important point. 


There is another feature of phenomenological analysis to dwell upon briefly in order to see how its findings can be the disclosure of the way “phenomenality” originates. If the import of transcendental methodological critique is taken seriously, on the point that the detailing of “ontified” structures and processes is not ipso facto and at face value the laying out of the step-by-step action of the originating of “phenomenality”—as that is concretely exemplified in the perceptual intending of some “leibhaft” manifest real entity (pick your favorite example here: Husserl used that of a bird in the garden, among others)—but is rather a representation of it in terms of the constitutively originated, then one can try to do either of two things (or both). On the one hand one can realize that the already intimately integrated and operating a) openness of “consciousness” and b) self-manifest�ability to or for consciousness are as one an a priori “Fact” of a wholly singular kind, which one inevitably has to begin from rather than work towards, and that one can never bring it under examination nor in any way propose or find it as the term of a proof. This would mean that the meaning and role of this “Fact” can only be clarified by an operation of thought other than that of demonstrative showing, even if this other kind of thinking has to be inseparably linked to the findings of phenomenological analysis. Here is an essential methodological point that Fink, once again, raised in a paper of his from 1951, “Intentional analysis and he problem of speculative thinking,”� and that he took up much earlier in copious notes in the 1930’s, especially in his notebooks from 1937-40.� This explication of insights and realizations that cannot ultimately be conducted as the descriptive rendering of findings in evident, manifestness givenness, Fink terms “speculative,” but it is a phenomenological “specula�tion,” one that would have worth only by maintaining explicit relation to and instigation from the detailed phenomenological analysis of concrete matters, rather than allowing itself to go off freely soaring imaginatively in a sky of abstractions. On the other hand, however, one can also try retrospectively to recast one’s analytic description of analytically determined structures and processes in such a way as to reflect the element, in this case, of the “plenum” of the openness of “consciousness” and the manifestation in “phenomenality.” 


The example of this latter option that was being worked out in the very period in which the transcendental critique of method was being formulated in phenomenology has its first, and only, published expression in Fink’s 1929 dissertation, “Vergegenwärtigung und Bild.”� Here a further step of analysis of the temporality of experiential givenness, or of “presentation,” consists in Fink’s offering as the “deeper” factor in temporalization that would constitutively account for the structural elements of “protention” and “retention” not an “intentionality” of “genuine acts,” but what is designated instead as “depresenting [Entgegenwärtigung].” The specifically temporal character of the protentional and the retentional sense for noematic elements, in terms of which a continuity (or contrast) of manifesting appearance forms as the passage from not-yetness through now-actuality to just-pastness, is determined by a horizonal condition respectively of either the minimal anticipatory determinacy in, or the lessening of the presentness value of, the appearance-phases of the something which is appearing. The temporal character of the appearing-phases of something are conditioned, precisely as the phasing of appearance, by “horizonal depresenting,” which are “not intentional experiences,” but rather a temporalizing mode of temporality itself.”� There is much more to it,� but this is enough to make the point at issue here. What we find Fink doing in this analytic characterization is to articulate the structure and process involved in terms of the very thing at issue in the analysis of temporality, namely, manifestation in appearing. To speak of the “horizonal condition” as one of “depresenting,” of gradualized diminishment in “presence,” is to speak of it in terms of the very feature of the experiential “plenum” of consciousness and manifestation that the originative account is meant ultimately to explicate.


If, then,  this whole critical perspective and its implications hold, it would seem that a detailing of elements that sets aside the sense-qualitative experiential character specific to appearance and manifestation and does not maintain that character intrinsically in the interpretive articulation of the structures of “consciousness” being investigated—in other words, a detailing of elements that follows the intricacies of the “mechanics” of structures and processes, rather than the meaning that pertains to them as “conscious experience,” whether this is done in neurological cognitive science or in phenomenology itself—would be missing the whole point. But what this whole way of evaluating things would also indicate is that what is needed in either case is a way of interpretively reconsidering each effort, cognitive science as well as phenomenology, in terms that would allow the findings of each investigation to be recast in terms of “the whole point,” namely, the sense-qualitative experiential character specific to appearance and manifestation, as what has to be disclosed in its coming about precisely as “phenomenality.”





§2.4.3 – Radical integrative reconsidering: revalidation of the basic investigative ranges. 


The strengths of both phenomenology and cognitive science is that they are both dedicated to making the investigative analysis a way of making intelligible the way “consciousness” works in its concrete experiential actuality. In both, the procedure is to begin with the concrete reality of “consciousness” and to move “back” or “down” to some stratum disclosable in that same concrete reality as originative of it. They differ in the conception of the kind of concreteness in terms of which to investigation “consciousness.” In the case of phenomenology, the concreteness is that of one’s experientially and existentially concrete integration in a world, in terms of the manifestness of reality to the existing human in this integration as the very definition of human “consciousness,” viz., its intentionality—but investigated in the full complexity of the modalities of sense-qualitative modalities and kinesthesis, all integral to actual “conscious” experience in the world—i.e., in the world analyzed and described in terms of the structural conditions for experience and manifestation, the horizons of spatiality and temporality. The strength of this, as already laid out section §2.1 above, is that the concreteness here is of the very order of sense-qualitative phenomenality. In neurobiological cognitive science, on the other hand, the concreteness is that of the physical biological structures and processes, the smooth and integrated functioning of which is so massively demonstrated as necessary for “consciousness” in its full capacities by the irrefutability of the effect of injury, deformation, or disease upon that integrated functioning, in all the debilitating or destructive ways that medical science can lay before us.� The plain fact of the matter is that neither of these determinations of the concrete can legitimately be rejected, even if they be evaluated as in principle different.


One other thing about both programs of investigation, now, is that actual practice in the bulk of the investigative results so far has been to detail elements, structures, and processes largely within the acceptance of two reigning categories for designating kinds of ultimate determination. Crudely put, “consciousness,” as the correlate of phenomenality, is mind. especially when transcendentally elucidated, and mind is spirit, that is, fundamentally immaterial. Nature, on the other hand, as the system of causal reality, is physical, that is, fundamentally material, and so also must in the end the natural structures and functions of “consciousness” be essentially material, if it is a biological reality. So for any convergence in common ground, not to speak of integration, to occur between phenomenological investigations and those of cognitive science, either a) these categories must both eventually be equally inflected, modified, or transformed, totally or in some measure, or b) one category must yield to the other and accept that its findings be essentially translated into the categorial schema of the other. Is this in the end what the project of “naturalizing phenomenology” comes down to?


What the entire layout of a phenomenology integratively recast under the impact of a rigorous transcendental critique of method that I have been offering here, simplified as it is,� aims to show is that, rather than taking up the question that lurks behind the presentation of the problem in the introductory first chapter of Naturalizing Phenomenology, under implied acceptance of the categorial difference just delineated (or perhaps some weaker or more subtle form of it), neither program has in effect really finished its investigative work,, that both remain at a still preliminary stage. This state of the respective programs can only be recognized when one comprehends the demands that are imposed by a rigorous methodological critique done in terms, specifically and rigorously, of the aim of originatively explaining or explicating “consciousness” and “phenome�nality.” And, again, one indication of the fundamental need for this radical methodological critique is the massive fact that neither of the respective determinations of what counts as the concretely real, for phenomenology on the one hand and for cognitive science on the other, can be rejected, precisely on the grounds that each carefully tries to delineate and explain an all-embracing massively evident constitutive feature: one, that we are entities that are conscious, and the other that we are entities that are natural. I must also, however, say that the most compelling argument for admitting this fundamental need is the one instance of just this kind of comprehensive critique of methodology done for phenomenology in the form of Eugen Fink’s Sixth Meditation, the “Idea of a transcendental theory of method.” 


What this means, then, is that the findings of each investigative program have to be reconsidered and reinterpreted under the force of the realization that a further stage of inquiry, a yet “deeper” level in investigating “consciousness” and “nature” has to be aimed for. That level has to be such that, rather than setting in opposition what is deemed “consciousness” as non-material and what is deemed “nature” as sheerly material, we find the “two” to be in fact integrally one in the concreteness of an actually existent kind of being—but only if the phenomena in which that kind of being is displayed are carefully enough studied in terms of the full panoply of the kinds of consideration that the push to originative explication offers. In other words, one has to allow and require, for the given character of the kind of actual phenomenon that I wish to highlight as the key to the problem, the kind of conceptual articulation—in both rigorous analytic detailing and “speculatively” articulate explicating—that goes “beyond the gap,” to use this phrase employed by the editors of Naturalizing Phenomenology to title their chapter of introduction.


In fact both programs deal focally with precisely this key kind of phenomenon, namely, living being. For phenomenology it is a living subjectivity, for neurobiology it is a living biological system. For Husserl, subjectivity, especially in its fundamental constituting action, is quintessentially living: transcendental subjectivity in general is an experiential life, and temporality in particular is ultimately the “living present.” Neurobiological cognitive science (e.g., in highlighting the non-linear dynamics of “neurocognitive events,” especially regarding “self-organization”)� is about the order of the biological; “conscious” beings in general are living organisms. The trouble is, that neither the transcendental phenomenological literature nor that of cognitive science really look into living being, precisely in the form of human living being, radically enough to see its potential a) for displaying phenomena that go “beyond the gap,” on the one hand, and b) for indicating the originative in a paradigmatic way. Let me finish this comprehensive methodological perspective with a remark about this double potential.


