ality cannot possibly be reduced to the kind of categories which make up
natural facts in general or neurophysiological facts in particular. Ordinary
materialist properties (like having shape, mass and electromagnetic prop-
erties) and relations (like being larger, being at a distance from, and being
caused by) do not have the kind of directedness which constitutes inten-
tionality.”? Not even a velocity has the same kind of directedness as think-
ing and perceiving have, even though a velocity “points” in space.” L agree
completely with John Searle when, in his book Intentionality, he writes:

My own approach to mental states and events has been totally realis-
tic in the sense that [ think there really are such things as intrinsic
mental phenomena which cannot be reduced to something else or
climinated by some kind of re-definition. There really are pains, tick-
les and itches. beliefs, fears, hopes, desires, perceptual experiences,
experiences of acting, thoughts, feelings, and all the rest. Now you
might think that such a claim was so obviously true as to be hardly
worth making, but the amazing thing is that it is routinely denied,
though usually in a disguised form, by many, perhaps most, of the
advanced thinkers who write on these topics. I have seen it claimed
that mental states can be entirely defined in terms of their causal rela-
tions, or that pains were nothing but machine table states of certain
kinds of computer systems, or that correct attributions of Intentional-
ity were simply a matter of predictive success to be gained by taking
a certain kind of “intentional stance” toward systems. I don’t think
that any of these views are even close to the truth...”

Intentionality cannot be denied. Let us now investigate the peculiarities of
that intentional phenomenon we ordinarily call veridical perception, and let
us see whether veridical perception can be interpreted ina way which solves at
least some of the problems which perceptual psychology poses for it. The
first thing to be noted is that veridical perception contains what might be
called connection at a distance. In the perception of a tree (see figure 2), the
perceiving person is by intentionality connected with the tree despite the
spatial distance between them. In veridical perception there is, so to speak,
a *hop’ in space. A real material unit like a stone (i.e. not an aggregate like a
number of stones spread out on the ground) is usually thought of as being
compact in space, i.e. all its parts are contiguous in space. Veridical percep-
tion, however, is different. When a person perceives a thing, the person is at
a particular place in space and the thing at another. The visual act connects
the person and the thing without ‘filling out’ the space between them.

In physics, action at adistance has ever since Newton been looked upon with
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suspicion. The gravitational forces of Newtonian mechanics looked my sterious
even to Newton himself. How can the sun momentarily affect the earth whichis
eight light minutes aw ay?How is this distance bridged? Causality means conti-
guity between cause and effect, but the concept of action at adistance denies this
contiguity. Actionata distance is an occult relation. Like telepathy and tele-
kinetics it connects causc and effect by a “hop’ in space.

Independently of whether or not action ata distance is possible, the actual
existence of connectionata distance by means of intentionality is undeniable.
[t reoccurs in every everyday perception. Nor has anyone really denied it. But
most philosophers have been content to say that it mustbe a mental phenom-
ena, as though this classification would make it more easy to comprehend.

In our life-world there are colours, shapes, and a lot of other properties
which are taken to be given facts. Whatever their ontological status is, they do
exist. Similarty with connection at a distance. Itis a fact that entities which are
spatially apartcan be directly connected. Whether these entities and the con-
nection itself should be regarded as material, as spiritual, oras something else,
may be open for discussion, but not that this kind of connection exists.

X-ray perception

In what follows I shall assume that life-world veridical perception often
really 18 veridical; 1 shall assume that direct realism is true. And by direct
realism I do not mean that form which reduces intentionality to material
states and dispositions and which ought to have another name.”® By direct
realism [ mean the view that in acts of real intentionality we can be in direct
contact with material things and states of affairs.

In veridical perception we reach out towards persons, things, and states
of affairs in the world, and sometimes we become connected with them.
How, then, one might ask, is this peculiar connection at a distance related
to the material things which occupy the intervening space?’

According to all our knowledge, be it science Or common $ense, usually
we see through the air. Sometimes, of course, we see through glass or wa-
ter. The general conclusion is that in visual veridical perception we per-
ceive through material things. Connection at a distance is here not connec-
tion across empty space, it is connection across a materially filled space.
Superman 1s said to have x-ray vision. He can sec through material build-
ings. My point is that, apart from perception in outer space, all visual ve-
ridical perception can be called x-ray vision.

Michael Polanyi has drawn attention to facts about perceiving which
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amount to a stmilar conclusion with regard to the tactual sense, t00.2¢ Of-
ten, tactually, we perceive through material things which do not belong to
our body. When we write with a pen we are not aware of the hand touching
the pen. Instead, we are aware of the pen’s touching of the paper. Similarly,
when we use a hammer we feel the hammer against the nail, or even the
nail against the wood, but not the hand against the hammer. When we are
skiing we do not feel our feet against the ski but the ski against the ground.

