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GREGORI JEAN
Université de Nice Sophia-Antipolis

PERSONALISTICKI STAV IZMEDU PRIRODNOSTI
I TRANSCENDENTALNOSTI: PROBLEM ONOGA
»SVAKODNEVNOG” U HUSERLOVIM IDEJAMA II”

Sazetak: Fenomenologija se podev od svog . transcendentalnog obrta™ razvija u prostoru koji
Je na dvastruki nacin pelarizovan dvojstvom izmedu . transcendentalnog stava™ i wprirodnog sta-
va”. Brojni autori istakli su problematiéni karakter ove alternative, £ se svaki ¢lan, kako izgle-
da. mo¥e odrediti jedine putem enog drugog ¢lana, 1 iz odnosa suprotnesti prema njemu. Ako fe-
nomenolodka redukeija zaista predstavija stavljanje u zagrade prirodnog stava, Sini se da se sim
prirodni stav moZe pojaviti tek u samom kretanju njegovop ukidana. Dok je poslehuserlovska
tradicija na evu tedkodu reagovals dovodenjem u pitanje Sistote” onoga transcendentalnog i rad-
nje koja nam mora garantovaii pristup ka njemu, u ovom tekstu, pokuavamo, naprotiv, da ukaze-
mo na krivi put na koji nas ena moze zavesti kada je red o tome da se shvati priradni stay” sve-
sti. Taénije. branimo tezu prema kojoj transcendentalni motiv uvek predodreduje ono $to bismo
hteli da oznadimo pojmom prirodnog stava, i prekriva dekonstruktivne potencijale koje ovaj po-
Jjam moe imati u odnosu prems samom paru JtranscendentzIno/prirodno™.

Ovakva dekonstrukeija nalazi svoje uporiSte u razmatranjima iz treceg odeljka Meja I U
opisu kultumog™ sveta koji tu daje, Huserl je zaista doveden do toga da redefini¥e, izvan sva-
kog kompromisa sa drugim slojevima konstitucije, znadenje ,pricadnog™ bivstvovanja jednog re-
zima svesti. Tu Huser| brife sve ono 3to u pojmu prirodnog upzéuje na neku priredu koja bi bila
objektivno ,postavljena” u odgovarajuéa) teorijsko] delatnesti, kao i sve ong &to bi dopudtalo da
s¢ pretpostavi da postaji kontinuitet izmedu onoga . prirodnog” 1 ..naturalizma™. Naprotiv, ..per-
sonalisti€ki stav”, koji je svojstven svesti kojz je utopliena u svakodnevni svet kultare”, avds je
sagledan kao .najprirodniji” - v suprotnosti prema , veftatkom™ karakteru svakog nagina svesti
koji postaje dostupan u bilo kekvoj , komverziji* tematskog interesa,

U Huserlovom opisu, ovej .prirodni” svet Losobe™, koji je prvobitan i fakticki i po pravu,
pokazuje neobigne osobine. medu kojima je najistaknutija ta &t je iz njega iskljuéeno svako
wraslojavanje”, Sto je u njemu svaka modifikacijz iskustva — ukljuSuiuéi i onu koja vodi do na-
turalisti¢ke ebjektivacije prirode — obuhvadena jednim i istim slojem smisla. Ova ontoloska za-
ravnjenost” onoga svakodnevnog, u kojoj Huserl nasluéuje meguéu subverziju fenomenclokog
raslojavanja sveta, tada ga prisiljava na metodoloiko-ontoloku odluku koja ima za cilj da neutra-
lie novinu i radikalnost njegovog otkrica; svakednevnost ée. u svom transcendentalnom ponav-
nom zahvatanju, biti ponove smedtena — kao jedan sloj medu drugima — u strukturisani univer-
zum konstitucije, &ime ée biti ubleZen temeljni razmaic koji odvaja , prirodnost™ koja je shvadena
iz suprotnosti prema onome transcendentalnom i istinsku prirodnest’™ svesti zahvadens izvan
svake vedtatke modifikacije stava. Ovaj rad ima za cilj da ospori tu transcendentalnu ,reintegra-
¢iju™ svakodnevne svesti,
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CARMELQ CALI
Universita di Palermo

HUSSERL AND THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL
DESCRIPTION OF IMAGERY: SOME ISSUES FOR THE
COGNITIVE SCIENCES?

