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Introduction

*

After looking at the effect that scientific activity has had on our everyday 

life, from personal computers to medicine to 3D-printed prosthetic limbs, it 

is  easy  to  see  the  benefit  and  practicality  of  this  path  to  knowledge. 

However, if a person is to commit themselves to the notion that it is through 

science  alone  that  we have  a  shot  at  understanding anything there  is  to 

understand then that person is committed to the position of strong scientific 

naturalism.  A potential  problem with  this  approach  is  that  the  scientific 

image of the world maintains an exclusively third-person perspective; thus, 

championing this strong naturalism leads to a reduction or replacement of 

the  first-person  perspective  with  that  of  the  third-person.  An  opposing 

method  to  this  particular  position  is  from  within  the  discipline  of 

phenomenology.  This  area  of  inquiry  begins  from  the  first-person 

perspective and, if a person takes a strong stance, leads to a reduction or 

replacement of the third-person perspective with the that of the first-person. 

The  focus  of  this  dissertation  is  on  the  relationship  between 

phenomenology  and  science.  However,  because  of  the  ubiquitous 

acceptance of the validity of scientific knowledge compared to the relative 

obscurity  of  phenomenological  achievement,  our  argument  becomes  an 

attack  on  strong  naturalism  from  within  the  standpoint  of  a  moderate 

Heideggerian  phenomenology,  but  branching  out  into  the  broader 

phenomenological tradition.

Although the underlying presupposition of this  dissertation is that 

both phenomenological inquiry and scientific inquiry are related in some 

hidden  way,  our  chief  interest  is  the  specific  relation  between  the  two 

disciplines. In looking at this relationship, our goal is to show evidence for 

the interdependence of the two disciplines; evidence to support the claim 
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that even though they operate separately they should be considered co-valid, 

as neither has a more privileged access to Truth. Further, by presupposing 

that  the  disciplines  operate  separately  we  maintain  that  to  treat  or  to 

understand one discipline from only and entirely within the other would be 

to make a category error. Both are to be considered separate in their activity 

but interdependent in their accumulation of knowledge. Although there are 

certain situations where it  may  seem as  though each discipline can fully 

encapsulate the other, our goal is to show that it would result in a reduction 

of  another  area  of  investigation.  This  pseudo-encapsulation  allows  an 

argument  of  sole-validity where  the  “stronger”  discipline  subsumes  the 

“weaker” and converts it into a branch of its own body thereby reducing the 

effective scope and power of the “lesser” discipline. This is the outcome of 

a strong variant of either scientific naturalism or phenomenology.

Our investigation is centred around the idea that “whereas naturalism 

takes  objectivity  as  its  point  of  departure,  phenomenology  asks  how 

objectivity is constituted in the first place” (Carel & Meacham, 2013, p.3). 

Although, as Dan Zahavi points out, we must first determine what we mean 

by both phenomenology and naturalism.  In this  paper,  we take the term 

phenomenology  to  mean  “a  transcendental  philosophical  endeavour” 

(Zahavi,  2013,  p.34)  which  “necessitates  a  move  away  from  a 

straightforward  metaphysical  or  empirical  investigation  of  objects  to  an 

investigation of the very framework that makes any such straightforward 

investigation possible in the first place” (ibid, p.32). We can easily position 

scientific inquiry as an empirical investigation of objects, however, we must 

explain  what  we  mean  by  contrasting  this  investigation  with  a 

‘transcendental endeavour’. If we state that the activity of science reveals 

the underlying mechanics of the world, then we would position the activity 

of transcendental phenomenology as revealing the framework that overlays 

the  abstraction  of  the  world.  It  is  transcendental because of  the  way in 

which phenomenology dissects our very capabilities of understanding; the 

investigation requires turning the investigative process of discovery back 
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upon itself.  As Heidegger once put it,  “The expression "phenomenology" 

signifies primarily a concept of method. It does not characterize the what of 

the objects of philosophical research in terms of their content, but the how 

of such research” (2010, §27). Transcendental phenomenology brackets off 

the physically manifest and questions the very structure of thoughts and the 

limit of knowledge as well as the methods of abstraction. Whereas science 

investigates  the  natural  world  as  it  is  given,  “Husserl's  transcendental 

philosophy … must put even  the world  and the nature of its  facticity  in 

question” (Moran, 2005, p.184). However,  science itself brackets off this 

questioning of objectivity and abstraction and relies on the presupposition 

that what it is dealing with is real in order to carry out its investigations1. 

Although such a definition may be more easily understood as a  dualism 

between mind and matter, our underlying presupposition of interdependence 

does not permit such a segregation. This view of the relationship, it should 

be noted, is our own interpretation which would level both phenomenology 

and science.  A strong scientific  naturalist,  on the  other  hand,  would not 

bracket off this questioning so much as deny its validity entirely.

If we bring this definition back to our previous terminology we can 

say that science brackets off the first-person perspective to concentrate on 

the  third-person  while  phenomenology  brackets  off  the  third-person 

perspective  to  concentrate  on  the  first-person.  Although  not  within  our 

focus, it is a related concept that the hidden property of the interdependence 

between  science  and  phenomenology  may be  due  to  the  inability  for  a 

person to conceptualise both the first-person perspective and third-person 

perspective concurrently.  In  this  way,  bracketing becomes a  necessity of 

investigation but not a necessarily a property of what is investigated.

Returning to the thread of our argument, we take phenomenology to 

have access to something outside the reach of strict scientific activity and 

1 Perhaps in this way both science and phenomenology can be labelled as transcendental 
(i.e. “beyond”), since both investigative activities uncover something hidden from our 
general, everyday activity within the world. However, this labelling would not be 
consistent with the tradition of the word.
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vice versa. This standpoint strictly rules out the position of strong scientific 

naturalism which threatens the validity of the first-person perspective.

In contrast to our underlying position which levels both science and 

transcendental phenomenology, the strong naturalism that we are concerned 

with is one that aims at eventually making “phenomenology a part of, or at 

least  an extension of,  natural  science” (Zahavi,  2013, p.30).  The general 

naturalistic account that we are aligned against is one which assumes the 

position of sole-validity. That is, any form of naturalism that disallows other 

forms of investigation that differ from the scientific method.