If we only could be in direct contact with that part of nature which is at the
the limits of our body, then we should only see the air just in front of our eyes,
and we should only feel what the hands and feets actually meet. This, however,
1s simply not the case. Often we do, to summarzie the last two sections, per-
ceive through material things fo natural facts which are at a distance from us.

Backward perception

Phenomenology tells us that if in veridical perception we can perceive na-
ture, then we do it by means of connection at a distance and x-ray percep-
tion. Let us now repeat what today’s science tells us. It says that there is
some kind of energy flow from a perceived thing to the body of the per-
ceiving person, and it also says that it takes some time for the energy to
move from the thing to the person in question. Therefore, we have to accept
that intentionality which is connection at a spatial distance is also connec-
tion at a femporal distance. When we perceive a thing, we do not perceive
it as it is now. We perceive it the the way it was structured when the rele-
vant energy (according to Gibson: electromagnetic radiation with stimulus
information) left the thing. This view, by the way, is not strictly confined to
science. There are life-world situations which display the phenomena.
Thunder comes after the lightning, and when one sees a man hammering at
a great distance the blows are heard after they have been seen, and rhis
difference is perceived.

The difficulty with intentionality through time, in comparison with in-
stantaneous intentionality, is that it implies that one is in direct contact with
states of affairs which no longer exist. Connection at a spatial distance can
be rather difficult to accept, but, as first presented, it is nevertheless a rela-
tion between a perceiving person and a perceived state of affairs which
exist simultaneously. Temporal connection at a distance, on the other hand,
connects a presently perceiving person with an earlier existing state of af-
fairs. The farther away the perceived fact is, the more obvious is this tem-
poral relation. Perception of distant stars is the paradigm example. We can
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see stars which no longer exists. If this really is veridical perception, then
veridical perception is backward perception.

[ have maintained that most 20th century philosophers have, in different
ways, avoided the problem of direct realism. One of the exceptions to the
rule is Roderick Chisholm. He has written the following:

The belief that people perceive only appearances or that they cannot
perceive physical things often results from what seem to be philo-
sophical paradoxes. For example, when we learn about the velocity
of light and about the distances of the stars we see at night, we may
begin to wonder whether we do see the stars we think we see. And
when we are told that stars sometimes disrupt and become extinct
and that possibly some of those we see tonight ceased to exist hundreds
of years ago, we may feel that there is some paradox involved in
supposing that we can perceive anything at all. But the paradox arises
only because we tend to assume, until we are taught otherwise, that
any event or state of affairs we perceive must exist or occur simultane-
ously with our perception of it. We tend to assume, more generally,
that S can perceive a at ¢ only if a exists at 1. If we combine this
assumption with what we know about the finite velocity of sound
and light, perhaps we can derive the conclusion that no one perceives
any of the things he thinks he perceives. But to assume that S can
perceive a at t only if a exists at 1 is no more reasonable than to
assume that S can receive or reflect light from a at # only if a exists at
t. The perception of a star that is now extinct should be no more para-
doxical than the action of such a star on a photographic plate or its
reflection in the water.”’

To my mind, Chisholm does not take ‘the problem of star perception’ seri-
ously enough. I agree with him that “the paradox arises only because we
tend to assume, until we are taught otherwise, that any event or state of
affairs we perceive must exist or occur simultaneously with our perception
of it”. But there is more to it than Chisholm recognizes. His presumed solu-
tion, i.e. the similarity he finds between perception and causality, does not
exist. That, today, we can receive light froma non-existing star is of course
no mystery. Such light has an existence which is independent of the star
which emitted it a long time ago. There is a causal chain through time, but
each part in such a chain exists only at one moment, and there is no direct
connection between two parts which are not contiguous in time. In veridi-
cal perception it is different. Chisholm has no clear grasp of the concept of
connection at a distance. If direct realism is true in relation to things around
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us, then we perceive backwards in time, but it is then an extremely short
time interval, almost infinitesimal, which we bridge. However, if direct
realism is true even for star perception, then we can perceive backwards
over a huge time interval. Mostly, we do in one and the same perception
perceive things at different distances from us. This means that veridical
perceptions of the world are extended backwards in time. This is what we
have to teach ourselves if we want to be direct realists, but Chisholm doesn’t
even hint at this. As far as I know, there is only one philosopher who has stated
this feature of perception clearly, and that is Samuel Alexander at the beginning
of this century, but, for some reason, he mentioned it only in a footnote.?®

In the former section I claimed that connection at a distance, which is a
feature of veridical perception, is something other than action at a distance,
which (if it is at all possible, which [ think it isn’t) is a kind of causality among
material entities. Similarly, backward perception is a feature of veridical per-
ception which must not be conflated with backward causation, which (if it is at
all possible, which I think itisn’t) is a kind of causality among material entities.
In the next section we shall see that the existence of these features means that
the limits of our ego are undetermined and very changeable.