Abstract; In this paper [ am dealing with two phenomenological theories of imagery Husserl
has outlined. My interzst is not actually a merely historical and philosophical one. In fact, I am
going to sketch which properties of imagery a husserlian phenomenological description cqu]d
bring to the fore, in order to see whether it be possible to put some phenomenological constraints
upon the theoretical models about imagery which guide the medern empirical resea{ch. To do 50,
I will compare the descriptions and some consequences of a husserlian theory of imagery with
those supported by the theory proposed by Kossiyn and Colleagues.

INTRODUCTION

1 maintain that Husserl’s phenomenology could be used to face very important issue
in the current Cognitive Sciences, because of its descriptive contents and empirical pla-
usibility. In this paper, [ will use the imagery as a test case to see¢ whether and at what
extent phenomenology could give the general description of the phenomenal properties
of imagery and could formulate a sketch of a theory, which should be consistent with
the phenomenological constraint an adequate theary should be accounting of and com-
parable to scientific theories, such as the one proposed by Kosslyn.

I am aware that this general lines already hint at some heated debates about issues
such as the naturalization of phenomenology, its possible empirical content for the Co-
gnitive Sciences and the Neurosciences, all issues [ will not address explicitly te. Op-
posite views have been defended, but | think most of them need still to be backed up by
evidences, either theoretical or experimentz] ones. [ just support the view that the me-
reologicai method, the attention paid to the ordinary experience concepts usually take
their content from, the assumptions about the phenomenal organisation of our experien-
ce field are afl phenomenclogical useful tools for giving non trivial constraints upon the
phenomena to be studied and the different level at which the empirical research about
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them could be carried out'. To be sure, | could be blamed for having a sort of a defla-
tionary view of phenomenology, and it is ebviously an open question whether the hu-
sserfian version of phenomenclogy were the more suitable one for satisfying the con-
ditions for being a theory able to formulate this kind of constraints. Many other forms
of phencmenology, which share the features 1 have just listed above, could ¢laim rigt-
hly to be the suitable ones.

None the less, [ choose the husserlian descriptions of imagery for they seem to be
strong enough to catch the ordinary properties of the related phenomena, and at the
same time formulating a non trivial theory of their phenomenal conditions. As it will
become clear farther, | believe that a phenomenological thecry must not be restricted to
the subjective side of experience, which is the ane the discussion about the naturaliza-
tion of phenomenology often refers to. In fact, a phenomenclogical theory will be use-
ful for empirical research, if’ enly it will be alsc able t¢ give sound explanation of the
organization of the chjective side of experience. The hard question at what extent (at
least one form of) consciousness is a feature of experience, and experience is a feature
of phenomenal contents will be left aside. My only aim is to see if some ireatment of a
specific problem provided by the husserlizn phenemenology will show non trivial argu-
ments, which could preve useful for models and experimental research on imagery.

PHENOMENAL FEATURES OF IMAGERY
AND TWO HUSSERLIAN THEORIES

I start dealing with the descriptions of imagery and the theories Husserl made out of
them after various texts collected in the volume XXITI of the Husserliana series, which
differs as to their domain and explicative vatue from what Husser] himself wrote about
imagery both in the Logische Untersuchungen and in Tdeer.... [n these texts, Husserl
focused his analysis onto a nartow and proper sense of imagination. In fact, one might
understand the term imagination in a wide sense, whese examples are having an ima-
ge or an idea made to oneself such as imaging an absent object, wether it be a real or &
fictional one, fancying some circumstances to obtain, whether they be actual or mere-
ly possible, supposing a non occured or a impossible event as if it were the case to be
happened. On the other hand, the term imagination in a narcow and propet sense might
be used to designate the phenomena of imagery, whose examples are o picture to one-
self something, in the way people usuzlly incline to report as if seeing something befo-
re one’s mind’s eye. In this proper sense, Husserl gives us some descriptions about the
sc called mental images.