To get more context around the naturalist position we can look to 

Michael Wheeler's idea of the  Muggle constraint.  A Muggle is a type of 

non-magical  human,  as  opposed  to  wizards,  witches  and  other  spooky 

entities, that exist in JK Rowling's Harry Potter series. Wheeler tells us that 

“if you want an understanding of how Muggles work, you had better not 

appeal  to  anything  magical.  So  one's  explanation  of  some  phenomenon 

meets  the  Muggle  constraint  just  when it  appeals  to  entities,  states,  and 

processes that are wholly non-magical in character” (2005, p.5). Wheeler's 

naturalism, as opposed to the strong variant that we are attacking, maintains 

a  physicalism  which  “amounts  to  the  ontological  claim  that  there  is 

ultimately nothing but physical stuff [but] does not impose the additional 

explanatory  condition  that  every  worldly  phenomenon  be  ultimately 

explicable  by  physical  laws”  (ibid).  Wheeler's  position  leaves  room for 

“multiple  modes of explanation” (ibid)  as long as these explanations are 

consistent  with  natural  science;  as  long  as  they  stay within  the  Muggle 

constraint. In this way, Wheeler's naturalism wants a productive relationship 

between  philosophy and science;  “in  my view,  generically  Heideggerian 

thinking can make (indeed, in a sense to be determined, already has made) a 

crucial contribution [to cognitive science]” (ibid, p.14).

This weak variant of naturalism, though providing context around 

the  naturalistic  position,  is  not  the  kind  we  are  interested  in.  For  an 

explication of strong naturalism we turn to Lynne Rudder Baker who splits 
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scientific  naturalism  into  three  broad  categories;  ontological, 

epistemological, and methodological. Of the three, it is the last two which 

cause the most concern for the validity of phenomenology.

Epistemological  naturalism,  according to  Baker,  “is  the view that 

epistemological questions (e.g. what can we know, or what is the nature of 

knowledge  or  justification)  are  to  be  investigated  empirically  by,  for 

example, scientific accounts of our cognitive faculties” (2013, p.5). Such a 

view has  the  potential  to  position  the  first-person perspective  inside  the 

third-person perspective and label it a mere effect of the greater third-person 

reality. In addition to this, methodological naturalism is “the view that the 

methods  of  philosophy  should  be  restricted  to  the  methods  of  science” 

(ibid).  Both  these  types  of  naturalism can  be  considered  strong in  their 

championing of the scientific account of knowledge over any other claim; 

both types curtail any endeavours that phenomenology would make away 

from the strictly empirical.

This dissertation rejects the broad idea that phenomenology should 

be subsumed into the “larger” body of science. Strong scientific naturalism 

aims  at,  if  not  an  outright  rejection  of  the  discipline,  encapsulating 

phenomenology by slicing off the transcendental claims and reworking it 

into a branch of science. Although such a manoeuvre may allow science to 

continue  making  discoveries,  it  would  also  curtail  an  entire  avenue  of 

investigation merely because it doesn't sit well within a different discipline.

Our own position, opposed to this naturalism, agrees with Husserl 

that “the decisive limitation of naturalism is that it  fails to recognize the 

transcendental  dimension of consciousness” (Zahavi, 2013, p.31). This is 

not to say, however, that cognitive science should not look into the methods 

and  ideas  of  phenomenological  inquiry—Michael  Wheeler's  work  in 

Reconstructing the Cognitive World, 2005, clearly shows how fruitful this 

interaction  can  be.  Our  rejection  of  strong  naturalism  rests  on  the 

presupposition  that  both  science  and  phenomenology  show  us  different 

aspects  of  our  world;  the  best  account  of  a  holistic  epistemology  is  a 
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synthesis of first-person and third-person perspectives rather than a single 

position from a single discipline which reduces or replaces the other.

This  projected  antithesis  between  phenomenology  and  naturalism 

should  not  force  us  to  choose  one  over  the  other.  As  we  shall  see, 

phenomenology allows us to  investigate  certain transcendental  ideas  that 

remain  ungraspable  through  science  while  the  natural  sciences  offer  a 

technological knowledge that is only available through the empirical, third-

person perspective. It is this type of partnership that we wish to exemplify 

and reproduce on a larger philosophical basis. It is also our intention in this 

dissertation to give evidence that neither science nor phenomenology has 

privileged access to Truth, the two disciplines are co-valid in that they are 

simply attempts at grasping the Universe we find ourselves in.

We will argue that, despite either discipline influencing or inspiring 

the other, they do not come directly at each other by showing that the closest 

interaction between phenomenology and science (besides the struggle for 

academic superiority), is a murky sighting of one discipline from within the 

other.  As  Dan  Zahavi  reminds  us,  “Both  disciplines  investigate 

consciousness,  but  according  to  Husserl  they  do  so  in  utterly  different 

manners” (Zahavi, 2013, p.30).

It  can  be  argued that  both  phenomenology and cognitive  science 

share the goal of uncovering Truth. If we maintain that neither approach has 

privileged access, and refuse to hold one discipline over the other, we will 

have  to  concede  that  both  are  equally  valid;  and  by  rejecting  a 

transcendentally  restrictive  naturalising  of  phenomenology,  we are  doing 

just that. Our underlying position holds the world of phenomenology and 

the  world  of  science  to  be  level.  As  the  writer  Hermann  Hesse  once 

reflected, “The truth has a million faces, but there is only one truth” (1974, 

p.119). After stating that both the aforementioned disciplines are  co-valid, 

either  we  will  have  to  reject  the  singularity  of  Truth  or  presuppose  a 

synthesis that allows both to flourish as conceptually independent but at the 

same  time  holistically  interdependent.  This  may  appear  contradictory. 
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However, we are already acting under this principle of synthesis when we 

show how both the objective knowledge of science comes from a subjective 

de-contextualisation  of  the  world  and  that  the  gathered  knowledge  of 

scientific inquiry can show the way in which these projected objects can 

react  with  one  another  to  give  rise  to  consciousness.  To  put  it  more 

succinctly: phenomenology explains how we are able to engage in scientific 

activity,  and  that  very  same  scientific  activity  explains  how  the  world 

created us in the first place—both investigate consciousness but, echoing 

Husserl once again, they do so in utterly different manners.

To return to our point of departure, we want to emphasise the power 

that phenomenology has which scientific inquiry does not. It is reasonable 

to dwell on this particular part of the investigation since many people are 

already convinced of  the power of  science;  from solar  panels  to  mobile 

phones, the usefulness of scientific knowledge seems rather obvious. But, 

what  is  the  usefulness  of  phenomenological  inquiry  outside  of  merely 

supplementing  cognitive  science  with  novel  ways  of  experimenting? 

Matthew  Ratcliffe  writes  that,  “Heidegger  maintains  that  the  empirical 

sciences fail to even recognise, let alone account for, a sense of belonging to 

the world that the intelligibility of all scientific thought tacitly presupposes 

… Such a science will remain unavoidably oblivious to the nature of what it 

seeks to explain” (2012, p.138). He goes on to say, concerned that a reader 

might  see this  as an attack on scientific  activity,  “This is  not  to dismiss 

cognitive science altogether but to suggest that there is a principled limit to 

its potential aspirations” (ibid, p.138).