The issue is the way both the “openness”-to-being that is constitutive of “consciousness,” on the one hand, and the material self-organization, self-structuring, and function found true of organic nature on the other, are fundamental and intrinsic to, and constitutive of, human living being, and therefore relevant to a comprehensive determination of what natural being means. Let us formulate this issue another way, using, not the best, but at least usable terms for the present purpose: How can “consciousness” have the “property” of being materially natural, and how can materially natural being have the “property” of “intentional openness” to its world? What kind of conceptuality (or what kind of methodologically integrated sequence of stages in the interpretive explication of investigative findings) can articulate this determination integrally as a single kind of phenomena, as a single reality? How can nature be conceived so as to embrace both a) the prime feature of phenomenological study, experiential “phenomenality,” and b) the organizational dynamic of organically material systems—in such a way as to see “nature” as both the originative power of the emergence of organized form and process, and the totality of concrete entities and interactions resultant from it?


To begin with, let me indicate a few considerations that would contribute to some such new conceptual approach. The first is that, in using the terminology of “properties” in understanding the work of natural science, an overview will show that, in the end, all “properties” are emergent. No kind of material organization is not conditioned upon an antecedent level of structure, and, so far at least, no level of structure is absolute in fundamentality; it is only antecedent, not absolute.. The upshot of theoretical physics is that there is no “bottom” to the investigation of structural composition; what counts as supporting conditions is always relative to the level on which one analyzes something.� Moreover, structure and stability on every level depend not only on intrinsic compositional units and forces, but also on ambient conditions in the form of other units and forces (e.g., as pressure or temperature), that is, in situational interactive relationship. Finally, all such structure and stability is temporally conditioned; compositional form always involves process (dynamics) in some way. What this all means, again, is that any reductionist principle is also always relative to the choice of a particular level of the analysis of components and composition. When one explains a property A in terms of structural elements xyz,� it is not because xyz are absolute fundaments, but rather because they are compositionally antecedent. The validity of property A, then, doesn’t depend upon its compositional dependency—even if it does depend on xyz to be sustained—but rather upon its relevance to the level on which it is meaningful as property A. Such is the state of affairs, e.g., for the molecular properties of compounds, of the elements, and of nuclear components all the way down. It also, then, has to be the state of affairs if one talks about “consciousness” as a “property” of certain “higher,” i.e., further, or more complex, organizations of matter. “Consciousness” has validity, not in terms of the compositional structure and elements upon which it depends in order to be sustained, but in terms of the level on which it is relevant and meaningful.


The question is, now, what defines the proper level for the validity and meaningfulness of “consciousness”? We all know the answer: the experiential. The level on which “consciousness” is a definable “property”—i.e., operates—is the level on which one defines it in terms of intentional integration in a milieu, of openness to the world and in the world as the horizonal plenum. That is, it is the level on which sense is determinate, the level on which sense-qualitative sectors of integrated coherence come to consolidation in the course of experiential appearing. “Consciousness” is constitutively, experientially correlative to the spatio-temporally achieved differentation of manifest meaningful wholes in the milieu of viable life.


It is clear in biology that milieu-integration, i.e., adaptive fit in and interaction with the environment in manifold ways, e.g., in terms of metabolic exchange, is determinative for the concrete actuality of any living organism. But it is also true on every level of organic process, not only as defined causally—e.g., as in metabolism, in development, etc.,—but also in terms of the manifestness of discriminate forms in modalities of sensing. And this is precisely the point at which biology meets phenomenology, and therefore also, in principle, the point on which phenomenology and neurobiological cognitive science can meet.


Unfortunately, however, consideration of milieu-integration—the analogue in developmental biological science to the “plenum” of experiencing and “phenomenality”—does not figure centrally in the essays of the volume being reviewed, although it is implied often enough, principally in virtue of some inclusion of Husserl’s conception of the “life-world.� More seriously, the phenomenon of life is at best secondary as a topic and on the whole largely marginal to Naturalizing Phenomenology—with one major exception, Chapter 20–“The Movement of the Living as the Originary Foundation of Perceptual Intentionality,” by Renaud Barbaras. Here the very thesis gets to the heart of the points I believe are pivotal to addressing the whole question of the collection itself. Barbaras writes:


Our claim is that we cannot account for the nature of intentionality without grounding it in a living being, that is to say a natural being in the sense that it lives in the midst of a Nature. As a result, the question of the essence (nature of) intentionality calls into play the problem of the nature of intentionality, that is to say of the meaning of the Nature in which intentionality as a living movement is situated. (P. 526, emphasis Barbaras’s.)


Central to this effort is the category of “totality” (as the translation translates what I presume is “totalité,” which could as well be rendered “wholeness”: i.e., the character of being a whole, an integration of elements, rather than in the sense of simply taking altogether all individual units that are collected together in a variegated multiplicity). “What is important here is that the living qua totality [wholeness] is an ultimate category, which alone is endowed with a biological meaning.” (P. 529.) While the implications of this point, the central significance of “totality” for understanding life, are central in the present context—e.g., that just as a living organism adapted to its milieu is integrated in many different kinds of interactive selection of elements in the environment, corresponding to different facets of its constitution and action, so also sensing occurs in many, multiply varying ways of picking out features of the environment as significant to it in its self-maintenance as a living entity�—what is important in terms of methodological critique is that the articulation of the essay moves on the level of what here I would term the phenomenologically “speculative.” It is an attempt, not to do the investigative analytic, but to explicate what the findings of that analytic (which here would combine the results of biology and of phenomenology) have to be taken ultimately to mean, given the differences in orientation that cognitive science and phenomenology display in the context of the present project. Nature in this sense, “this Nature . . . essentially related with Life,” that, “more precisely, provides us with a sense of Being that overcomes the difference between physical world and Life,” is a “Nature” which is both “Nature in which intentionality comes into being and Nature constituted by intentionality—as an infinite and living source of every experience and every event . . . .” 


Such a Nature is indeed at the opposite of the traditional idea: it is not positive or objective but the effective and dynamic negation of any positivity or entity. It is by remaining potential and, to some extent, unfinished, that it can be a Nature, that is, that which involves everything and gives rise to everything. (All these latter citations from p. 538.)


The proposal here, in what Barbaras would term an “ontology of life,”� is not intended—as I would understand the implication here—as a corrective upon cognitive science coming from its opponent-partner phenomenology, as represented in the edited collection, but as a level of understanding required for both. I see it, in other words, as illustrating one of the essential elements of the interpretive perspective I have been offering in order to evaluate the character, aims, and offerings of Naturalizing Phenomenology. In a word, what is needed is not new facts or new eidetic determinations of structures and processes, but the explication of new sense for them, a new, more radical, understanding of the meaning lying in what we have already found in analytic study, and may legitimately go on to find, and realizing that that new sense has to work within the way the details of analytic study themselves get conceptually articulated, not only in phenomenology but also in neurobiological cognitive science when it is put forward as explaining the cognitive, i.e., as explaining “consciousness” and/or “phenomenality.” 





§3. Specific evaluative remarks.


I take seriously the project that Naturalizing phenomenology is proposing, and I consider the attempt to bring phenomenology and cognitive science together in a common framework worth pursuing; but I as the treatment so far indicates, the common framework I find it necessary to offer for this purpose is considerably different from the one that is offered in the editors’ project-explaining Chapter 1. The framework I advocate, despite taking all the pages until now to lay out, has been simplified here to an extreme, offering only the broad methodological and interpretive lines. The full rational for it would involve far more detail in order to show how a comprehensive, integrative understanding of phenomenology as a genuine transcendental project (of its own kind, I must add, one that is not merely derivative from or an application of, for example, Kant’s remarkable critique project) would be worked out.� What is given, however, has made it possible to set the terms  by which finally to evaluate the contribution that Naturalizing Phenomenology is making, and therefore to help the effort of bringing these two vigorous inquiries into “conscious�ness,” precisely in terms of “phenomenality,” into convergence and eventually even integration. What I would like finally to do, then, is to comment briefly on the individual essays after Chapter 1 (which has been in effect commented on in this whole review so far), especially those not yet mentioned, in regard to the way they contribute to this purpose.


David Woodruff Smith’s in his essay, Chapter 2–“Intentionality naturalized?”, proposes to overcome mutual categorial exclusion between “intentionality” and “nature,” by allowing the integration of the two conceptually on the level of a “formal ontology.” “Material” categories such as “body,” “mind,” and “culture” can be “ordered by diverse ‘formal’ categories such as Individual, Quality, State-of Affairs, and so on” (p. 83), another of which is “Intentionality”—“being-conscious-of-something as well as being-an-‘I’”: “Intentionality is a formal feature of entities bearing three different material essences,” viz., “Nature,” “Culture,” and “Consciousness” (p. 88, italics Smith’s). Thus “Inten�tion�ality” as a formal category does not reduce to—i.e., cannot be explained in terms of—the material category nature (pp. 99-101 and 107-8).


What happens here, however, is that a Wolffian-like a priori ontology predominates over “die Sachen selbst,” to use Husserl’s rubric, that is, over the central “Fact” of  “consciousness” as opening to “phenome�nality,” that is, to the manifestness of being in the process of appearing (see §2 to §2.4.3). It seems hardly adequate to treat this as a “formal category,” for example, in view of the investigation of how experiential manifestness works in so deeply “material” a way by someone such as Maurice Merleau-Ponty,� which to my mind is a redoing of Husserl’s Ideas II (Hua IV) in such a way as to overcome the categorial division of material “strata” in human being in virtue of their non-layered integration in the dynamism of actual experiential process. Moreover in Woodruff Smith’s there seems to be no real meeting of phenomenology and cognitive science except to say that each can do its own work, confident that they will simply not be in conflict between the assertions each come up with, owing to their operating on two distinct “strata,” one that of a “formal” determination, “Intentionality,” the other that of a “material” determination, physical nature.