Essential part of these descriptions is Husser!’s listing of the phenomenal features

I Tt must be noticed that this is a very minimal formulation of a possible version of the relationship
F:lctwr:cn phenomenology, specifically the husserlian one, and Cognitive Sciences, specifically those branches
interested in the conditions for perception, imagery or pictorial pereeption te obtain. This is a defoctive aspect
of what I am going to expound, since it oversights the complexity of the Cognitive Sciences and neglects the

correlation among phenomenclogy, psychophysics and physiology. where this very last coupling makes up a
heavy debated problem on its own,
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shared by all the oceurrences of mental images as opposed to those he maintained to pe
typical of the appearing objects in ordinary perception or in physical images, that is pic-
tures necessary possessing a physical support. [t is worth neticing from the beginning
that the descriptions of these features as regards to the way of appearing in the visual
field and in the perceivable environment the observer herself is placed in remain true
from a phenomenological point of view, regardless which cne of the two thec-ries. pro-
posed by Husser! is taken to be the right one. This is very important because it is the
_neutrality” of these descriptions that justifies my view about the usefulness of phenc-
menology for theoretical modelling and experimental reasearch in Cognitive Sciences.

[ am going to sketch what these phenomenal features might be like in order to assure
the conditions to which occurrences of mental images can take place in the visual field
of an cbserver who i3 otherwise engaged in perceiving the world around her to move
successfully in it. | make reference to Husserl {1973, 1980).

First of ali, every phenomenal content of perception becomes a costitutive part of a
series of preceding appearances of sides of one and the same object or of other sorroun-
ding abjects, whose course define the valve of it. The manifold of the appearances and
its way of displaying might depend (1) on the meving of the cbserver or of some part
of its body {eyes, head, trunk) into the environment she is placed in, (2) on the rotating
ot displacement or location shifting or moving of the objects which share the same en-
vironment with the observer; (3) on a suitable combination of { 1) and (2). The particu-
lar course of a manifold of appearances which make up one or more series will deter-
mine the value of each single part of it according to two main parameiers: {A) the de-
gree of concord among the successive appearances as to their showing compatible sides
and properties of one and the same object or allowable spatial refations among two or
more objects (which we can call the parameter of the intuitive content of appearances);
{B) the domain of variation as to the progressive displaying and integration of the intu-
itive content which is allowable within an on going defined range of variance. It is (B)
what let one or more appearances to be taken by the observer as keeping on showing the
perceptual properties already displayed in perception, or as introducing an unexpected
change in the considered perceptual properties, which might lead to a belief change re-
garding the phenomenal content now considered as showing an allowable new proper-
ty vs being a sort of deceptive appearance, or a perceptive illusion which interrupt the
course of appearances falling outside the range defined by (B).

According to Husserl these general conditions accounts for the appearances being
always an organized structure and not a raw sensible material which must be given a
form by the subjects. The structured manifold is also constrained by the spatial arran-
gement of the manifold of positions in the visual field, which can be covered by the se-
ries appearances. The visual spalial arrangement of possible locations inside the visual
field, corresponding to various sections of the environment to be falling into actual per-
ception, gives the phenomenic manifold an crder value. Each appearance of the vario-
us perceptive series is ordered by its position inside the visual field in such a way that it
is not only a constituive part of but is also a well ordered part. The integration of each
appearance in a series according to {A) and (B} and the ordering relation among the
manifold members and the visual field location makes up the connection which holds
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our visual werld up and justifies the beiieves an observer has about the way the world
is like.

Now the first condition o be met for a mental imagery to oceurr is that its pheno-
menal content does not take part of the perceptual marifold, because it does not satis-
fies neither the (A) and (B) parameters nor the crdering relations the perceptual appea-
rances usually support in the visual field.

On the one hand, there is an incommensurable contextual difference between per-
ception and imagery. Whatever mental image might it be of and whenever might it be
occurring, 2 mental image do not enter any series or manifold of the visual field. In fact
the phenomenal property of a mental image is to cover some section of the current vi-
sual field, in order to displace the teference by the observer from one or mere than one
material objects which share with her the perceptual environment to something appe-
aring but not being placed in the same environment. The very feature of imagery is
letting the observer see something which is not a current occurrence within her ordinary
visual field, something that might not fall within it just by simplly turning her head or
moving around. It is worth noticing that talking about the specific phenomenological
difference between perception and imagery as one of not sharing a common perceptual
environment does avoid biased definition of mental images as appearing of something
whose existence is only intentional and not real. This definition runs the risk of being
too narrow, because everything could be the object of imagery independently from its
being really existent, mery possible or impossible, and of reducing imagery to a simple
matter within the mind. Cne should be led to think of imagery as it were a case in whi-
ch one essential feature of the mind, such as its intentionality, is not ordinarily used to
grasp existent object, because it fails to satisty its reference conditions, so giving rise to
some non ordinary objects. whose existence would be dubbed merely mental.