In this way the body of knowledge that science collects, the facts and 

theories of  science,  show  themselves  as  being  situated  within  a  certain 

aspect of the world rather than encompassing the world itself. As Ratcliffe 

tells  us,  “empirical  scientific  theories  cannot  adequately  encapsulate  the 

having of  a  world,  a  characteristic  that  is  inseparable  from Dasein.  The 

world we find ourselves in, which is made intelligible by our understanding 

of Being, is a world  in which we encounter the present-at-hand. It is not 
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encountered as present-at-hand. The sense of belonging to a world cannot be 

reduced  to  an  encounter  with  some  object”  (p.144-5).  For  brevity,  an 

example  of  present-at-hand  is  an  object  which  has  been  stripped  of  its 

worldly significance, for example a hammer as a stark, theoretical, abstract 

object  that  has  a  certain  discrete  set  of  properties.  The  general 

phenomenological position may be to say that  a hammer is not really this 

“object thing” that is then interpreted into our world, but is rather a piece of 

world that has been distilled through our interaction with it into a discrete 

object.  We  more  or  less  agree  with  this  statement,  but  should  add  that 

because of the way we engage with the world, it is also schematically true 

that the hammer exists as a discrete object as well as a “piece of world”. 

Both the phenomenological worldly interpretation of the hammer and the 

scientific discrete hammer-object are equally valid positions to take when 

we see that both genres of hammer are equally vulnerable to dissolution 

should humans (and all similarly world-dissecting entities) become extinct. 

This particular area of investigation, however, will be taken up near the end 

of the dissertation.

Before we can suitably address the ideas raised in this introduction 

we will need to investigate the underlying concepts in a more concrete way. 

Both the first and second chapter of this dissertation will examine an area of 

contention that has a phenomenological and scientific conceptual split. The 

first area is the rift between primal temporality and time, and the second is 

that of Being and consciousness. Our goal is to investigate the relationship 

between  science  and  phenomenology,  gathering  any  evidence  we  come 

across that may support a co-valid viewpoint. We also want to see if each 

disciplinary approach has  its  own areas  of  investigation where it  is  best 

suited.
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Chapter One

Time and Temporality

*

Time, when we take it in a scientific sense, means not only the flow of past-

events to future-events but also brings up concepts such as time dilation, 

length contraction, the speed of light, loss of simultaneity, etcetera. From 

our  most  basic  intuition  of  time,  perhaps  inspired  by  the  changing  of 

seasons or  the  progression  of  aging,  we have  built  a  conceptual  web of 

understanding. A famous landmark in this area of thinking came with the 

development of four-dimensional space-time, and an effect of this scientific 

breakthrough is a certain reliance on a  point of view. To explain this more 

concretely we can take for consideration the phenomenon of the loss of 

simultaneity. This concept states that, while never transgressing the causal 

ordering of events, viewers in different frames of reference may disagree 

about  the  concurrent  time-duration  of  a  particular  pair  of  events.  The 

example  that  Russell  Stannard  uses  to  explain  this  concept  places  an 

astronaut in the middle of a spaceship firing two pulses of light over an 

equal distance to opposite ends of the craft. To the astronaut, both pulses of 

light  hit  their  respective  targets  simultaneously,  as  we  would  expect. 

However, a second viewer is placed in a mission control centre watching the 

experiment take place as the ship flies past at a speed approaching that of 

light. From this viewpoint, although the pulses of light are observed to be 

released at the same time, “the rear-going pulse has less distance to travel 

because the target placed at the back of the craft is moving forward to meet 

its pulse. In contrast  the forward-going pulse is having to chase after its 

target  which  is  tending  to  move  away  from  it”  (2008,  p.16-18).  This 

warping of the distance the pulses have to travel is due to the scientific fact 

that “Not only does speed effect time, it also effects space” (ibid, p.14); the 
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spaceship  is  under  the  effect  of  length  contraction1,  meaning that  to  the 

second observer the pulses are not travelling over an equal distance and thus 

do not strike the targets at the same time. A natural and immediate question 

to  this  conclusion  of  loss  of  simultaneity  is  to  ask  who out  of  the  two 

viewers is correct in their measurement; do the pulses reach their targets at 

the same time, as the first viewer observes, or do they hit one after another, 

as the second viewer observes? The answer, as Stannard tells us, is that “It is 

impossible  to  say;  the question is  meaningless … The concepts of time, 

space, and simultaneity take on meaning only in the context of a specified 

observer – one whose motion relative to what is being observed has been 

defined” (ibid, p.19).

At  this  point,  a  reader  may  be  wary  that  the  discussion  will 

immediately conclude that this need for a point of view is enough to support 

the claim that subjectivity is vital to understanding. This is not our intent, 

however  there  is  indeed a  need for  an  almost  arbitrary  point  of  view in 

scientific activity; to borrow the words of Leonard Susskind, when he was 

asked about Hubble's law, “You have to draw the picture, and the only way 

to draw the picture is to pick a centre and to say somebody's at the centre” 

(2013, 1:05:20). Although this kind of evidence could perhaps be used to 

argue  for  the  necessary  plane  of  subjective  inquiry,  what  we  are  more 

interested in is the fact that such a natural question, whether the pulses of 

light  actually hit  the  targets  consecutively  or  simultaneously,  becomes 

meaningless. It seems to strike up a paradoxical question: if we exist within 

time, as we would given a four-dimensional space-time, but the expression 

of time is  relative to  our location and speed,  in what  way can we exist 

within this relativistic encapsulation? Or in other words, how can what we 

measure relate to the dimension we exist within if there is no absolute or 

constant time?

1 The experimental evidence for this type of phenomenon can be seen in the study of 
stationary and moving atomic clocks as well as stationary and moving muons which 
show an increase in the time it takes to decay when moving at a speed approaching that 
of light.
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Further, if we were to take our previous experiment and remove the 

second observer, would we take time to be absolute? The singular frame of 

reference would never be checked against anything other than itself in that 

situation. The worry drawn from such limitation is expressed by the fact that 

anything we observe, as scientists or in any other manner, is through the 

situatedness of being human. In this respect we have but one observable 

position, that of the interpreting being that holds the world in the clarity of 

understanding.  Perhaps  describing  this  idea  in  such  a  way,  using 

phenomenological  language,  is  presupposing  the  concepts  that 

phenomenology employs. However, it is our position that there are areas of 

understanding  that  scientific  inquiry  cannot  penetrate.  This  idea,  the 

situatedness of all our endeavours of understanding, is one of the realms that 

questions the very natural objectivity that science takes for granted. There 

are many places where a scientist must answer a question with, “that is in 

the realm of philosophy” just as a philosopher must answer in the same way 

with, “that is in the realm of science”.