Chapter 3–“Saving Intentional Phenomena: Intentionality, Representation, and Symbol,” by Jean-Michel Roy (another of the editors), is best considered in connection with Chapter 4, Elisabeth Pacherie’s “Leibhaftigkeit and Representational Theories of Perception.” Both are astute inquiries into a real problem for the understanding of “intentionality” both within and outside of phenomenology, namely, how can that which is “intended” by got to itself, that is, directly, as Roy poses the issue, or “in the flesh,” as Pacherie does. What stands in the way of admitting this, however, is that different concrete “intendings” can be seen as in large measure mediated by linguistically framed differentiations. That is, given the nature of the neurobiological sensorium, accession to objects in the environment is highly indirect, making it necessary to see perceptual access in intentionality as mediated by some kind of representation, especially in the interest of its naturalization (cf. Roy’s essay, pp. 111, 120-21, and 122).


Pacherie, now, highlights the significance of “in the flesh”-ness (my rendering of  “Leibhaftigkeit”) for grasping the force of “the phenomenal and qualitative dimensions of mental life “ (p. 151). Unless a theory of perception can show “how perception can seem immediate, how the object in perception can be given in propria persona,” which is what Husserl’s term expresses—as Pacherie indicates on the basis of Husserl’s Ding und Raum lectures (Hua XVI), it “cannot be adequate” (p. 152). Her proposal is that for this question “a representational theory of perception may not be in a desperate position, provided that it takes into account the temporal dimension of perception,” i.e., does not proceed in “reductive abstractness” by making perception “something punctual and static” (p.154). And so she examines the material in Ding und Raum to see if this can be achieved, especially in virtue of “kinesthesis” (p. 156-57). In the end she proposes not only mechanisms on a subpersonal (i.e., “subawareness”) level, but also “sophisticated higher-level representational mechanisms,” corresponding to the “highly evolved norms of perception” that are exhibited by higher organisms (p. 160).


Both essays, then, support the fruitfulness, if not the validity, of the “represen�ta�tional” theory of “intentionality,” i.e., of adopting what, for argument’s sake, is the closest thing to a definition offered by Roy, “the thesis that an intentional system is a system endowed with a set of representations constituting both ‘the immediate objects of the propositional attitudes and the domains of mental processes’” (p. 120, with the quoted phrase drawn from Jerry Fodor, Psychosemantics, Boston: MIT Press, 1987, p. 17). But we have to look at this whole effort carefully.


Pacherie is fully correct in advocating the turn to the phenomenological analysis of temporality in order to manage the “representational” element in perception, against “reductive abstraction” in a “static” analysis. However, her recourse then to neurological processes as the way to explain the “representational” component does not keep clearly enough in mind what the analysis is meant to account for, namely, the paradigm “plenum” situation of experientially followed appearing in manifest self-showing, again now to be taken precisely as a temporally dynamic showing, not an all-at-once static state of givenness. At the heart of this, now, is the understanding of how determinate sense—i.e., the blue fibrous qualities of some X, let us say a rug—functions in this dynamic “plenum” situation.


The determinate sense in the intending in which I apprehend the blue fibrous X is not itself, in that apprehending, that which is intended (and both Roy and Pachoud acknowledge this in one way or another). This determinate sense does not in any way stand for that which is ultimately the manifest-in-appearing, the “leibhaft” appearing X. In the experiential intending this sense is in effect only relatively determined, not fully determinate, in the intentional “reaching out,” because its fuller determinacy only comes in its actually reaching that which is to be attained. This relative determinacy is partial and tentative all the more because it is determinate in its temporal coursing in the “reaching out” to that which, for its part, is appearing also in a temporal coursing—a temporal coursing which thus embraces both the “reaching out” (“consciousness-of) and the appearing-to, and all elements within both


If one reflectively “latches onto” or “turns toward”—i.e., abstracts—this sense as a specific component for consideration (i.e., as a thematic “object”), that sense component gets cast as an intermediary “something” carried in the process of intending, a something which is intermediary precisely the intending is as yet incomplete; for that which ultimately is to be reached, some X itself in its “Leibhaftigkeit,” is not yet reached in this way. The determinate noetic-noematic sense component (here: the fibrous blue), then, has a static character in this abstraction from the full concrete coursing of the temporal phasing of both a) intending and appearing and b) the determinings of each: the noetic determinateness of the sense orientation (expectancy) in intending, and the noematic determinateness of the concrete specificity of the actual coming-to-appear on the part of the object X (here: the rug). The abstract, static cast given to the situation in the reflective fixing of elements to distinguish tends to make the achieving of perception—the reaching of object X in its “Leibhaftigkeit”—into a kind of passage through a sequence of states, each of which has these noetic and noematic sense-elements in a certain relationship that slowly reaches identity—“coincidence” or “fulfillment.”� That is when the perception is achieved: in identity, fulfillment, and coincidence between sense-in-the-subject and a sense-of-the-object.


But the event in question, the reaching of manifest “Leibhaftigkeit” in consciousness-and-appearing, does not come about as a sequence of static relationships. That kind of picture is a preliminary and introductory analytic description in order to begin getting clear on what happens here.� The more advanced and more phenomenologically correct, analysis comes when one recasts the static approach (as in Ideas I, for example) in terms of the process, the constitution-effecting coursing, of temporality. Here is where the staccato sequencing of relational states gets integrated in a single going-on and coming-about: the coming-to fullness in appearing in the richness of three-dimensional temporalized complexity in the “right-now” of the “standing-flowing living present.”�


There is no way to go into this further here; but this much is offered in order to make the some further clarifications in keeping with §2.4.1 and §2.4.2. The shift to the genetic analysis of the constitution of determinate sense in conscious experience effects several interpretive transformations. For one, what gets emphatically excluded is any idea of constitutive process as involving cause-like agency.  It is instead a sheer “coming-about” that does not divide or differentiate in terms of some subject-entity effectuator and the object-entity effectuated; it is one event of “consciousness-of and appearing-to which, together as one, are the opening of the phenomenality of the world. Secondly, in that the problem of representation arises because of the static fixation of phasing moments into components in comparison, to do the analysis in terms of temporalization means taking the process as one of the building-up and consolidation of sense in its filling out, in the way a continuing appearing (e.g., again, as blue fibrousness) presents a same X (e.g., a rug) as the same only in the sense-concreteness under continuous transformation: this sense-concreteness is incessantly, and together, still-going-to-appear-fibrously-blue, actually-now-appearing-fibrously-blue, just-was-appearing-fibrously-blue. And this continuous coherent triple-dimensional transformation and holding together in its richly building up complexity, is what constitutes the “Leibhaftigkeit”—the “in-the-fleshness” of the experiential manifestness of the object X.


Here is where the forceful point Pacherie makes comes to its own, her highlighting the significance of “in-the-fleshness,” “Leibhaftigkeit,” for grasping  the force of “the phenomenal and qualitative dimensions of mental life” (151). Unless a theory of perception, she writes, can show “how perception can seem immediate, how the object in perception can be given in propria persona,” which is what Husserl’s term expresses, it “cannot be adequate” (p. 152); but then to try to show this in terms of “representational” functions, especially on a neurological level (pp. 156-160) by emphasizing the process character of kinesthesis as a mechanism (both on a “subawareness” level, as well as on a “sophisticated higher-level representational” level) subverts the point. For what her procedure indicates as a lesson is that one has to approach the “plenum” of temporalized experiencing-and-appearing as that in terms of which any representation one might analytically posit in the process makes any sense at all, rather than as that which can be explained by any such representational factor. Representation only makes sense as that whose whole value and validity stands in referral to some register of the manifest X itself. Representation as the substitute that ineluctably displaces the register of the “plenum” of manifest appearing simply leaves utter inexplicable that which it is meant to explain, namely, the status and holding of actual being “in the flesh.” It is a theoretical device that, in addition to being false to the basic matter in question, phenomenality, imposes inescapable skepticism. Here, again, is where the point made in §2.4.2 above gains its methodological and theoretical force.


To put it all another way, and more briefly, what Husserl’s analyses ultimately show is that sense, in the consummate case of its manifestative capacity as the appearance of the something in question, is only able to be understood as sense in terms of its function in the full situational totality of its coming into determinateness; and this is what the temporality and kinesthesia Pacherie brings ultimately belong to. Sense is not simply some self-sufficient unit of discrete mental content that lodges in mental “handling” through being focally fixed and judgmentally arranged and rearranged, as if free of intrinsically implied contexts of determinative factors (e.g., “horizons,” to use Husserl’s term), all of which become more clearly directly relevant the more sense is itself specific and concrete. In other words, the sense of sense is that it is always implicative of a systematic whole, rather than being a unitary datum of content; and the systematic whole to which it ultimately relates, as far as phenomenology is concerned, is the “plenum” of empiricality itself, spoken of so far in terms of experiencing and appearing: “phenomenality.” It is not a question, then, of whether or not the “representational content” (or “symbolized meaning”) turns out, as if a “stand-in” for the “real thing,” to correspond to something determinate “out there,” beyond the “mind,” but whether or not the determinacy of the “opening-out-to” (“intentionality”) that is constitutive of the very “mindness” of the “conscious�ness” fills out sufficiently in the coursing of appearance into the manifestness of something itself. This is what requires the complex totality of immediate and less immediate contextual (“horizonal”) determinants, which is what “intentionality” really is “correlative” to—better is integratively constituted together with. For all that is what the world means. To say, this, however, does not amount to a resolving of the issues that Roy and Pacherie raise; it only indicates the matters that have to be taken into consideration if the effort to find the convergence desired in the naturalization project is to be in any way successful.