The contextual difference is then intended as a lack of any possible intersection
between the mapping of the perceptual environment by the current appearance mani-
fold in the actual visual field and the what and the how is displayed by imagery. Accor-
ding my interpretation of Husserl, this not sharing a corimon environment is not a me-
rely matter of fact. If it not were the case, we could have some counterintuitive con-
sequences. First, the same point in the visual field could be endowed with two different
values, a perceptive and an imagistic one, entering this way two eventually different
forms or systems of ordering relations. Second, the chserver ought to be likely partly
perceiving and partly imaging at the same time and even for the same object which is
not an experience people is commonly incline to report as actually occurring, This way
could be a not fully successfull survival strategy, for the detection of the environment
praperties should be also dependent on a visualization space which is not a section of
the actual visval field.

Husserl captures this state of afTair, when he talks about the necessary Verdeckung
{overlapping) between perception and imagery, among perceptual appearances, even
the deceptive ones, and the so called mental images. Every time a mental image is expe-
rienced, its phenomenal content covers a section of the actual visual field, whose phe-
nomenal degree according to its intuitive content (A) decreases to a minimum value,
while the intuitive content of what is imaged is comparatively stronger, though the ran-
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ge of its increment could vary without a fixed correlation with perception. It coulé be
the case of a mental image of & red cottage with a pine tree aside up on a hill or it co-
uld be also easily the case of a flashing of a red nuance with a roof profile coming to the
mind. What is important is that both of these cases, and of course all the intermediate
ones, require a shifting in the reference activity of an observer who is aware of not be-
ing able neither to reach this house out nor to attribute this red colour to some object in
the actual environment. To make the point clear Husser! (1980, § 35) undergoes a Ge-
dankenexperiment: fet us assume that the merely imaged red cottage with a pine tree
aside up on a hill is as if it were seen from the same point of view we could actually see
from a real and identical red cottage with a pine tree aside up on a hill which is just vi-
sible outthere, if only we opened the windew and looked at it in the right the direction.
Let us assume also that the mental image covered the visual field overlapping the very
section of the visual field that would be fitled in exactly the same way by the perceptu-
al appearance of the real cottage. Would we be allowed to consider the two appearances
as the same in some respect? According to Husserd, the answer is no. Even in the bor-
derline case of the same red nuance in the two appearances, the imaged red could not
play any integrative role as to the surface of the real cottage and vice versa, while the
same thing holds for the perceived red and the imaged surface and vice versa. In fact,
there is no intersection among the different sets of circumstances which allow some
part of a real surface to be that very red and some part of an imaged surface to be equ-
ally red. Although the red tokens are the same as to their type or they were exactly the
very same token, the being red of the imaged surface could not allow the observer to
infer anything about the light conditions in the corrispondent real scene, because appe-
aring-red in imagery does not depend on the same conditions which would occurr if a
material object exhibited the same coloured nuance. This should lead to confirm that
the appearance value is only correspondent in the two cases, as one could easily com-
pare them, but non coincident.

On the other hand, there is a conflict among two phenomenic ordering relations
which lead to suppose perception and imagery do not share the same field, if imagery
possesses any form of it. And this is a condition which explains why the perceptual en-
vironment does not ever loses completely its phenomenal value, although some secti-
ons of the visual field mapping it are overlapped by imagery, Moreover, if the intuiti-
ve content of the parts of the visua! field as to the environmental objects happened to
lose all their intuitive content, the observer weuld be daydreaming: she ought to ima-
ge without being aware of it and without experiencing the difference between percep-
tion and imagery.

On the ground of these phenomenclogical differences, Husser! formulated two di-
fferent theories of imagery. For the first one, he was still trusting the so called Auffa-
ssung - Inhalt Schema (interpretation - content schema). T will dub this theory the Re-
presentation Theory {(RT). Afterwards he changed his mind and adopted a new theory,
that might be calied Implication Theoty {IT). I am not going to illustrate the passage
from RT to IT, but only to sketch briefly their features.