Here  we  reintroduce  the  concept  of  co-validity  in  a  larger 

explanatory  whole,  one  that  encompasses  both  scientific  and 

phenomenological  activity.  We want  to  introduce  the  idea  that  scientific 

time may be explainable from within phenomenological temporality. This 

relation,  however,  if  taken  to  the  conclusion  that  phenomenology has  a 

privileged access to Truth would become a sole-valid model.  This is not 

what  we  want,  at  most  we  want  to  show  that  in  this  example  certain 

scientific  concepts  can  be  encapsulated  by  a  certain  phenomenological 

standpoint. Later, we will repeat the manoeuvre with switched roles to show 

the inconsistency of using such reasoning to try and fully encapsulate one 

discipline within the other. We will now turn to a phenomenological account 

of time nesting within primal temporality.

According to Heidegger, we can't have a history, or historical items, 

without having historicity as part of our being. Because of this, we humans 

(or  more  accurately  Dasein)  reflexively  intuit  what  is  historical—it 
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emanates  from our  understanding  and  grasping  of  the  world.  Heidegger 

wrote that “As a determination, historicity is prior to what is called history 

(world-historical occurrences). Historicity means the constitution of being 

of  the  "occurrence"  of  Dasein  as  such;  upon  its  ground  something  like 

"world  history,"  and belonging historically  to  world  history,  is  possible” 

(2010,  p.19).  This  may seem convoluted  and even counter-intuitive,  and 

indeed much of what Heidegger accomplished came from challenging what 

common-sense takes for granted—our vulgar grasp on the world. Once it 

has been unpacked, the reasoning behind this relocation of world-history 

seems  necessary.  To  unpack  this  idea  we  will  employ  a  rather  lengthy 

example.

It is easy to imagine someone travelling to a museum to see a World 

War  I  exhibition  that  is  displaying  armaments  used  in  Gallipoli.  An 

ANZAC's pistol from that campaign is undoubtedly historical, but the slate 

rock that paves the entrance into the museum doesn't seem historical at all—

despite the fact it is from a five hundred million year old deposit located in 

Galicia, Northern Spain. The age of the deposit means that it was formed 

some time in  the  Cambrian  period,  but  it  still  seems unremarkable  in  a 

historical sense when compared to the Gallipoli pistol. Now, when we find 

out that the slate deposit was the same from which ancient humans took 

large slabs to make megalithic dolmens, as well as being the same deposit 

that the conquering Romans used to build walls and other battlements near 

the beginning of the Common Era, it becomes historical—probably enough 

for the museum to put up a plaque describing the lineage their slate rock 

shares  with  the  cultural  history  of  modern  Spain.  For  something  to  be 

considered historical, it must have some element of ourselves reflected in it. 

We invest “objects” with time in a historical way; either retroactively in the 

case  of  our  slate  rock,  or  prospectively in  the  case  of  a  song which  is 

assuredly an “instant classic”.

Our  view  of  history  is  anthropocentric;  only  what  is  human2 is 

2 Human as opposed to Dasein, as Dasein is temporal in a different sense.
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historical. If it were possible to strip away the human-investment side of our 

appreciation of past events, everything would be in a state of uninteresting 

unity. The five hundred million year old slate deposit and the one hundred 

year old pistol could become historically even; they simply are as they are 

without  any  other  investment.  This  view  places  consciousness  as  the 

ultimate relational point. We are positioning history as only existing from 

within  our  mode  of  operation;  that  everything  would  be  stripped  of  its 

temporal intelligibility if we were to forget its historical element. This is not 

to say, as a solipsist might, that all reality disappears when we go to sleep 

and  reappears  when  we  wake.  Our  accepted  validity  of  science's  third-

person perspective  disallows such a  stance.  However,  as  humans and as 

Dasein we only ever have access to anything through the openness of our 

own being, as such what we immediately perceive as time may only be an 

expression of our humanness. If, following our solipsist's example, we were 

to  all to  fall  asleep  we  do  not  expect  our  museum with  its  slate  rock 

entrance and WWI exhibition to vanish. However,  without that existence 

being made manifest on a subjective plane, where does the facticity of the 

historical investment lie? 

What we want to bring to attention here is that science always comes 

after  the  fact  of  consciousness,  but  it  has  a  method  of  replicating  the  

chronologically prior. Again, we come back to the idea that science is an 

abstract replication of the world,  and it is here we will  turn back to our 

example of the ANZAC pistol and the slate rock which were in the process 

of becoming historically even.

A problem lies before us. Without human-investment, what makes 

the quarry and the gun a certain age? We define the gun as being about one 

hundred years old because that was when it was manufactured, and although 

this seems to be a very logical stance it is also too sensible. Before the raw 

materials were fashioned into  a gun, they were some part of the ‘past’. In 

fact, the metal that was smelted down had to have previously been an ore. 

And that ore was formed, like the slate, from ancient large-scale geological 
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processes. It is because of human-investment that we say the  existence of 

this WWI pistol began in 1915; it is handy and logical. To remove human-

investment from the equation is to remove the handiness.

One interpretation of Heidegger's work, in a large area of debate, is 

that without handiness we lose our grip on temporality and therefore lose 

our vulgar conception of time—although, temporality would still be part of 

our being it would no longer be present-at-hand. It seems like vulgar time is 

not a dimension in and of itself but is rather a systematic interpretation of a 

more  originary temporality  that  emanates from Dasein and produces our 

common-sense  time.  William  Blattner  writes  that  “Heidegger's  basic 

strategy is to represent originary temporality as the "explanatory core" of 

ordinary time  (or  more  precisely,  world-time,  on  which  in  turn  depends 

ordinary time). That is, originary temporality is a phenomenon that lies at 

the heart of world-time and that is allegedly able to explain world time” 

(1999, p.90). And although he goes on to write, “Heidegger will conclude 

that there are several modes of time - which principally go by the names 

"originary  temporality,"  "world-time,"  and  "the  ordinary  conception  of 

time"” (ibid,  p.91),  in  this  dissertation we are focussing on the the split 

between temporality and time,  so we have conflated  world-time and  the 

ordinary conception of time for explicative brevity.

The concept of historicity that was mentioned earlier ties in with the 

idea of originary temporality being able to explain ordinary time. Blattner 

tells  us  that  “Heidegger  argues  that  the  mode  of  time  ("originary 

temporality") that is appropriate for the temporal interpretation of Dasein's 

being is not a mode in which the future succeeds the Present, which in turn 

succeeds  the  past.  Originary  temporality  will  turn  out  to  be  a  temporal 

manifold that can be present in any given moment of sequential time” (ibid, 

p.92). We are trying to level the uniqueness of time within the manifold of 

temporality. 