The two essays that come next, Chapter 5–“Perceptual Completion: A Case Study in Phenomenology and Cognitive Science,” by Evan Thomason, Alva Noë, and Luiz Pessoa, and Chapter 6–“The Teleological Dimension of Perceptual and Motor Intentionality,” by Bernard Pachoud (another of the volumes editors), both argue for the need to examine neurological processing in appreciation, as Thomason, Noë, and Pessoa put it, of “the careful conceptual and phenomenological study of lived experience . . . as a complement to scientific research” (p.168). Thus, for example, they find that “brain regions are not independent stages or modules; they interact reciprocally . . . . There is ample evidence from neuroanatomy, neurophysiology, and psychophysics, of the highly interactive, context-dependent nature of visual processing” (pp. 182-83). Beyond Dennett, who argues: “Conscious experience, in our view, is a succession of states constituted by various processes occurring in the brain and not something over and above these processes that is caused by them” (sentence quoted on p. 193 by Thompson, Noë, and Pessoa, from Dennett and M. Kinsbourne, “Time and the Observer: The Where and When of Time in the Brain,” Behavioral and Brain Sciences 15, 1992, p. 236, with Dennett’s and Kinsbourne’s emphasis), the authors here insist that “the person is an embodied being embedded in he world, not a logical construction of brain states”; “perception is an ability of the animal, and its causally enabling mechanisms are perceptuo-motor processes occurring in the animal and its environment considered as an interactive unit” (p. 193). All this is to the good (especially the mention here, in effect, of the centrality of living being), but it is done without making that lived experience as turning on “phenomenality,” in the full sense I am advocating, the determinative element of the analytic articulation of that living, even in regard to the neuro-organic systematicity of it.


Pachoud, then, complements the essay by Thomason, Noë, and Pessoa by introducing a fuller treatment of the coursing nature of “perceptual and motor intentionality.” In this, however, it is not so much the temporality of perception but rather the kinesthetic ground for the achievement of perception, integrating into the analysis of perception both the perception of movement and the kinesthetics of perceiving; for only with the movemental is there the teleological, he argues from the beginning, precisely in the “infinite progress in the givenness of the thing” that Husserl insists upon, in the dynamic of the temporality of appearing. But while referring with approval to Husserl’s investigation of the movemental as “a condition of the apprehension of space, and thereby of thinghood, and finally of intentionality in general” (p. 2l2), Pachoud nonetheless shifts to the factual order of neurological motor processes as the order of explanation for perceptual phenomenality.


It is here, by the way, that one has to make note of the way Pachoud makes use of Husserl’s Ding und Raum lectures by Pachoud, and do Pacherie and Petitot as well. Despite their appreciation of and guidance from the analytic description Husserl presents, they nonetheless do not seem to appreciate Husserl’s all-important methodological point, namely, that the analyses of the Ding und Raum lectures are preliminary. Two features of the lectures mark their preliminariness, and it is Husserl himself who makes them clear. On the one hand they present findings “that lay the ground for a future phenomenology of experience, a clarification . . . that starts out from first-met beginnings and goes on from there as deeply and widely as possible.” (Hua XVI, pp. 3-4).� On the other hand, these lectures gain their focus from the central point of the “phenomenological reduction”: that “things appear,” that it is in “appearance” that things are there “as the actuality of what exists [als seiende Wirklichkeit]” (Hua XVI, pp. 141-42). “Appearing” has to be two things at once: something “subjective,” the  “appearance in perception” that is mine and for me, and something “objective,” belonging to the thing appearing, the appearance “in” which the thing appears, “in” which “it comes to givenness as ‘itself-there’” (Hua XVI, p. 148).


It is hard to see that the authors in their sincere reference to Husserl have grasped the point of his cautions here.  For in their moving to translate his analyses into elements, operations, and formal relationships in either psychological or neurological processes, they do exactly what he warns against, namely, treat his investigations as “empirical psychology,” in effect treating them exactly like “genetic-causal psychology.”� Once again, we have to be clear exactly what the issue is, between Husserl’s work and that of naturalizing interpretive adaptation.


As too frequently understood, not only by researchers in cognitive science but also by interpreters Husserl, the analyses of Ding und Raum (and others like them) are read as if it is something a specific subjective agent itself does—whether conceived as a “mind” or a “brain”—that gives rise to “phenomenal” features, in this case the spatial configuration in terms of which a thing is “intentionally” apprehensible to or able to be thought by the subject. That is, the “pheno�menal” qualities of the object are produced for the subject itself in and by its own effecting of either perception or cognition. This, of course, is simply subjective idealism, and it is not the “transcen�dental idealism” that Husserl tries to develop and explain. In the latter the factors that make for the appearance of object such that it is the manifestation of it itself are not internal constituents or operations of the subject’s own being; for those factors are precisely what make for both the intentional “of”-character of “consciousness” and the “for”-character of appearance. They are, in other words, immanent to the comprehensive situation of the “plenum” of experience-and-appearing that constitutes “phenomenality.” The transcendental question for phenomenology, then, is how can such factors, embracing as they do both the agent that experiences and the phenomenon that is the matter for experiencing, be themselves found, scrutinized, analyzed, and delineated conceptually out of reflection on one’s own experience? How does one get beyond  the constituents of one’s own being and acting to grasp what makes for the unity of “consciousness” and “phenomenon”?


This is what the further work of  phenomenology, in its specific transcendental thrust, has to try to do, and this is what Husserl finds “empirical psychology” and natural science not methodologically set up to be able to carry out. It is not, for example, because natural science investigates “Nature” that it is not equipped for the transcendental task, but rather because it conceives “Nature” in such a way as to leave aside the very nature of “phenomenality,” and therefore to leave aside also the very central feature of “consciousness.” Moreover, when, in a way similar to “empirical psychology,” natural science would inquire into “consciousness” to discover processes—say, in behavior or in the brain, taken as a “reality” human being finds present before one’s observation and study—it presupposes all the featuring of phenomena in empirical terms as synthetic a priori conditions for experience and comprehension of the real, in order to discover how those same a priori conditions come about. But this is to take those same a priori conditions as a priori to themselves; for they operate in the empirical ascertainment of the very factors—in this case, psychic or neurobiological structures and processes—that make for the a priori determination of phenomena in and for “consciousness.” This is simply philosophically—in this case, transcendentally—incoherent, as Kant had brilliantly shown two hundred years ago� (unless, of course, the processes studied are not taken to be the origin of the priori conditions for the empirical itself to be structured as, and count as, the real, but are only taken only as generating a representation in the mind of objectively real factors, in this case, the inter�nal-experiential sense of temporality corresponding to real time as a factor in objectively real physical processes). With this we link up with much of the treatment laid out in §2 to§2.4.3 above, and the difficulties outlined there (especially the difficulty of characterizing the transcendental in terms of what is constitutively resultant from it—see §2.4.1—which clearly is what is at issue here as well). At the same time, the present remark on Ding und Raum also adds to the ground on which to treat briefly the remaining essays in Naturalizing Phenomenology.


This is the kind of difficulty that also runs through the next five essays: Chapter 7–“Constitution by Movement: Husserl in Light of Recent Neurobiological Findings,” by Jean-Luc Petitot, Chapter 8–“Wooden Iron? Husserlian Phenomenology Meets Cognitive Science,” by Tim van Gelder, Varela’s Chapter 9, spoken of already at length in the previous sections, Chapter 10–“Truth and the Visual Field,”  by Barry Smith (and the first essay in Part 2: “Mathematics in Philosophy”), and Petitot’s Chapter 11 (also treated earlier, along with Varela’s). Whatever other perspective these five essays bring to bear on the means to convert phenomenological findings into a form amenable to naturalization in cognitive science, each of them works ultimately in terms of a realist naturalizing metaphysics of nature to disclose the constitutive source for the “phenomenal” featuring of the objectively representational. That being said, however, one has to take into consideration the way these analyses are not immaterial to the question of how constitution works, in view precisely of their being analyses of structures and processes that are indeed to be found in the concrete actuality of human existence in the world. They have to be taken into consideration for the measure of information that, with suitable interpretive adaptation to phenomenology—that is, in a reverse direction to the adjustment they undertake of phenomenological findings to naturalization—might bring them into coherence with the programmatic transcendental aims that define phenomenology. This can be done, I would argue, in two ways: one, by reinterpreting their findings in terms of the transcendental-phenomenological conception of “phenomenality” such as I have been advocating; and the other, by reinterpreting the conception of “naturality”—the understanding of what “natural” and “nature” mean—out of the issue of the radicalization of the categories of “spirit” and “nature,” on the basis of transcendental methodological critique, in particular in regard to the centrality of living being. (See §2.4.1-§2.4.3.)