The RT takes the imagery to be the interpretation of some imaged sense contents,
which could correspond as their type to those integrated in the perceptual appearan-
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ces of objects, in such a way that a non contestual constrained appearing of ar object
occurr. This appearance is not real, because it does not satisfies the aforementioned {A)
and (B) parameters and it does not support the ordering relations in the actual visual -
eld. It comes about by referring to something in a perceptual represented way: it is as
if the observer realizes a perception without its being actually performed. It is easy to
see how this account is not able to make clear what has been discovered thanks to the
aforementioned descriptions and to the formulation of the phenomenological constra-
ints. The very concept of imaged sense contents fooks quite obscure and it is unlikely
to make sense out of the idea of a perception simply represented, that is realized bui not
actually performed. One could reasonably think of it as the observer takes on the per-
ceptual properties the envircnmental obiects usually bear and integrate them in a way to
refer to something that actually does not cceur in her perceptual context. So the percep-
tual reference might be said only represented vs actually performed in that the obser-
ver refers to something by what a perception might be looking like in an environment
whatsoever while the very perception is not actually performed. So, we might interpret
RT holding that imaging x is representing a perceivable x, that is visualizing how it wo-
uld be locking like for x to appear.

However, a positive consequence of RT seems that it does not require the occuren-
ce of something in the head or of a sort of picture before the mind’s eye which should
have the imaged object seen as much as it happens with an ordinary picture. In fact,
the imaged object is supposed to appear directly without nicture mediation, even thou-
gh its overlapping the visual field and not integrating the objects in the perceptual envi-
ronment let it appear as something that is not actually there, something that is only vi-
sualized in the form of an appearence not constrained by the perceptual context,

The IT seems to be more consistent. The term implication™ refers to the relati-
onship helding between perception and imagery, and it is supposed to solve some of
the problems raised by RT, as they are envisaged by Husserl himself. According to IT,
every time an imagery takes place a perception must be implicated in it, so that a po-
ssible perception is a non independent part of every imagery reference, that is somet-
hing that could not stand on its own, while it may be cccurring only as an integrati-
ve part of a reference to an object which does not takes place in the actual perceptual
environment.

The essential features of this imagery reference are:

(1) the implication is oot a relationship of real inclusion, such as the one holding
between a book and a drawer, neither is it an entaflment relationship: it might be inten-
ded in the way that the analysis of every and all imagery appearances must show only
properties which are typically occurring in perception;

{2) the perception could be said to be only ,.possible™ in that in Husserl’s own terms
it is ,modified™: one may talk of perception enly because if the imaged object were
occurring in the actual enviconment of the observer, its imagery appearance ought to
correspond te a correlative perception which would be so and so, given some specifi-
ed circumstances;

(3) for (1) the imagery consists in an appearance of x such that one could say the
imagery reference to x is as if imagery were an ordinary perception performed given
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some contextual circumstances which are different from those actually occurring. This
amounts tc say that an imagery is not restricted to a single imaged object, because it ¢an
show a whole imaged context, wherein the cbject and its spatiz] rejations are visualized
and the observer’s point of view itself is Implicated;

(4) for (2), the perceptual properties showed by imagery should not be taken as ne-
cessarily referring backwards to past perceptions or even only to perceptions: they are
properties which can be attributed in imagery to x stemming from a past perception of
x, from an expected perception of something looking like x, from a description made
by others corresponding te objects really seen in the actual world or in pictures or sim-
ply imaged or merely read of,

The IT may prove to be stronger and clearer than RT. In fact, 1T does not lzave room
for strange entities such as imaged sense contents or realized but not actually perfor-
med perceptions, [T gives an explanation of imagery taking intc account only the in-
consistency holding hetween the actuat environment the observer is placed in and the
imaged context and point of view the visualized objects are visualized in. The phenc-
menological differences between imagery and perception as to the organizational laws
ruling the unfelding of the perceptual manifold in the actual visual field are interpreted
by IT as different constraints the perceptual and the imaged context/point of view esta-
blish upon appearances. The imaged properties are seen by IT as properties the obser-
ver has become familizrized to by perceiving, moving around and manipulating actu-
al objects in her and other’s environment. Finally, I'T preserve the most important con-
sequence of RT: there is no need to postulate an internal enticy, serving as a picture or
in the same way of a picture although not being really so. The only thing requested to
exist arc the ordinary perceptions and motor behaviours the observer realizes in her en-
vironment which can be transposed to an imaged context.