The changeful limits of our ego

What I have said about veridical perception has repercussions for our con-
ception of the human ego. The history of philosophy contains several dif-
ferent ontologies of the ego which I find false in every important respect. |
have already mentioned one such ontology, reductive materialism. Another
easily refuted metaphysics is the one which takes intentionality on the one
hand, and materialist categories on the other, to be merely different ways of
apprehending the same phenomena. Such a Spinozist multiple aspect theory is
reflexively inconsistent. The phrase ‘different ways of apprehending’ pre-
supposes the category of intentionality. An act of apprehension is an inten-
tional act, which means that a Spinozist view amounts to saying that inten-
tionality and materialist categories relate to the same substance apprehend-
ed in different intentional acts. The last use of ‘intentional act’ cannot be
replaced by any phrase contaning concepts which only refer to materialist
or other non-intentional categories, which means that ‘the intentional as-
pect’ as a whole cannot possibly be equivalent with ‘the materialist aspect’.

The falsity of ontologies which, like those of Descartes, Locke, Leibniz
and Berkeley, regard the ego as a spiritual substance, is not as total as that
of reductive materialism. Such substance ontologies of the ego do not deny
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ception of intentlonality. They have not noted a certain feature of intention-
ality, the non-substam[a[iry of the ego, which Heidegger ang Sartre® proy ght
to our attentjon.

Heidegger characterises map by saying, among other things, that man’s
situation in the world is one of“Geworfenheit” (= thrownness). Manisin g

tion on the fact that the directedness of intentionality 1S in Mmany, perhaps
Most, intentional acts Not apparent at al ip the acts themselves, When we

Sartre, 1 shajj “call such 3 consciousness: consciousness in the first degree,
or unreflected consciousness™ 30

The directednesg ofintentionality has two poles. One may Speak of a ‘to-
pole’ (an intentjonal object or correlate) and g ‘from-pole”’ If, now, in 4
reflective intentional act (Le. consciousness in the second degree), we try
to make the from-pole of an carlier act (i.e. the presumed egoy into the to-
pole of this later reflective act, what do we find? When We make an earljer

lates in question. Therefore, it is adequate to say that the to-pole is some-
thing, whereas the from-pole of intentionality Is empty. The €go which ig
assumed to exist in the from-pole Seems to be thrown out into the to-pole or
to be a kind of nothingness, or, better, emptiness.

It should be noted that when 4 reflective (second degree) intentional act
is directed at the from-pole of an unretlected (first degree) act and discovers the
corresponding emptiness, the reflective act IS not directed gt its own from-
pole. This from-pole has the same emptiness, byt jn order to see it g third
order act which hag the second order actas its intentiong] correlate is needed.

That the from-poles of intentional acts are empty does not mean that
they do not exist. Theijr existence may be compared to (but pot identified
with) that of the void (in non-relational conceptions of Space). Where there
are no things (or fields) in space there jg void, but void jg not nothing. It s
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empty space. The from-pole of intentionality is empty but Nonetheless ¢ jg
something. [t belongs to reality.
The emptinesg Or nothingness of the €gO Is, it is important to note, only

ates from our body.” When in reflective acts we are looking for the from-
pole of intentionality, we will always find 4 Mmaterial body. Moreover, oy
OWHn material body. In this sense we find something, but not what we are
looking for. We look for our soul but we find our body. We find a substra-
tum for intentiona]ity. Perceptions are perspectival and they refer back to
our body. Only an Aristotelian account of the soul can comprehend thijg
feature of intentionality. Intentional acgg presuppose for thejr existence
something which i not part of themselves, namely a body with 4 nervous
System and a brain. The €go, therefore, js neither only 2 Nothingness nor
only a “Geworfenheijt”. Itis a complex unity with both a body and inten-
tionality; the body is a substratum Upon which intentiona] acts are emergent

Heidegger puts too much emphasis on the to-pole and Sartre puts too much
Stress on the emptiness of the from-pole of the €go. For Heidegger the ego
Seems to be merely “Geworfenheit”, merely the indwe]ling in the perceived
objects and facts; and for Sartre the €80 seems to be nothing. The €g0 is not
a pure “Geworfenheit”, nor is it merely Nothingness, but neither is i a
spiritual or Material substance. [t IS intentionality fused with a body.

to make, however, is not that intentiona] acts are some kind of relations, In
my view, on the contrary, intentionality IS a category distinct from both
external, internal and grounded relationg, 2 Reality containg several catego-
ries which, from the perspective of g substance—accidence scheme, have
peculiar spatial limig. Therefore, ope should not look for the spatial limits
of the ego the Same way one looks for the spatial limit of a materia] thing
and its (monadic) properties.