What this amounts to is that the work of these studies is by far not irrelevant, and certainly not empty of positive discovery and explanatory value, but to insist that their significance for the study of “consciousness” can only be established in recast as including the recognition of the fundamentality in nature of the fundamental and irreducible character and status of “phenome�nality,” i.e., of the openness of “consciousness” to the “manifestness” of “appearing,” in its concrete actualization in human activity. This would be the value of studying these essays with this reinterpretation in mind, for which also specific critical points are pertinent in regard to each. This has already been done for the essays by Varela and Petitot, at least in certain respects. However, Jean-Luc Petit’s essay has the virtue of coming closer to this than the others of the present sequence. While concurring with the crucial role of the actional dimension of human corporeal being, Petit emphasizes Husserl’s distinctive procedure of centering his whole analysis on sense and meaning (242) in the “living experience of meaning” (243). If this realization would inform “naturalizing” studies, then they would lose their objectionability, Petit argues; but while this is important, his essay does do no more than set this task. Carrying it out, however, is a much larger task, and I would only add that this cannot be done halfway. Even if done as a further stage, it has to be an integral interpretive recasting throughout. However much the concrete features of the analysis remain, they have to be radically transformed in the way one articulates and understands them.


Here, too, positive aspects in the other essays should be mentioned. For example, one point made in van Gelder’s essay, as well as in those by Varela and Petitot, is a qualification on the way temporality and noematic coherence is treated. What is positive about these studies is that an analogue to the formal structure of temporality, as Husserl analyzes it, is definable in the “mechanisms” of neural processing. One of the key features of the modeling of “dynamic system,” e.g., by van Gelder, is the insistence that the value at any point in a sequential processing is the value of the whole system at that point (p. 252), which takes on importance if the system is conceived as not self-enclosed, but related to an “external landscape” (p. 253). A step such as this has one disadvantage however. Husserl’s formal analysis is geared to the sense-status of the “content” that is materially determinate in the dynamic of the formal structure, namely, the (noetic-noematic) moments of intending-and-appearing in their specifically temporal-qualitative difference in that dynamic formal structure: not-yet, now, no-longer. These are values of gradation in “actuality” (to use Husserl’s characterization in one of the Bernau manuscripts that, in this case, break new ground) that are found for the protential not-yet and the retentional no-longer phase-senses included in the now-there, i.e., in what Husserl here also designates as “being in the mode of thereness-in-the-flesh [Leibhaf�tig�keit],” of “having something itself present” (Hua XXXIII, Text Nr. 2, the end of §6, and the beginning of §7 pp. 41-43). In other words, the point of the formal structure of the “mechanism” is to articulate the integration, in a single event-moment, of the temporally differentiated qualitative senses that makes for the dynamic of time—of which one is aware because one lives it in that qualitative differentiation. This whole event-moment, however, is not extended along a spatial track and the protentional not-yet and retentional no-longer are not dimensions extended out on either side of the momentary now; they are intrinsic to the event-moment of primordially integrated complex sense, viz., the sense of the temporal as a passing by virtue of its all-at/in-the-same-moment tri-dimensionality (that, moreover, one would have to recognize as also embracing and deploying the very structure of spatiality—but this is another matter that cannot be taken up here).


Clearly the fact that the process phases of a neural mechanism, taken as proceeding as phases in a causal sequence localized along a spatial continuum—the line of succession from one state to another—may help in differentiating and defining the elements involved, but this kind of spatialization does not provide an analysis of the process specifically in its temporal character. It cannot, therefore, be taken as the explanation, in a naturalizing mode, of temporalization as such. A further interpretive thinking about what the neural analogue means is needed, especially since many good points in regard to analyzing neural process processes are offered in the essays by van Gelder, Varela’s, and Petitot. Barry Smith’s Chapter 10 provides equally strong insights, not regarding temporality but on the way boundaries are set in determining different kinds of objects. Thus van Gelder and Varela, for example, emphasize that computationalist analysis, a much practiced method in the cognitive science as others might do it, is not the proper way to analyze neurological function; one needs the “dynamic system” approach (pp. 251-52 and 267-68, respectively). Moreover, Varela describes his approach as “based on situated, embodied agents” (p. 272), while Smith makes the situational environment a main feature of his essay on Gestalt-determination.


The two essays with a predominant mathematicizing cast, “Chapter 12—“Formal Structures in the Phenomenology of Motion,” by Roberto Casati, Chapter 14—“The Mathematical Continuum: From Intuition to Logic,” by Giuseppe Longo (who also mentions Ding und Raum), come on either side of Chapter 12, the essay by Dagfin Føllesdal, “Gödel and Husserl.” With regard to the Chapters 11 and 13, the points I offered earlier on formalization apply here too (pp. 10-11 in §2.1, pp. 19-20 in §2.3, and pp. 25-26 in §2.4.1): mathematics-like formalization does make cross-relationship possible between phenomenology and neuro-cognitive science. However, since it does this at the cost of setting aside the whole point of the inquiry, viz., to explicate how the sense-qualitative manifestness, in experiencing, of being-as-appearing comes about, and figures into human “consciousness,” it is only a stage of comparison regarding the formal “mechanics” of structure and process, not the stage of explanation precisely on the transcendental level. That has to come thereafter as a comprehensive interpretive recasting of what the analyses have to aim to make clear, as just defined. It is not at all evident that this has been understood in the proposals of these essays.


Føllesdal’s essay offers interesting connections between Gödel and Husserl, largely on the basis of Gödel’s reading of Husserl. While the issue of intuition is featured, it largely is dealt with in relation to mathematical objects, rather than to the region of the experiential. Accordingly it offers material that is supplementary to, rather than lying within, the line of issues central to the critique stance I am offering here.


Part 3 of the volume, now, offers a series of essays on particular issues that lie as matters of serious differences between a naturalization project and Husserlian phenomenology. Ronald McIntyre, in Chapter 15—“Naturalizing Phenomenology? Dretske on Qualia,” is basically a criticism of Fred Dretske’s Naturalizing the Mind (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1995). What is helpful is his casting his critique in terms of the debate in non-phenomenological philosophy regarding the alternative “internalist” and “externalist” approaches. Dretske is characterized as presenting the latter, Husserl the former. There are effective points of critique made against Dretske, but the trouble with the way McIntyre carries this out is the constricted way the concept of the “internal” is handled. “Internal” seems to mean “within” the mind, which is what allows him to distinguish the sense of an intending—i.e., a structural component of the intending act—from the property of  an object—something found in that which is intended. This allows him to argue that Dretske, in proposing an “externalist” conception of “representation’ (pp. 433-34), fails to appreciate the distinction “between qualities of experiences (of objects) and (experienced) qualities of objects and the relation of both of these notions to that of qualia” (p. 437). For Dretske qualia become the latter, in that qualia—the ways in which an object appears—are simply the experienced qualities of objects, whereas they should by taken, McIntyre argues, as “qualities of experiences of objects” rather than “properties of appearing things” (p. 438). What this does is make a clear break between appearing and being, the first lying on the side of the subject, the second that of the object, whereas the whole point of phenomenology as transcendental is to overcome that scission: the course of perceiving is not the course of something going on in a subject-mind standing over against, but separate from, a thing-object, but rather the course of something going in which the “subject”—more correctly: the intending aim, in its coursing—is integrally involved with the “object”—more correctly: the appearing-to, also in its coursing—so that, at some phase of the process, and in terms of all the situational factor in both “sides” of the process, the consciousness of and the appearing to become that of the thing in its “Leibhaftigkeit.” “Leibhaftigkeit” is not a matter of a value (or “sense”) that a mental element takes on additionally, but rather the moment of fulfilled intending-and-appearing achieved in the ever-continued temporal coursing, with its complex of factors and conditions. Phenomenologically speaking, “internal” workings vs. “external” workings both have to be understood quite differently.


Chapter 16, “The Immediately Given as Ground and Background,” by Juan-José Botero, offers a somewhat different approach. Botero orients his treatment on “the very field of experience” as the aim of the application of the “phenomenological and transcendental reductions,” and this “field” is that from which one begins and from which everything is drawn in its sense and worth. Human involvement here is much more than the “consciousness” of reflective, theoretical undertakings. Drawing from Wittgenstein, Botero underscores the rich range of forms of life, i.e., a theater of engaged living (pp. 454-55), in terms of which to understand the “immediately given” (pp. 456-58). Since in this ground-situational field “human action is neither representational nor objective” (p. 459), and since this “background involves all of our everyday social acting and thus is not ontologically reducible to something else” (p. 462), no theoretical attempt to characterize human engagement in terms of sheerly natural processes or sheerly mental acts, factors, and states can be valid,. One can well explain causally any item discriminable out of that background as natural phenomena—e.g., in terms of neurological processes—but “the background of meaning is not reducible to” any such terms (p. 462). This overall point converges in a general way with the perspective I offer in the earlier part of this review essay; but a dedicated phenomenologist, or anyone appreciative of the detailed investigative results of either phenomenology or natural science, would not be satisfied with the near one-dimensionality this approach, nor with what could be seen as a kind of unreconsidered realism.