Husserl (1980 gives also some hints for a physiological account of the possibili-
ty of transposing the percepiual properties dependent on ordinary point of view and
motor behaviour from the actual environment to the imaged context. For the imaged
objects and events properties, for their spatial and temporal relations, for their depen-
dence on the pretended point of view to occur in imagery are analogous to perceptual
environment detection, it is then reasonable to think that the transpositien is causally
dependent an the known effects due to the accomodation, the ocular movements, the
insertion of some parts of the cbserver’s bedy within the boundaries of the visual field.
Of course, it is not so much and this argument suffers from the state of the physiologi-
cal knewledge held by Husserl. But T think they are important because they show the
plausibility of linking propositions between phenomenclogical explanations and testa-
ble scientifical reasearch.
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KOSSLYN'S QUASI-PICTURE THEORY OF IMAGERY

The theory originally proposed by Kosslyn has been disputed since its first formu-
lation and it is still object of further specification by its Author and Colleagues, while it
is still challenged by opponents. 1t is still a central issue in the Cognitive Sciences be-
cause it trics to give an explicative account of the deep computational structure of ima-
gety, but in such a way to capture also the phencmenal propetties of the so called men-
tal images.

At the time of its first formulation, the thecry was to answer questions about the
structure and function of representation, given the assumption that every kind of a men-
tal activity and content might be not only described as but also taken as literally consi-
sting of computational processing and data structures. For those who share this assump-
tion, whatever makes a mental state essentially what it is (we might perhaps call it its
intentionality} must be certain computational features which might be converted into
seme canonical property ordinarily ascribed to the metal state. Taken for granted that
~representation™ is a term used for coding, storing and retrieving informations, whose
format allows only some kind of processing, the questions were: is there a representati-
onal format specifically different frome others, which would be corresponding to what
people call imagery?; were this the case, dces this farmat require a specific processing
mode, which can be thought of giving an autonomous contribution to cognition?

Answering yes to both these questicns, Kosslyn {1980) formulated what we mi-
gth call the standard core of the theory. This standard core has been developed further
along the following lines: the search for a neural plausibility of its claims; the definiti-
on of the imagery features as functionally dependent on standard performances in per-
ception, memory, motor control.

According to the standard core, mentai images are surface representations constru-
ed on the ground of deep abstract structural representation stored in the LTM, reacti-
vated by memory tasks or by peripherical stimuli. These surface representations have
a functionally spatial or array-like format, that is their reprasentative units are points,
while the relations among points specify spatial properties such as orientation or shape
size and dimensions, which are unessential for abstract or propositional formats. The
representations are not formed according to well defined syntactic rules, but only under
the constraint that the poirts be spatially arranged in such a way to provide a non arhi-
rary mapping among parts of the images and correlative parts cf the objects, This amo-
unts to say that spatial properties are represented in a spatial format, unlike what hap-
pens with propositional representations, and that every part or every distance between
peints in the image should correspond to parts and distances in the objects. The last one
is the main argument proposed o explain the classical results of Shepard & Metzler
(1971}, Shepard (1975), and Kosslyn {1973, 1975).

S0, a menta! image would arise when a surface represertation of this sort is genera-
ted in a computational array, composed by cells which can be filled {or left unfilled) by
symbols standing for qualitative features such as colour, 3D properties, edges, and so
on. These computational array is taken as being implemented in a visual buffer making
up the visualizing surface display whose phenomenal content is extracted by a proce-
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ssing unit, called ,mind’s eye”. Reading, that is making thequalitative featul_‘es expli-
cit, by the mind’s eye causes an experience analogous to secing a real or a depicted sce-
ne to arise. .

It is worth noticing that imagery is said to be only analogous to real objects or ordi-
nary pictures. Kosslyn does not hold that having a mental image is as the same as see-
ing a real picture in the head or in the brain, The analogy is justified only by the experi-
ential feature of having a mental image, which is like a seeing as it were.

Kosslyn and Pomeranz (1977) claim the mental image is not as a picture might .be
for an ordinary observer. The image is not composed by sensory informations put unin-
terpreted before the mind’s eye, which instead explicits already organized chunks, sto-
red in the LTM at deeper and abstract levels. So the mind’s eye should not be talfen. as
secing something as an homunculus would be thought of locking at a monitor inside
the brain or a computational machine. This is why the theory has been defined a qua-
si pictorial one.