Coming back to our example of the slate paving and the pistol, we 

can first look at our normal conception of such objects and then try to level 
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the historical  distinction between the two. When we state  that  our WWI 

pistol came into existence in 1915 we sever the temporal ties it has with the 

smelted iron ore and carbon that it mainly consists of. In the case of the 

slate, we take quite the opposite stance. After a chunk of rock is sliced from 

the deposit and then cut up into tiles, we pick one up and state, this tile is a  

piece of five hundred million year old rock. It seems unnatural to pick up the 

pistol and say that it is a modified piece of iron ore from the Pre-Cambrian 

period. The WWI pistol is a much more complex modification of pieces of 

Earth than the slate tile is, but in essence they both can be seen in a way that 

renders them as historically even.

This stance may be conceived as reduction of all matter into a prime 

cause, such as the big bang. Although this is a viable speculation, it is not a 

solid conclusion. Whether or not all matter sprouted from a singular unity, 

what  we  currently  have  is  what  Heidegger  called  “the  ontological  and 

existential concept of worldliness” (2010, p.65). He wrote that the idea of 

world can  be  taken  in  different  ways.  One  of  which  he  explained 

accordingly: “World is used as an ontic concept and signifies the totality of 

being which can be objectively present within the world” (ibid, p.65). This 

is not the way in which we should understand world, we are later told more 

succinctly in Heidegger's  Letter on Humanism that, “For us "world" does 

not at all signify beings or any realm of beings but the openness of being. 

The human being is, and is human, insofar as he is the ek-sisting one. He 

stands out into the openness of being” (1998, p.266).

To come back to  our example,  what  we are relying on when we 

differentiate between the five hundred million year old rock and the one 

hundred year old pistol is an ontical rather than ontological grasping of the 

world. There is certainly a discernible point where the raw materials are no 

longer present and a pistol has been created, but this may be due to our 

linguistic dissection of the world, or our engagement with parts of the world 

through limited ready-at-hand interaction,  rather than taking into account 

worldliness  in  general.  These  modes of  engagement  with the  world  (not 
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worldliness in general) have to be ungrasped to peer at what lies at the more 

primal level.

To  investigate  historicity  we  try  to  dig  underneath  the  everyday 

conception of our understanding; this is why we want our two historical 

items, our two world-objects, to be historically levelled—both the pistol and 

slate  begin  to  look  temporally  even after  we  remove  as  much  human-

investment as we can. Although, after levelling the historical value of the 

two  objects,  the  idea  of  what  “historical”  actually  means  may  become 

obscured. From this angle we see that world-history comes after our own 

historicity, since what we value as historical emanates from a certain mode 

of  interaction  with  the  world  through  our  own  entanglement  with 

temporality.

To once again tie this reasoning back to Heidegger: “The analysis of  

the historicity of Dasein attempts to show that this being is not "temporal"  

because it "is in history," but that, on the contrary, it exists and can exist  

historically only because it is temporal in the ground of its being” (2010, 

p.359).  Although  our  example  doesn't  penetrate  the  true  depths  of  what 

Heidegger  was  explicating,  it  does  give  an  idea  about  the  interaction 

between what we consider history and our own historicity. We are temporal 

beings, and as such we have a unique mode of interaction with the world. It 

seems that instead of locating ourselves in world-history, we build history 

around  our  own  fore-structure;  it  is  from  our  disposition  towards 

temporality that history emanates. “As a being, Dasein always defines itself 

in terms of a possibility which it is, and that means at the same time that it 

somehow understands itself in its being” (Heidegger, 2010, p.43).

The  problem that  remains  is  to  work  out  the  difference  between 

originary  temporality and  time  as  we  generally  perceive  it.  The  general 

perception  of  time  is  a  kind  of  common-sense;  as  Heidegger  writes, 

“"Time," especially on the horizon of the common understanding of it, has 

chanced to acquire this "obvious" ontological function "of itself," as it were, 

and has held onto it until today” (2010, p.18).
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This  common-sense  conception  of  time  can  find  its  roots  in  the 

movement of the world; the ever changing environment of humans. This 

environment should be contrasted with the idea of things just happening, as 

we are not only viewers of this environment but we are wholly invested 

participants within it. Both the cycle of days and seasons seems to suggest a 

uniform progression of movement, and from this movement vulgar time can 

be  inferred  or  measured.  This  likely  origin,  however,  also  draws  an 

inexorable link between space and time; one that becomes very important in 

scientific literature. Heidegger wrote that the “naïve ontological application 

of time” (2010, p.18) had not as yet been investigated nor even questioned, 

and it was only with his publication of Being and Time in 1927 that vulgar 

time  came  under  interrogation.  It  is  historically  interesting  to  note  that 

Einstein's paper, On the Electrodynamics of Moving Bodies, which famously 

expounded  special  relativity and  the  link  between  space  and  time,  was 

published in 1905—although there is little evidence that Heidegger knew 

much about his work, except perhaps his comment that, “everything spatial 

and all time-space occur essentially in the dimensionality that being itself 

is” (1998, p.254).

It  seems sensible,  from a Heideggerian perspective,  that time and 

space  are  going  to  be  linked,  as  our  vulgar  conception  of  time  is 

extrapolated  from the  movement  of  matter  (or  movement  in  general).  It 

seems that the scientific formulation of time could be a rigorous expansion 

of a wholly ontic interpretation. Einstein's relativity theories tell us that time 

is relative to a reference frame, and that there is no universal constant clock, 

so  to  speak.  On  first  glance  this  seems  to  be  closer  to  Heidegger's 

suggestion of originary temporality than any other scientific or common-

sense  model.  Despite  this,  the  Einsteinian  model  of  time  presupposes  a 

certain dimensionality that is compounded in a mathematical model to give 

us space-time. Time has its compartmentalised place in our scientific model 

of reality—it has an “objective” third-person expression.

Vulgar time becomes a de-contextualised, thus bracketed, temporal 
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expression of the objectively present, or more simply, a mere measurement 

of movement. Opposed to Heidegger's inquiry into the being of things that 

are  objectively  present,  this  level  of  de-contextualised  time  does  not 

penetrate into nor explain its own foundation. Coupled with the previous 

idea that world history emanates from Dasein's own historicity, it may be 

that vulgar time is a similarly constructed handiness that allows us further 

freedom and  control—it  puts  temporality  in  our  hands,  but  in  doing so 

skews it and makes it unrecognisable.