The essay by Natalie Depraz, Chapter 17—“When Transcendental Genesis Encounters the Naturalization Project,” now, is quite a bit more penetrating, comprehensive, and critically insightful. Depraz has a decidedly positive outlook on the possibility of cooperative work between phenomenology and cognitive science, but it depends upon a researcher’s grasping the force of some clearly principled requirements. Since the aim of phenomenology is a transcendental analysis of the constitution of experience, analyzing experiential specifics, whether in phenomenology or cognitive science, has to be in terms specifically of the coming-about of the experiential in “phenomenality” (pp. 465-66). But neither phenomenology nor cognitive science has been free of naïveté both in its guiding ideas and in interpreting its findings. In phenomenology, for example, there often is a latent (or overt) “transcendentalism,” just as correspondingly there is a “biolo�gism” latent (or overt) in cognitive science (pp. 467 and 482-83). In the one case, the view would be that transcendental constitution has nothing to do with, and nothing to owe to, the “materiality” of “nature” (pp. 476-81), and in the other it is held that the functioning of “material nature” (here in the form of neural processing) need only consider the form and mechanism of that processing. In the one case “nature” is not really rethought in its intrinsic relevance to intentional life in the world, and in the other little consideration is given to what is really demanded in order for the purported “outcome” of the “processing” that is neurologically studied—viz., the effect: consciousness of something appearing—to be intelligible as mattering to that appearing precisely with the sense: the manifest experiential presence of something “in the flesh” of its being (in contrast to the way this is often relegated to the status of an internally subjective “quale”) (pp. 473-74). Neither approach is adequate to the investigandum in question, because neither recognizes the overarching theses that each is actually following. In contrast, Depraz emphasizes the living character of genetic constitutive process —following the central importance of Husserl’s genetic analysis�—with “life” not simply a metaphor for something dynamic about experience, but the very definition of its nature (pp. 471 and 478-81).


With all this I am in complete accord, but then some questions on Depraz’s essay enter in regard to the central factor in her position, right where she refers to the work of Varela on the one hand (p. 479), and Merleau-Ponty and Barbaras on the other (p. 480). Depraz suggests that, if biological and neurological analyses of processes and processing are to count as relevant to the transcendental issue of the coming about of “the phenomenal,” in the sense of manifestness “in the flesh,” then, as I interpret her proposals, two procedures have to be implemented. One is that the descriptive articulation of such processes and processing has to include the way they make sense as the coming about of that transcendental manifestness. And the other is that the phenomenological analyses of transcendental genesis has to include what Depraz calls a “hyper-aesthesia,” a kind of awareness-in-operation that is less than thematically reflective self-consciousness, “microkinesthetic and microtemporal levels of the neuronal resonance itself” (p. 480). (This seems to converge with the points I offer in §2.1-§2.3.) However, my concern is that Depraz doesn’t seem to recognize the problematic character of the assertion that concrete individual entitative structures or processes of these kinds are said to be exercising transcendental constitutive operation. In that the processes she proposes would be determinable on an “empirical” level, i.e., can be phenomenologically displayed (480-82), they have to be considered, in a transcendental phenomenological perspective, as intrinsically constitutive resultants, whether the analysis is one done in neurological investigations informed by phenomenological sensitivity, or in phenomenological genetic analysis informed by neurological science. In other words, there is an intrinsic paradoxicality to any such concrete investiganda when they are looked at precisely as concretely embodying transcendental genesis; and not to be aware of this in one’s work is to remain methodologically preliminary in one’s interpretation, if not transcendentally naïve.


Here is where the essay that comes a little later, by one of the authors Depraz refers to, Renaud Barbaras (Chapter 20—The Movement of the Living as the Originary Foundation of Perceptual Intentionality,” cf. §2.4.3), offers an example of the way the whole issue of “phenome�nality” and its status as “sense” has to be treated when it is dealt with on th level of a determination that would overarch the often still naïvely construed categories of “spirit” and “nature,” namely, the level on which human experience is treated in terms of its transcendental dynamic as a life, as a living dynamic. This level of “speculative” explication can articulate the transcendentally genetic (originative) sense for either the phenomenological or the biological and neurological analysis of structures and processes, such as offered in the essays by Varela and Petitot, for example, Chapters 9 and 11. This is what is exemplified in a summary fashion in Barbaras’s essay, but it needs as well to be done with and in this same kind of scientific treatment, such as Petit proposes (Chapter 7) (see §2.4-§2.4.3). The only full-scale instance of this kind that I know of is the final work of Merleau-Ponty, the lectures on “Nature” in the Collège de France� when coupled with his The Visible and the Invisible.�


Jean-Michel Salanskis, in his essay “Sense and Continuum in Husserl” (Chapter 18), offers an insightful treatment of the concept of the continuum, directly relevant to much of the understanding of Husserl’s analysis of time-consciousness. Sasanski’s focus is on the process-status in the temporal continuum of sense as a singularity. It is unfortunate that Salanskis did not yet have available the Bernau materials (Hua XXXIII, published in 2001), which would have provided him with two correctives. One would be that Husserl did indeed go further in his analyses than Salanskis thinks (p. 494), and the other is that, rather than being a linear continuum—i.e., a spatial extension—temporal “flow” is dynamic as a qualitative complex. Referred to earlier in connection with van Gelder’s essay (Chapter 8; see pp. 51-52 above), Text Nr. 2 in Hua XXXIII (especially where §6 ends and §7 begins) offers both these advances. On the one hand, Husserl develops the analysis of the process-structure of temporality in its protentional aspect, illustrating this repeatedly in new diagrams augmenting those in his earlier studies; and he ends up, in another manuscript, presenting the process-structure in terms of “the living present” (see footnote 19 in §2.4). Accordingly, on the other hand, he articulates an interpretation of the process-structure of temporality in terms of the sense of manifest actuality, rather than in terms of the content “build-up” of retentional and protentional components. Protention and retention are now plus and minus grades of “actuality [Wirklichkeit]” for the same content-moments, rather than content additions. What this consideration does, then, is suggest the need to revise, not only one’s understanding of what matters in temporality regarding the question that lies as the joint concern of both phenomenology and cognitive science—namely, what it is ultimately about is that-which-appearance-is-to-consciousness—but also of how a naturalization project has to be (re)conceived. For inasmuch as “the philosophical heart of the problem” would indeed lie, as Salanskis quite correctly observes, “in geometrization itself” (505), the way one would analyze the “continuum” of “synthesis” that lies at the heart of constitution becomes problematized if that analysis is dominated by a spatializing conceptuality. If it is, then, that “the force, originality, and grandeur of the Husserlian conception” lies in the way he assigns as our task to understand how experiential anticipation� works within the temporal constitutive process (which thus sets the grounds for reflectively, conceptually articulating stable consolidations in experiential life, p. 505), then it is imperative to analyze as correctly as possible what temporal process is and is all about.


Maria Villela-Petit, in Chapter 9—“Cognitive Psychology and the Transcendental Theory of Knowledge,” indicates in the title the thrust of her contribution, namely, that to understand what the “psychological” ultimately involves is to understand what the transcendental issue is, in classic phenomenological terms. If what phenomenology investigates is conceived as “enclosed within the sphere of inner experience,” then the “enigma of enigmas,” in Husserl’s famous phrase (see the end of §2.3), cannot be resolved. What is at issue is the way “consciousness” actually reaches “the transcendent object,” not an internal representation, but “the object of the world in its reality, its objective exteriority” (509).� This emphasis upon the way the “psychological,” in its quintessential meaning, is permeated with the transcendental as the “level” on which the whole point of the psychological as cognitive lies, characterizes Villela-Petit’s exposition. In this she sees an “irreducible difference between the intentional and the cerebral” (519). That is, in insisting, with Erwin Straus, “Man thinks, not the brain” (598), Villela-Petit places the emphasis upon the one side in what she apparently takes to be a clean distinction between “nature” and “culture”: “in the constitution of the human world,” such as Husserl explicates it in Ideas II (Hua IV), “the sphere of culture enjoys an ontological precedence” (518). In other words, the brain indeed is a remarkable problem-solving apparatus, but its role is that of a “supporting” “substruc�ture” (519) a stratum that may intertwine with, but remains distinct from, the stratum of the “psychic,” to use the framework of static analysis Husserl uses in Ideas II (e.g., in §32, near the end of §40, and in §42).


Villela-Petit’s is a classic statement, and it stands in resistance to the aims of the naturalization project as proposed in this volume. That is, it insists that the appearance of being can only be explicated in terms of the psychological and cognitive, just as the naturalization project insists that the appearance of being has to be explicated in terms of neurological processing. If one would insist that the manifestness of being has to have a measure of living involvement with the world, this would have to be in the form of the psychological and the cognitive (even if there also is a physical involvement); but the thrust of the “naturalization” effort can have another character, as I am arguing here, namely, to read the nature of “nature” from living involvement understood as neither psycho-cognitive nor neurological in the standard sense of those investigative construals, but in a way that moves beyond them as individually, separately adequate. Again, as indicated already more than once, that is what I find to be exemplified, admittedly in too compact a form, in the essay by Barbaras that follows Villela-Petit’s.


The final Chapter 21, “Philosophy and Cognition: Historical Roots,” by Jean-Pierre Dupuy, offers a helpful study of how various efforts at investigating cognition do or do not allow for naturalization. Using as a touchstone Kant’s critique project, Dupuy is able to see how far such efforts fall short: the cognitive turn in analytical philosophy (e.g., Donald Davidson), AI studies (e.g., Warren McCulloch), a philosopher who took much from Brentano such as Roderick Chisholm, and finally such inquiries into structures and behaviors “without a subject” such as cybernetics, structuralists, and postmodernist tendencies. Rather than offer distinct proposals, Dupuy provides further examples that add to the lessons that one has to draw from past efforts.





§4. Conclusion.