Kosslyn holds that if perception is a multistage bottorn up and top down process,
then the mind’s eye only categorizes the data coming up from the peripheral sensors
in the same way it interprets retrieved data stemming from memory. The theory claims
that there is a common amodal and abstract format shared by perceptual generated or
memory stored informations such that equivalent representations might be conveﬁed in
apercept or in a mental image. In fact, Kosslyn & Sussmann (1995) suggest that image-
ry might integrate perception, when less distinctive properties are visible, when trying
to identify something as a member of one category, when filling in missing elements to
be perceived. Ail these tasks might be performed thanks to the generation ef an image
in the visual buffer to compare with the stimuius *till a matching result is obtained.

According to me, the guasi picture theory of imagery faces some troubles.

The quasi picture theory’s tenets would lead us to expect that, provided sofficient
detail has been encoded, we ought to be able to reinterpret a mental image quite as ea-
sily as we can reinterpret the equivalent real picture. It has otherwise been shown that
reinterpreting the ,reversible figures” such as the Necker cube or the Jastrow’s duck-ra-
bbit figure does not occur at all or not so easily in imagery as it does in seaing the pic-
tures. See what reported by Chambers and Reisberg {1985), Palmer (1977), and Slszak
(1991, 1995). These results would likely attest a phenomenic difference between ima-
gery and pictures perception that is not expected on the ground of the standard core of
the theory.

Kosslyn {1580, 1994) attempts to account for these results in terms of the differen-
tial fading of parts of the image. It must be noticed that a complex image is taken as
to be built up in the visual buffer by the sequential placing of its various sub-parts, but
that during the image assemblage each symbelic vaiue contained in the array cells is
supposed to fade progressively. As & consequence, some parts of the image are faintier
than others and the vividness of the whole image is not the same at ech point of it. So,
if reinterpreting an image involves reconstruing the relaticnships between parts, or the
Wway that it is segmented into parts, the diminishing vividness of the relevant parts mi-
ght explain the difficulties people reported to have with the reinterpretation of reversi-
ble figures. As Thomas (1999) already stressed, this explanation is hardly without pro-
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tems. The ordinary phenomenology of imagery attest a various and differential degree
of vividness, which could vary increasingly or decreasingly in time, but every variation
involve the whole image itself, while it is not so well attested the exerience of recalling
an image which is at the same time faintier or more faded differentially in its structu-
ral parts. Being that the case, Kosslyn explanaticns seems not to be correspondent to
phenomenological properties imagery appearances usually bear in ordinary experien-
ce. Together with this empirical problem, the thecry faces some theorical ones. The first
one is the counterintuive consequence of the alleged integrative role of imagery in per-
ception. As Kesslyn & Sussmann {1995) themselves assert, people are not ordinarily
aware of generating images while perceiving objects. They explain this fact, by saying
that the lack of awareness is due to the perfect matching usually obtained between ima-
ges and input perceplual data, but 1 feel uncomfortable with this argument, because a
counterintuitive phenomenological effect s explained away by referring to a non phe-
nomenical matching process, and because this seems to me a way of introducing a me-
diation effect in perception, which could be avoided by referring to the description of
phenomenological structure of the visuai world mentioned above. If the visual world is
not only reduced to a raw manifold of sense data, as Husserl maintains, then the main
indexes for integration, filling in, completing the phenomenal organization are themsel-
ves of perceptive nature. I know that this is not the only way to refer to Husserl’s des-
cription of a structured visual world. For example, Lohmar (2005) supports a view whi-
ch seems very close to the Kosslyn's, by the very using of Husserl’s concept of ,,phan-
tasma”. However, [ think that in Husserl’s description of the structured manifolds of
perceptual appearances there are some tenets which not only support my view, but are
also consistent with the experimental phenomenalogy literature about amodal comple-
tion. Let me just refer to Bozzi { [989), Kanizsa (1991).