Rather  than  being  a  pervasive  dimension  of  reality,  originary 

temporality assumes the less enchanting character of things just happening. 

Time described by Einstein's relativity, as well as Heidegger's temporality, 

both suggest a freedom from a constant universal clock (or absolute time). 

However,  between the two only the phenomenological approach offers a 

grounding of understanding. Instead of movement being allowed because 

there  is  the  dimensionality  of  time  (in  which  we  are  supposedly 

encapsulated), we posit that temporality is the expression of the ability of 

movement.  Time  measures  movement,  but  movement  itself  is  only 

understood  within  the  realm  of  Dasein's  temporal  expression.  To 

conceptually understand movement we need to exist  within the mode of 

historicity, as Heidegger wrote, “[historicality] is possible only as the kind 

of being belonging to inquiring Dasein, because Dasein is determined by 

historicity in the ground of its being” (2010, §20). To understand time we 

presuppose  a  past,  future,  and a  now.  However,  to  understand  this  very 

presupposition we cannot turn to the concept of time, this would result in 

circular reasoning. To understand the presuppositions we have to look into 

the way in which we arrive at them, and the way in which we use them—the 

inquiry must look into the objective abstraction that underlies the concept of 

time  itself.  This  is  the  phenomenological  approach  which  places  the 

expression of time within the realm of the temporal expression of Dasein.

This way of looking at time/temporality fits the idea of Dasein as not 

being a succession of nows, but rather being a constant birth and a constant 
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death stretching along: “Understood existentially, birth is never something 

past in the sense of what is no longer present, and death is just as far from 

having the kind of being of something outstanding that is not yet present but 

will come. Factical Dasein exists as being born, and in being born it is also 

already dying in  the sense of  being-toward-death.  Both "ends" and their 

"between"  are as long as Dasein factically exists, and they are in the sole 

way possible on the basis of the being of Dasein as care” (Heidegger, 2010, 

p.357).

The  vulgar  treatment  of  the  “ends”  of  an  individual's  life,  as 

something placed on top of what is a more primal mode of being, seems to 

be similar to the vulgar conception of time as a universal progression that 

encases and allows human flourishing. Again, Heidegger is trying to pull 

back  this  curtain  of  vulgar  understanding to  expose  the  more  primal 

ontology. The commonplace understanding of life progression,  birth-live-

die, is shown in this light to be more of a compartmentalisation that is used 

to  try  define  and  harness  both  time  and  life.  It  is  from  this  vulgar 

understanding of intimate movement that the linear and encasing conception 

of  time  originates.  As  Heidegger  himself  wrote:  “The  vulgar 

characterization  of  time  as  an  endless,  irreversible  succession  of  nows 

passing away arises from the temporality of entangled Dasein.  The vulgar  

representation of time has its natural justification” (2010, p.405).

To explain the extrapolation of the vulgar conception of time from 

the more primal situatedness of Dasein, we can imagine human life as a 

drop of water tracing a path down a window pane. It begins when the drop 

first hits the glass, and ends either when it hits the bottom or dries up along 

the way. We can imagine gravity functioning upon our metaphorical drop in 

the same way we conceive vulgar time functioning upon each individual—

the bead of water can express itself as a trail only because of the effect of 

gravity pulling it down towards it's demise. And, to fit the metaphor a bit 

more snugly, if the drop stops prematurely, it no longer draws a trail and 

will begin to evaporate away—just as a human who stops living is no longer 
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a person “pulled along by vulgar time”, but becomes a mere body that will 

eventually dissipate into the environment.

We imagine  time  as  a  pervasive  function  of  the  universe  that  is 

constantly, albeit slowly, pulling us from our creation towards our death. As 

was said before, it is seen as a succession of nows that are fed in from the 

future and discarded into the past—just as our water drop is pulled down by 

gravity and  leaves  a  constant  trail.  What  Heidegger  offers  is  something 

more persistent and robust than a drop of water falling down and tracing a 

pattern of past events: “The movement of existence is not the motion of 

something objectively present. It is determined from the stretching along of 

Dasein. The specific movement of the stretched out stretching itself along, 

we call the occurrence of Dasein” (2010, p.358).

We can define the drop as a series of nows, each successive time-

frame being projected from the current size of the bead of water and the 

surface it is being pulled down towards. Dasein, however, cannot be framed 

in this simplistic way. Instead of merely leaving a trail, such as a stream of 

past-events,  Dasein  embodies  its  “past”  and does  not  simply rely on  an 

equation of: now + time. More than this, Dasein projects into the “future” in 

a way that relies on fore-structure.

If an individual human was merely pushed around by the expression 

of  pervasive  (vulgar)  time,  then  there  could  be  no projection.  The fore-

structure of Dasein seems to place us, at least in the way we express our 

freedom of choice and our “construction” of a self, outside of time. This 

may seem repulsive to the sensibilities, but if we have truly constructed the 

idea of time as it is generally accepted, then we must, to some extent, be 

outside of it—this is related to Heidegger's conception of ecstasy, meaning 

to  be  outside  of  oneself.  Heidegger  wrote  that,  “Temporality  is  the  

primordial "outside of itself" in and of itself. Thus we call the phenomena of 

future, having-been, and present the ecstasies of temporality. Temporality is 

not, prior to this, a being that first emerges from itself; rather, its essence is 

temporalizing in the unity of the ecstasies” (ibid, §329). From this we can 
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see the vulgar conception of time as a mere shadow of something deeper 

and more primal—“What is characteristic of the "time" accessible to the 

vulgar understanding consists, among other things, precisely in the fact that 

it is a pure succession of nows, without beginning and without end, in which 

the ecstatic character of primordial temporality is leveled down” (ibid). This 

idea can be taken further.

As a being-toward-death there is a limit on being, and where there is 

a limit there is an area able to be measured. It seems, at least hypothetically, 

that if an individual were eternal—without an idea of any of the “ends” of 

being—then  time  would  not  express  itself  as  it  does  for  the  quantised. 

Pervasive vulgar time would not be the universal (but relative) motor of 

reality,  and  may  be  nothing  more  than  a  handy  way  of  measuring 

movement.  The  way  our  mind  is  attuned  to  the  movement  of  the 

environment around us, and the way we can project a self into the “future” 

using collected memories from the “past,” show that it isn't viable to explain 

Dasein without  borrowing information from the “whole” of  vulgar  time. 

This  line  of  reasoning  returns  to  the  notion  that  the  very  idea  of  time 

presupposes  the  concepts  of  past  and future.  The scientific  idea  of  time 

relies on the way in which Dasein projects a structure of temporality from 

within the very mode of existence, i.e. from Being.