Let me close with two observations. The first is this. The effort to bring nature and spirit together in the study of “consciousness” is far from having achieved a goal; for it has not yet really been able to project the guiding concepts and ideas in terms of which it could in principle be accomplished. If nothing else, the essays in this collection show this. The effort is still under way, and, indeed, has still to grasp clearly enough what in principle will make that way able to be taken and traveled. The second observation is that it is no accident that the naturalizing cognitive science displayed here, namely, as knowledgeable about and appreciative of phenomenology, is one emerging from a French philosophic and scientific context. Yet different as the general acquaintance with phenomenology may be from the Anglo-American setting, there is much that is in common—in investigational interests, insights, and problems (recognized or yet to be acknowledged)—as one can see from looking through the Journal of Consciousness Studies. It seems clear, then, that, if a better understanding of phenomenology and cognitive science can follow from the fractious contributions in Naturalizing Phenomenology, the now international effort in the grasp of what it is we do, consciously, when we read such materials and know what they are talking about will be significantly aided.


�
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Review of Naturalizing Phenomenology – Bruzina 














� I am placing “consciousness” in quotation marks to indicate throughout that the word is the name for what is to be understood, not what can be comfortably presupposed as already well understood. Despite the fact that we are perfectly familiar with “what it is like” to be conscious (as many would argue, e.g., Thomas Nagel and John Searle, differently), it is not at all clear what all is involved in being conscious or what it means to be familiar with ourselves as conscious. The same caution is indicated by quotation marks on other words, such as “the world” or “phenomenon.” 


� To conceive of the movement of analysis as “deeper” is obviously to express a feature of it in terms of a spatial metaphor, as is to speak of “levels” or “stages.” The exact kind of change in analytic action thus indicated, however, can only be determined on the basis of the kind of analysis being performed and the overall “region” (another spatial metaphor) within which it is conducted. As will be discussed shortly, here moving to another “depth” in a “phenomenon” in thematic focus could be a matter of an analysis in terms of causally effected processes, or of the coherence of sense or meaning. There is a similarity in that the “penetration” to another “depth” that each achieves is really the discernment of new elements, in a new order of explication.


� The sense of “material” here is that of the German term Husserl would use: “sachlich.” It does not mean the specifically material—i.e., of a strictly physical nature—(though it doesn’t exclude that as one kind of Sachlichkeit), but rather the positively, qualitatively, sensibly “content”-determinate.


� A Materialienband of the C-manuscripts, i.e., a reader’s edition rather than a full critical edition, is being edited at the Husserl-Archiv Köln by Dieter Lohmar, at the moment projected to be completed in early 2003. 


� I cannot refrain from pointing out that, as mistakenly written on p. 308, my first name is not “Richard”! That is the name of my cousin in Cincinnati, who does not do phenomenology.


� The editors, the two first listed of which are Petitot and Varela, draw attention on p. 49 to this very exemplification in their respective essays, which accordingly substitute in effect for an explanation of the process.


� In this sense, while this is still not necessarily compatible with Husserl’s overall point in the paragraph pivotally cited by the editors on p. 50 of their Chapter 1, if one takes Husserl’s words here in their context, all the same the issue is not the exactness of the idealization, but its formal character. In this way the mathematization proposal here is not directly excluded by the strictures of §9a of Husserl’s The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology, (translated by David Carr, Evanston:  Northwestern University Press, 1970),  Hua VI.


� See, for example, the term “correlate” (in the statement of Hypothesis 3 on p. 277) and the phrasing about the “synchrony” of “coupled oscillators” as “the explicit correlate of the origin of nowness” (p. 283) in Varela’s essay, but our reading these assertions should also take into account his judicious concluding remarks about the provisionality of the effort (pp. 305-6), even if its general aim is not in question.


� It is with both good reason and good grace that the editors have included, in Part 1, a fine posing of this issue in the essay by Elisabeth Pacherie, “Leibhaftigkeit and Representational Theories of Perception.”


� Translated by Ronald Bruzina, Bloomington, IN; Indiana University Press, 1995; to be noted is the descriptive continuation of the title: With Textual Notations by Edmund Husserl; this translation is of the first volume of Eugen Fink, VI. Cartesianische Meditation, Teil I: Die Idee einer transzendentalen Methodenlehre, edited by Hans Ebeling, Jann Holl, and Guy van Kerckhoven; Teil II: Ergänzungsband, edited by Guy van Kerckhoven, Husserliana Documente Vol. II/1-2, Dordrecht/Boston/London: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1988. It is important to realize the fuller context of this text of Fink’s; for while the translated text displays the kind of discussion that was going on between Husserl and him on the matters of the essay, offers, the second volume of the two-volume German edition gives a far fuller picture in the form of further drafts written by Fink for Husserl, a rich elaboration of the kind of points that have to be made in order to revise one’s understanding of transcendental phenomenology in view of the methodological critique Fink was working out.


� Cf. pp. 52, in the editor’s Chapter 1, pp. 456 and 462, in the essay by Botero, and p. 514, in the essay by Villela-Petit.


� See Sixth Cartesian Meditation, p. 76 and Husserl’s note 276 to Fink’s text here (Hua-Documente II/1, p. 85).


� While the question of “phenomenality” is primarily the issue of perceptual “leibhaft” manifestness, there is also the matter of way “consciousness” is manifest to itself in self-consideration, generally termed “reflection.” Without suggesting that this is in any way a kind of “self-observation,” in the manner of looking in a mirror reflecting one’s face to one’s own eyes (which is what “introspection” tends to connote), it is as true of reflective self-manifestness that it is in function of the coursing of temporality, and hence of the constitutive effect of temporality for anything to be made evident. How the dimension of the spatial would also be involved is too complex and subtle an issue to take up, except to mention that kinesthetic self-awareness, as a kind of “performance-consciousness,” may well furnish at least an analogue to the operation in play in reflective consciousness.


� The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology, p. 12 (Hua VI, p. 12), translation modified.


� Klaus Held’s, Lebendige Gegenwart: Die Frage nach der Seinsweise des tranzendentalen Ich bei Edmund Husserl, entwickelt am Leitfaden der Zeitproblamatik (Den Haag: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966) gives a good presentation of the analysis in the C-group manuscripts on the analysis of temporality, in particular in relation to the problem of the “Vor-sein” character of ultimate temporality (basically the whole of Part II in the book)—which comes down to the methodological conundrum being presented here.


� See Hua XXXIII, pp. 15-19, 21-22, 31-33, 43-44, 227, 230-31, and 260-66.


� See Hua XXXIII, p. 274, in one of the most interesting of the Bernau texts.


� In the C-group, manuscript C 17 V, typescript p. 47.


� The second of these two last expressions is ever-present in the C-manuscripts, but occurs already in the Bernau (Hua XXXIII, text Nr. 14, the same one just referred to in note 17, highlights this very conception of temporality); the first expression is less frequent, but fundamental, as, e.g., in C 17 V, pp. 39-40. The concept of the “living present” is also in evidence in Husserl’s lecturing in the 1920’s, as represented in particular in Hua XI, §§28, 34, 35, and 36. Cf. the way the two are worked together in Held, Lebendige Gegenwart, Part II, section E. “Die ständige Funktionsgegenwart als allzeitliches Nunc Stans,” p. 124.


� While this is not the place to try to make the argument, this amounts to saying that Husserl’s procedure in Ideas I, whereby he apparently reaches an apodictically given and manifest, genuine transcendental absolute subjectivity, is misleading, and represents as an all-at-once complete achievement a process that in fact requires long and careful movement back from the overtly concrete familiar, through levels of analysis and stages of investigation, before one only thus regressively can reach the properly transcendental. This kind of self-critical assessment of Ideas I is what one sees in force in the second volume of Husserl’s Erste Philosophie lectures, Hua VIII, e.g., in the 46th Lecture and Beilage XX, and in full flower in §43 of his Crisis work, Hua VI (full bibliography in note 7 above).


� See Sixth Meditation, pp. 75-76 and 83-84 (the final passages of §8 and §9). It is a concept that Held uses as well, Lebendige Gegenwart, pp. 103-4, following Husserl’s usage of the term in a manuscript from 1934, that is, from two years after Fink’s Sixth Meditation was written, and after Husserl’s several readings of it.


� The concept here of a transcendental “seeming” is basically Kantian in its critique character, but adaptively integrated into the framework of the problematic of transcendental methodological critique. The closest the Sixth Meditation comes to asserting this is p. 134 (Hua-Dokumente II/1, p. 147, translation p. 134), but it is frequently dealt with explicitly in Fink’s notes from the period. 


� Eugen Fink, “Die intentionale Analyse und das Problem des spekulativen Denkens,” in Nähe und Distanz, Phänomenologische Vorträge und Aufsätze, ed. by Franz-Anton Schwarz (Freiburg/München: Alber, 1976), pp. 139-157. The text first appeared, in both French and German, in H.L. Van Breda, ed., Problèmes actuels de la phénoménologie, Brussels: Desclée de Brouwer, 1952, pp. 53-88. So far as I know, it is not yet translated.


� A presentation of the idea of the “speculative” based on these notes can be found in my “Construction in Phenomenology,” in The Reach of Reflection: Issues for Phenomenology’s Second Century, edited by Steven Crowell, Lester Embree, and Samuel J. Julian (Boca Raton, FL: CARP and the Electron Press, 2001), pp. 46-71 (an e-publication available from www.electronpress.com).


� Reprinted in Eugen Fink, Studien zur Phänomenologie (Den Haag: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966), pp. 1-78.


� Fink, Studien, pp. 22 and 24, from §9.


� A preliminary treatment of the way this conception of Fink’s finds backing in Husserl’s own time analysis, in this case that of the Bernau stage of investigation, is given in my article, “The Revision of the Bernau Time-Consciousness Manuscripts: Status Quaestionis—Freiburg, 1928-1930,” Alter, No. 1/1993, the second section, pp. 365-74. The more comprehensive treatment will be found Chapter 5 of my Beginnings and Ends in Phenomenology: Edmund Husserl—Eugen Fink, 1928-1938, forthcoming from Yale University Press.