The second theoretical problem is that even though Kosslyn holds that the pictu-
re talk is only an analogy, it runs the risk of being a neither& nor& definition of ima-
gery. The imagery is neither perception nor picture, it is neither seeing x nor seeing x
in the head. In my opinien, this is as the same problem zs the one faced by RT. On the
contrary, IT seems to make it clear why we have no real pictures in the head or in the
brain when we image something, requiring only the existence of ordinary perceptu-
al and motor activity which familiarize the observer with phenomenal constraints and
features which can be exploited for visualizing something not occurring in her actual
environment. '

CONCLUSIONS

I tried to sketch what some constraints might be locking like a phenomenologi-
cal description of perception could request for a theory of imagery. 1 exposed breie-
fly wlhty we can hold that the visual world is somewhat structured in a intentional inte~
raction with perception and motor behaviour of the observer, making explicit referen-
ce to Husser!’s phenomenology. | sketched two theories Husserl formulated for giving
an account of the phenomenal difference between perception and imagery. The compa-
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risen of one of these theories (IT) with the consequences and difficulties faced &y the
quasi picture theory might lead us to hold that Husserl’s phenomenology could be used
to face very important issue in the current Cognitive Sciences, because cof its descripti-
ve contents and empirical plausibility. Of course, the [T would need further specificati-
ons and reformulation to have it fully testable, but the phenomenoclogical descriptions
itis intended to capture seem to provide us with some conditions an adequate theory of
cognition should be satisying. I tried only to sketch what IT could imply for a theory
of imagery, but it seems reasonable to hold that it has some benefits. It does not requ-
ire any image or quasi picture in the head/brain. It may explain the results of reversi-
ble figures experiments by appealing to imagery not satisfyng parameters (A) and (B)
that rule the ordinary perception. It cffers an alternative account of the complex proce-
ss of perception and its relationship with imagery. It seems able to answer the following
main questions a theory of imagery must solve. The involvement of specifically per-
ceptual mechanisms and the scanning, rotating and inspection effects could be explai-
ned by the implication and transposition of perceptual and metor activity, Husserl’s the-
ory could be also applied to study the mnemonic effects of imagery, a conmection Hu-
sser] himself saw very well. It remains true that to make these claims more than theo-
retical supported views, one must still be working to link phenomenclogy to empirical
research,
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LA NECESIDAD DE UNA NUEVA PSICOLprA:
HACIA UNA PSIHOLOGIA FENOMENOLOGICA

., Nuestras horas son mintios
Cuando esperamos saber,

Y siglos cuando sabemos

Lo gue se puede aprender”
Machado, Praverbios y Caniares

1. INTRODUCCION: FILOSOFIA Y PSICOLOGIA

Durante siglos ias relaciones entre Filosofia y Psicologia fueron muy estrechas, ha-
sta el extremo de que no se necesitaba de un término especifico que diese cuenta del
estudio de las pasiones, del medo de adquisicidn del conocimiento, etc. Cualquier fi-
lésofo de la Antigiiedad que se preciase se ocupaba de tales temas sin imaginar siquie-
ra que eran propios de otro campo de andlisis. El inicio de la Modernidad filoséfica de
la mano de Descartes y el consiguiente paso a primer plano de la conciencia no cam-
bid sustancialmente la estrechez de las relaciones, aunque se comenz6 a admitir el rétu-
lo Psicologia” para designar el estudio de ciertas nociones filosdficas —percepcion, re-
cuerdo... La Psicologia considerada de tal manera era una rama mas del frondoso Ar-
bot del Conocimiento por excelencia (Filosofia) y resultaba absurdo pensar en su posi-
ble independencia. Dicha situacién persisti6 en los siglos XVII-XVIII, aunque hay que
hacer notar una interesante novedad: la introduccién, por parte de Wolff, de una psi-
cologia empirica basada en la experiencia mundana que era el justo complemento de
la psychologia rationaiis. Sin embargo, dicha psychologia empirica no pretendia ser
una disciplina ajena a la Filosofia ni equipararse a esa Ciencia natural que tantos €xitos
estaba cosechando desde la reforma de Galilec. El 4rbol de ia Filosofia seguia, pues,
completo.

Los imparables avances de las ciencias de la naturaleza conseguidos gracias a la
adopcidn de un método matematizante, riguroso y obietivo, unidos a la innegable len-
titud de la Filosofia cegaren a los interesados en los problemas de la psyché humana.
Estos lucharon por desembarazarse de los conceptos filoséficos —esos de los que tanto
se habian servide— por considerarios vacios e initiles a sus nuevos propésitos, y adap-
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