Some things are €asy to think, some things are hard. The spatial limitg of
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material objects are €asy to think, the spatial limits of the ego is hard to
think. Material objects have rather well defined spatial limits even if the
limit, like thatof a shrinking balloon, is rapidly changing. But intentionality
behaves in a different way. Tt is not limited by other material objects nor by
other intentional acts. In veridical perception the ego 18 fused with natural
facts, and the spatial limits of the ego arc the spatial limits of 1ts intentional
acts. Wherever an intentional act turns the non-perceiving of material
things into perceiving, the spatial limit arises. The €80 is not spatially con-
fined to its body in spite of the fact that its intentional acts arc existentially
dependent upon the body. Intentionality makes the €20 spatially undeter-
mined. Normatly. the limits of our ego are changing. Atone moment we are
looking at states of affairs close to us, and at the next moment we are Jook-
ing at more distant states of affairs.

The common sense distinction between oneself and external things is
easily turned into false philosophic al ontologies of the ego- where an inner-
outer distinction is wrongly made identical with a distinction between sub-
jective (= mind-dependent) and objective (mind-'mdependent) phenomena.
In relation to material things, the distinction between being ner and being
outer is clear. What is within the gpatial limit of the thing is nner, and that
which is outside the Jimit is outer. But since intentionality does not have the
same kind of spatial limits, we are not allowed to think the inner-outer
distinction of the whole ego in the same way as we can think the distinction
in relation to 1ts body.

Usually, we perceive pains as located within our body. The same is true
of our heart beats, of tired muscles, of nervous stomachs, and of other simi-
lar phenomena. In cases like these, the intentional correlate is both mind-
dependent and inside our body. Subjectivity and inwardness here g0 to-
gether. We perceive ordinary things, plants and animals as located outside
our body. Here, objectivity and outwardness g0 together; the intentional
correlates are both mind-independent and outside our body. However, when
we perceive the colours of the things in question, these intentional corre-
lates are both mind-dependent and outside our body. We have subjectivity
and outwardness together. The same is true in visual illusions and halluci-
nations as well as in tactual illusions like the ‘phantom pains” of ampu-
tated legs. If all mind-dependent intentional correlates are said to be inner,
in contradistinction to mind-independent correlates which always are outer,
then ‘inner’ 100Ses its original contrast with ‘outside the body’, and, conse-
quently, has 1o take on a completely new meaning. A meaning which has to
turn all intentional correlates into inner entities, and we are back into the

ontologies of idealism or dualism. In such ontologies nature can never be
perceived.
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and some partg (for instance colours) are mind—dependent. In the latter cases
there is a fusjon of mind-dependent and mind—jndependent parts. Our egoy
are not spatialfy confined within the limits of our bodies, this is the onto-
logical truth (o remember.

The ontology of the €80 now sketched contradicts ordinary psychologi-
cal (and Humean) projection conceptions in which secondary qualities, like

colours and other life-world qualities, are projected onto Nature. Whenp,

the projector which by means of alight beam js copied on the screen. How-
EVer, most life-world qualities do not firsg exist inside our head in order,
later, by meang of a ‘perceptual beam’, to be copied out in the world. Theijr
primary existence jg outside our body. The projection metaphor g adequate
only in those cases of writing and drawing whep we know in advance what

Just as the feature of connection at a distance implies that ouy €gos are
not spatially confined within the limits of our bodies, so the feature of back-
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tures. Perhaps they are too odd to believe in. But, we have to ask, on what
grounds are we to take the decision to accept them or reject them? Since
most philosophers nowadays are fallibilists in epistemology, the problem
is not that I cannot prove that in (so-called) veridical perception we are in
contact with nature. The only thing a fallibilist can do is to estimate the
reasonableness of this view in comparison with other possible alternatives.
Of course, one should choose the most credible view; or, as in this case, the
least incredible alternative. In order to reject veridical perception, we have
to find an ontological alternative which is cheaper. What, then, are the main
alternatives to real veridical perception?