At the very least, Dasein lives as a projection into the ‘future’ and a 

current-reinterpretation of the ‘past’. It isn't merely that we can look back 

and forwards, but we exist as encompassing both ‘past’ and ‘future’. It may 

be likely that our conception of the past, as a dimension of vulgar time, is 

more  accurately  a  resounding  echo  in  the  brain.  As  Husserl  thought, 

according  to  Shaun  Gallagher,  “The  specious  present  is  not  a  present 

composed of real elements of the past, or real elements of the future, as if 

the past  was still  actual  and the future more than just  a possibility.  The 

specious present has an intentional status; it is a sense of time but not an 

actually sensed time” (1998, p.54). It is the slightly skewed replication of 

the patterns of wordliness that allows Dasein to project in temporality.
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It may look as if temporality is the unity of what we compartmentise 

as ‘past’, ‘future’, and ‘present’; but rather than temporality coming from 

vulgar time, it may be that we project a past and a future upon our world in 

order to bring it to hand. Scientific time, as a measurement of movement, 

provides invaluable information within the realm of scientific knowledge. A 

common  example  of  the  everyday  use  of  relativistic  time  is  in  the 

functioning  of  Global  Positioning  Systems  (GPS),  which  must  take  the 

effects of special and general relativity into account. In June, 1977, when 

the  first  atomic  clock  was  launched  into  orbit,  “it  was  recognized  that 

orbiting  clocks  would  require  a  relativistic  correction,  but  there  was 

uncertainty as to its magnitude as well as its sign. Indeed, there were some 

who  doubted  that  relativistic  effects  were  truths  that  would  need  to  be 

incorporated”  (Ashby,  2003,  p.16).  Interestingly,  the  “small  amount  of 

computing power available in the early GPS satellite vehicles” (ibid, p.18) 

resulted in the relativistic correction being calculated on the receiver side. 

Because of this design choice, “if appropriate data can be obtained in raw 

form from a receiver one can measure [the relativistic] effect” (ibid). This is 

a  rather  roundabout  way  of  showing  that  scientific  time  has  a  well 

grounded,  practical  application—one  that  is  being  calculated  on  any 

smartphone with its location services turned on.

However, despite this practicality scientific time still lacks the ability 

to  investigate  its  foundations.  The temporal  nature  of  Dasein,  which  we 

have  seen  through  phenomenological  investigation,  is  not  able  to  be 

investigated  from  within  the  scientific  standpoint.  A position  of  strong 

naturalism may simply reject this transcendental argument, but will come to 

a  loss  when  trying  to  ground  time  or  understand  its  existence.  Our 

underlying  standpoint  positions  the  disciplines  of  science  and 

phenomenology as answering two broad questions. The first, what is time?, 

is best  answered from within phenomenology;  whereas the second,  what 

can we accomplish with time?, is best answered from within science. The 

separateness of these disciplines may stem from the necessary bracketing of 
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each investigative practice when it comes to questions that are outside that 

discipline's realm. Our presupposed position of interdependence is apparent 

when  we  consider  scientific  time  as  being  encapsulated  by 

phenomenological temporal expression. This does not  mean, however, that 

the scientific discipline should be treated or understood  only and entirely 

from within the discipline of phenomenology. As we have previously stated, 

this would be to make a category error. Our goal in this chapter was to show 

that  there  is  ground  for  positioning  a  certain  area of  scientific  activity 

within  a  phenomenological  concept.  In  the  following  chapter  we  will 

attempt  to  balance  our  position  by  placing  a  certain  area  of 

phenomenological activity within a scientific concept.
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Chapter Two

Consciousness and Objectivity

*

In the previous chapter we saw that the common-sense conception of time 

(from which scientific time is derived) is best understood as encapsulated 

within primal temporality. We conceived of the relationship between the two 

as time being a systematic interpretation, or handy abstraction, of temporal  

expression.  This position may look as if  phenomenological  interpretation 

has a privileged access to truth, however, this was not an attempt at ranking 

each discipline but showing that in this example phenomenology seems to 

encapsulate  the  scientific  understanding.  The  encapsulation  that  was 

exemplified in the last chapter will be reversed in this one: previously we 

showed a case in which phenomenology was “privileged”, now we will try 

to illustrate an example where the objects of science are “privileged”.

The  focus  of  this  chapter  will  lead  us  to  the  area  of  cognitive 

neuroscience,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  work  of  neuroscientist 

Antonio Damasio. An underlying reason for this is that his work uncovers a 

system of  functions  that  becomes  almost  isomorphic  with  Heideggerian 

phenomenology.  For  example,  Damasio's  conception  of  moods  and 

emotions posits that they “are neither cognitive in the traditional sense nor 

mere "affects",  but,  as  for  Heidegger,  a  background that  binds  us to  the 

world,  anchoring  us  in  a  context  of  goals,  projects  and  relevant 

environmental  patterns”  (Ratcliffe,  2002,  p.299).  Further,  this  kind  of 

neuroscience offers a much more dynamic approach, from which “Damasio 

argues that the machinery of intelligence and reasoning is  not only built 

upon the machinery of emotion but also from within it” (ibid, p.296). We 

must  note  that  although,  “the  specifics  of  Damasio’s  psychological 

interpretations and neurological diagnoses are open to doubt” (ibid, p.300), 

our  primary  focus  is  the  relationship  between  an  objective,  third-person 
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perspective  science  and  a  first-person  phenomenology.  As  such,  either 

discipline's actual content is always open to further investigation.

Our phenomenological position is one which comes under scrutiny 

when assessed in relation to Quentin Meillassoux's ancestral argument. As 

Peter Gratton writes, “the material reality of the ancestral is temporally prior 

to any such "transcendental" structures. We must be embodied beings prior 

to  any  such  concepts  as  Kant  would  have  them,  and  prior  to  our 

embodiment is a set of real, even ancestral, realities that are absolute and 

unquestionable” (2014, p.51). In this context ‘ancestral’ refers to things that 

are posited to have existed or events that happened prior to the emergence 

of  consciousness,  such  as  ancient  fossils  and  events  like  the  Earth's 

accretion period.

Our position holds that a fossil thought to exist before the emergence 

of consciousness is not really a piece of objective past but is merely a well-

interpreted  piece  of  present,  and  that  despite  this  temporal categorical 

difference we can still place it in the category of objective knowledge.

This position falls under what Meillassoux calls  correlationism. He 

writes, “By 'correlation' we mean the idea according to which we only ever 

have access to the correlation between thinking and being,  and never  to 

either term considered apart from the other” (2011, p.13). This idea relates 

to the concept that “an explication of our understanding of being can never 

be complete because we dwell in it” (Dreyfus, 1991, p.22).