� The works of Oliver Sacks, e.g., The Man Who Mistook His Wife for a Hat, and Other Clinical Tales (New York: Harper and Row, 1970, 1985), or Awakenings (New York: Harper Collins, 1973, 1990),  and the book by A. R. Luria that Sacks praises so highly, The Man with a Shattered World; The History of a Brain Wound (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1987), are impressive detailings of just this.


� The fuller statement of it is the burden of Beginnings and Ends in Phenomenology, mentioned in the previous footnote.


� See Varela’s essay, “The Specious Present: A Neurophenomenology of Time-Conscious�ness,” passim, including its Appendix B: “Nonlinear Dynamics and Neurocognitive Events.” 


� Indeed, one could argue, though not all theoretical physicists would agree to this, that quantum mechanics, with its display of some of the puzzling features of indeterminacy, undermines the possibility that there has to be some determinate ultimate form  of “matter”—unless in the end, at that level, form reduces to circumscribed potential.


� Strictly speaking, what one does is explain the structural organization on one scale of observable unitive coherency in terms of compositional units at a smaller scale (it isn’t exactly a “lower” “level”—these are metaphorical expressions), which themselves can in turn be analyzed in terms of compositeness on a yet smaller scale. What this analysis in terms of smaller scale composite units may not do, however, is show why the larger scale units display not only the qualitative manifestations they do in terms of which those units are discriminable and identifiable, e.g., why sulfur is yellow and lead dull gray, etc., but also why the elements have the kinds of chemically reactive properties they do, e.g., in catalysis. It is a debatable point. In principle it should be possible to predict these properties on the basis of the smaller-scale compositional structure, but in practice these properties are established, and then explained, after the fact of discovering them in their being consistently exhibited. 


� E.g., in the essays by Jean-Luc Petit, p. 228; by Barry Smith, p. 318; by Jean-José Botero, pp. 540-52; and by Maria Villela-Petit, p. 516.


� One particular way this point about “totality” might be exemplified in regard to the work of cognitive science, precisely in its effort to converge with phenomenology could be expressed in the following elaboration:


1) If an analogy is to be set up between neurological findings and phenomenological, then it must be set up between, for example, the total causal situation of the organism and the integral station that the total experiencing “subject” possesses within the economy of constitution. On the one hand, this means (a) the constitutive “Eingestelltsein” of human being (to use a term modeled on Husserl’s descriptive wording in Ideas I, Hua III, near the end §28) in the spatiality-temporality horizonalities of the world, and (b) the constitutive dynamism of the life of openness to meaning. By “the total causal situation of the organism” is meant not just one or another selection of stimuli impinging upon specific receptors of the organism, but all the “inputs” in the causal press of an environment upon its full body surface and substance together with the coordinated action-affected response in the organism to that seamless varied surround of inputs. This is the way in which Husserl’s analyses in Ding und Raum (Hua XVI), for example, should be taken into consideration, not in individual points (as tends to be done by those who quote from that work), but in the interaction of the total-body sensorium. Thus the neural system has to be taking in its total integration, in the entire body system and in all the modalities of interplay and interaction, from the tips of sensitive extremities to centers of enervation, back and forth and all around. For only this totality of integrated “processing” is the point of the massive neurological structure and consolidation: 100 billion neurons, with 30 billion neurons in the cortex alone having 1 million billion synaptic connections, which works out to an incredible average number, upwards of 10,000, per neuron—an unimaginable number of linkages in an unimaginably complex interplay! If there is any situation in which a quantitative increase indicates a qualitative difference, this is it. (The neuron numbers here are given in Gerald M. Edelman and Guilio Tononi, A Universe of Consciousness: How Matter Becomes Imagination, New York: Basic Books, 2000, p. 38. These are the largest numbers for neurons and synapses I have seen, and others give far fewer: e.g., Antonio R. Damasio, Descartes’ Error: Emotion, Reason, and the Human Brain, New York: Grosset/Putnam, 1994, p. 29, offers the estimate of 10 billion neurons—presumably of the cortex—with 10 trillion synapses, or an average of about 1000 per neuron, with some having as many as 5 or 6 thousand.)


2) The central fact of sense for phenomenology is neither internality—i.e., the condition of being inside the physical mass of the organism—nor qualitative mode—i.e., color, temperature, texture, tone, etc.—nor symbolizing or representative function, but manifestation, appearance. That which is experienced—and in the analogy the point of all the processing, in addition to responses of action in situations, e.g., movements of withdrawal or approach—is manifested in its qualities, precisely in connaturality with the substance and action of the sensorium as a whole—this is the point of the modalities of sense called “qualia.” And, to repeat a point made in 2.1, to all this is added the factor of presence in manifestness: the “self-given” itselfness of the thing perceived “in the flesh,” viz., its actuality in its full interlacing within the horizonality of the world, not in its being merely indicated by transmissions from the outside to the inside. This all is what Husserl’s emphasis upon Leiblichkeit means.


3) The structure and behavior—the capabilities and character—of the human organism (and, mutatis mutandis, of the animal) is defined as much—no, more!—by its being the site of the occurrence of manifestness in sense—i.e., of the coincidence of appearing to and consciousness of—as it is by its organic constitution and neural processing taken in their empirical character. (Thus one of Merleau-Ponty’s signal points in La Nature, Notes, Cours du Collège de France, Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1995.) This is what has to be dealt with as a fundamental truth, and one regarding what “Nature” means, in particular in view of the fact that, once again, the empirical worth of organic and neurological description presupposes the openness to manifestness-in-sense that defines human being; and has to be interpreted in terms of it, rather than that the latter could be can in any way be accounted for in terms of straightforward, normal organic or neurological description. 


� Not a term Barbaras uses in the essay, but one that in informal conversation he has said he would use to characterize his own philosophic effort. 


� I would offer my forthcoming Beginnings and Ends as an effort to do this. See footnote 24. 


� In particular Phénoménologie de la perception, Paris: Gallimard, 1945 (translated by Colin Smith, revised, London and New York: Routledge, 1989) and Le visible et l’invisible, edited by Claude Lefort, Paris: Gallimard, 1964 (English translation by Alphonse Lingis (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1968).


� There is a distinction between these two terms, in that one, “coincidence,” is used in respect to the way a linguistically expressed meaning, a “significant intention,” is found as the appearance-sense of the phenomenon, while the other characterizes the way the determinate sense of a concrete intuitional intending in general is found as the sense of the intuitionally gained appearance of the thing itself. Cf. Logical Investigations, “Investigation 6,” §8-9 (Hua XIX/2).


� One has to notice that Husserl regularly characterizes his analyses in his publications, e.g., in Ideas I, as “introductory,” as serving to sketch out the “beginnings” of the investigation (Hua III/1, p. 223 [200]. Indeed, in Ding und Raum, as Husserl makes perfectly clear, the analyses deal only in a preliminary way with their subject-matter. This does not quite seem to be grasped in the essays in the collection that cite Ding und Raum. It is a point I shall take up to later.


� I would suggest, too, that here one has to keep in mind Husserl’s caution about his speaking of intentional “acts,” already in §13 of Investigation 5 in the Logical Investigations. To speak of “acts” is only a briefer expression for “intentionally lived experiencings [intentionalen Erlebnissen]” (Hua XIX/1, pp.391-92 ; English translation by J.N.Findlay, p. 562); “all thought of activity must be simply excluded,” he writes and entirely underlines (Hua XIX/1, p. 393; p. 563). More precisely, the static analysis of this Investigation 5 gets transformed by the results of the genetic analysis of temporal constitutive process.


� This is Husserl’s first point in his “Introduction” to the lectures,.


� Hua XVI, in the editor’s “Introduction,” p. XV footnote 5, drawing from Husserl’s lectures in 1906-7. It would seem as well that these same researchers have not grasped the lessons of the same tenor that Ulrich Claesges, the editor of Hua XVI, details.


� Petitot seems to subscribe precisely to explaining the a priori of temporalized experience on the basis of that same a priori itself, despite having just quoted Husserl in a warning, in effect, against just that kind of thing. Petitot writes that one can “reverse the dependence order between what is constituting and what is constituted,” and make what is “first in phenomenological constitution” second “in the order of objective causality”—adding, however, “and vice versa” (p. 262), as if this “inversion of priorities” between “the phenomenological approach and the objectivist one in the natural attitude” conferred an equal status on each. This, I am arguing, is not the way to assign the kind of truth each possesses.


� It is a minor point, perhaps, but on 477-78, where Depraz speaks of “genetic constitution” and “static constitution” (which is also Husserl’s way of expressing himself, e.g., in Cartesian Meditations, translation by Dorion Cairns, The Hague: Nijhoff, 1960,or Hua I, §40), I think it would be more correct to say “the genetic analysis of constitution” and “the static analysis of constitution”; for, after all, it is a difference, not kinds of constitution itself, but in the ways it is analyzed.


� Maurice Merleau-Ponty, La Nature, Notes, Cours du Collège de France, edited by Dominique Séglard, Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1995. 


� Le Visible et L’Invisible, edited by Claude Lefort, Paris: Gallimard, 1964 (English translation by Alphonse Lingis, Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1968).


� My substitute for Sasanski’s expression “representational expectation.”


� “The “object of the world” here means, presumably, the object in or belonging to the world; for the world itself cannot strictly speaking be an “object,” in its status as horizonality—that is, as the conditioning field for object-appearing.