For many thinkers reductive materialism gives us the truth about percep-
tion, but, as is clear from my earlier remarks on this view, I regard reduc-
tive materialism as the most incredible of all views. It simply denies the
obvious fact of connection at distance. Therefore, to my mind, the main
alternative is the claim that connection at a distance is possible only in a
completely mental sphere. In idealist conceptions and in indirect realism
there is no need to postulate either x-ray perception or backward percep-
tion. If all intentional acts are wholly mental, then it is tautologically true
that x-ray perception (i.e. perception through material things) is impossi-
ble. Backward perception, on the other hand, is not ruled out in principle,
but there seems to be no reason at all to claim that there is a temporal
distance between the perceiving person and that which is perceived. Note,
though, that connection at a distance is not explained away. It is merely
maintained that connection at a distance is wholly mental. There is no denial of
my claim that the existence of connection at a distance is an indisputable
fact.

If we dismiss idealism, be it old-fashioned or linguistic, then ‘the mental
alternative’, taken together with perceptual psychology, implies a monadology.
We are back in some kind of Cartesian-Lockean ontology. Every person is
confined within his own mental world. The only connection which exists
between people and between people and things are causal relations in the
material part of reality. If we are not to abandon completely the belief that
our life-worlds have something in common, we are forced in this ontology,
as was Leibniz in his, to postulate a predetermined harmony among all the
numerically different mental spheres. Fundamentally, we each live in our
own mental world, but the worlds have great similarities with one another.
Ontologically, we are as beings with a consciousness, in contradistinction
to clumps of pure matter, completely and helplessly isolated from one an-
other. My life-world is only mine and your life-world is only yours; even
when our bodies, which are part of nature, are as close to each other as they
can be. If life-world and nature is kept apart, the life-world breaks apart, too.
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As faras I can see, our fallibilist ontological choice today consists, to put it
sharply, in either accepting a monadology or accepting a direct realism wich
contains the peculiarities of connection at distance, x-ray perception, backward
perception and undetermined limits of the ego. In my opinion, the monadologi-
cal alternative is more incredible than direct realism with its implications.

What is most difficult to accept in the kind of naive realism, or life-
world realism, which [ am advocating, is of course that part which is not
directly in keeping with genuine naive realism, namely the view that one
perceives across or through time, not at one particular moment. But, I want
to stress once again, ‘through time’ is always connected with ‘through space’.
The farther we get in time, the farther we have to get in space. Normally, when
in one and the same instant we are looking at several things whose spatial
distance to us varies, we perceive them as simultaneous. According to the view
I'have argued for, this must be wrong. Space cannot in veridical perception
open itself towards more distant states of affairs without time’s also opening
itself — and vice versa. Itis an illusion that ordinary veridical perceptions are
momentary in time. If this is accepted, then it is not too difficult to accustom
oneself to the view that one can perceive backwards through time.

The perceptual bridge and other bridges

The problem of perception is merely one of a number of ontological problems
which need to be solved before we get a stable philosophical connection
between life-world and man-independent nature. Apart from the problem
of perception, there are also the problem of agency (or of mental causation)
and the connected problem of how to reconcile (to speak with Kant) cau-
sality of freedom with causality of nature. In our life-world we take it for
granted both that our will can affect our body and that our actions are not
wholly predetermined by natural laws, be they deterministic or statistical;
indeterminism is something other than freedom.

I shall not discuss the problems of agency and determinism here, merely
mention that they, like the problem of perception, can be viewed from a
new perspective now that fallibilism reigns supreme in epistemology. Fal-
libilism means that neither ontologists nor scientists can speak with the
voice of the one who has recourse to absolute truth. Philosophers can con-
test science and scientists can contest philosophy. A philosopher who con-
tests science, need not and should not, regard himself as a ‘master-scientist’
standing above science; and a scientist who contests philosophy, need not
and should not, take recourse to scientistic views. This means, among a lot
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of other things, that the reductive views of the natural scientists should not
have too much authority in ontology. Science cannot in and of itself show
that the life-world experience of agency is false, and that, therefore, the
concept of freedom should be wholly replaced by that of causality of nature.

The existence of agency implies that the future cannot be wholly pre-
determined. Something must be open. This means that veridical perception
through time into the future is impossible. Forward perception conflicts
with agency, but backward perception does not. And I have only argued for
backward perception.

Conclusion

I do think that we are philosophically entitled to say that we, in our life-world,
can be in contact with nature and with each other. However, since I regard my
ontological views as fallible, I shall end by letting Nature herself speak. I can
hear her saying: “To be perceived, or not to be perceived: that is the question.”
She is looking at a skull. A philosopher’s skull. She wants it alive again.
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