Meillassoux wrote that “Correlationism consists in disqualifying the 

claim that it is possible to consider the realms of subjectivity and objectivity 

independently of one another” (2011, p.13). If we take this as a general rule, 

then  we  of  course  agree.  It  is  likely,  however,  that  a  naturalistic  or 

physicalistic doctrine would also agree with this statement. The difference 

would  lie  in  the  positioning  of  subjectivity  and  objectivity.  From  a 

phenomenological  position  we  would  likely  say  that  objectivity  is  only 

possible from the expression of the subjective, and the naturalist position is 

likely  to  say  that  the  subjective  is  a  potential  misunderstanding  of  the 



26 of 48

objective, or that it is a physical instantiation of the objectively real. Our 

problem  is  not  that  we  want  the  terms  to  be  separated,  we  are  more 

interested in the way in which they are continually intermingling. Before we 

can really dig into that particular relational interdependence we must finish 

building our case that neither starting point, the objective nor the subjective, 

has a privileged access over the other.

We  will  start  from  within  the  phenomenological  frame  of 

investigation  and  then  manoeuvre  towards  the  scientific  priority  of  the 

objective. First, and to loosely follow the chronological chain of events, we 

will start from a position of thrownness and then dive into the abstracting 

potential of de-contextualising experience to create something “solid” that 

we throw before and behind ourselves.  Our original  interaction with the 

world,  which  is  arguably  genetically  prior  to  anything  like  a  scientific 

method, is expressed in the concept of entanglement. We take this as a solid 

viewpoint since “the life-world proves to be a most essential presupposition 

… of the science of physics, insofar as the scientific universe is constructed 

on  the  basis  of  the  manifold  experiences  of  the  life-world”  (Gurwitsch, 

1974,  p.17).  To  come  back  to  Heidegger,  “Dasein  not  only  has  the 

inclination to be entangled in the world in which it is and to interpret itself 

in terms of that world by its reflected light; at the same time Dasein is also 

entangled in a tradition which it more or less explicitly grasps” (2010, p.20). 

There  exists  today  a  scientific  tradition  which  is  just  as  pervasive  and 

orienting as the religious tradition of medieval Spain—but the objectivity of 

the resulting information that scientific activity gathers seems to constantly 

gloss over the subjective projection and interpretation of Dasein. In short, 

objective  information  can  be  shown  to  come  from  a  wholly  subjective 

interpretation and interplay within the world—this is why we can say that it 

is  phenomenologically true  that  subjectivity  and  objectivity  cannot  be 

considered independently of one another.

These  realms,  however,  can  and  do  become  conceptually 

independent; from within either of the limited subsections of the life-world, 
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Dasein can become exclusively entangled in the resulting partitioned world 

(or dwelling place). Considering only the collected objective and abstract 

reconstruction of the world (while ignoring or remaining ignorant of the 

expression and dwelling of Being) results in a certain world in which “the 

scientific  universe is  an ideal mathematical construction superseding and 

substituted for the life-world” (ibid, p.26), where first-person interactions 

are relegated to being a mere disposable scaffolding that leads to Truth. The 

pervasive covering over of the World for a particular world is not something 

uncommon, rather it seems to be the first mode of interaction of Dasein: “As 

being-in-the-world,  Dasein  has  always  already  discovered  a  "world"” 

(Heidegger, 2010, p.107 [§110]). It is from this first ontic interaction with 

the  life-world  that  the  concept  of  entanglement  can  arise.  As Heidegger 

wrote, “The context of useful things in a world must be already given to 

Dasein. The fact that I am always already in a world is no less constitutive 

for the possibility of orientation than the feeling for right and left” (ibid, 

p.106 [§109]).

The reverse side to ignoring the realm of dwelling and being is to 

ignore the systematic abstraction of the third-person perspective,  and the 

resultant  amassed  knowledge  of  science.  This  would  also  result  in  a 

partitioned world, one that involves a denial or ignorance of technological 

expression (obviously, such a world is much less common). This, like the 

former position, shows the underlying mode of entanglement that seems to 

be necessary in any dwelling or interacting with the life-world.

Our  slight  diversion  here  was  taken  in  order  to  highlight  the 

entangled  nature  of  scientific  dwelling;  that  from  a  phenomenological 

position it seems objectivity is always grounded in a subjective dwelling. 

From this dwelling-place the activity of science may begin to work on the 

surrounding  world  and  distil  it  into  an  objective  set  of  relational 

information.  Scientific  activity  operates  within the  manifest  life-world 

which  phenomenology  has  the  ability  to  expand  upon  if  given 

transcendental  manoeuvrability.  Counter  to  this,  the  ability  of 
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phenomenological  investigation  relies  upon,  if  we  are  to  take  scientific 

knowledge seriously,  the  causal  structure  of  the  universe  culminating  in 

neurons and the patterns of electrochemical impulses.

Despite  this  intermingling  of  objectivity  and  subjectivity,  both 

realms  are  able  to  be  studied  independently—what  remains  is  the 

exhortation that they should not be considered separate when contemplating 

a  holistic  approach  to  worldly  knowledge  (or  any  kind  of  “total”  or 

relationally  robust  informational  whole).  In  this  way  we  accept 

Meillassoux's statement  that  the  position  of  correlationism  retains  that 

subjectivity and objectivity will always be related. However, there is still the 

resultant  information;  we  cannot  wholeheartedly  split  a  beautifully 

presented dish from the kitchen that produced it, but we can judge the meal 

on  its  own merits—we can  amend  our  partitioned  worlds  to  include  or 

exclude certain elements we want to say hold a categorical difference from 

within our understanding.

From here a reader could object that by tracing the argument in such 

a manner we open ourselves up to a contradiction. It may seem that either 

we are saying that science is a mode of interaction with the world that has a 

subjective as well as objective substantiation, or we admit that the objective 

reality that science posits cuts itself away from any subjective ties. There is 

a way, however, to harmonise these claims. We posit that de-contextualised 

information is an abstract replication of the  “world outside”, or the third-

person world. 

The claims of science are objective claims that are taken seriously as 

our best current understanding of the third-person world. By accepting this 

claim we must also admit, as the forthcoming information will tell us, that 

our cognitive functionality has a physical grounding. Damage to a certain 

part of the brain may affect anger or memory or perception, and destruction 

of  the  brain  results  in  a  destruction  of  the  first-person  perspective  of  a 

specific person. We accept these scientific facts, and even if they can only 

be posited after the ability of consciousness has arisen,  they uncover the 
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causal  properties  that,  to  our  best understanding,  existed  before  the 

evolution of the mind. In this way, what science uncovers is the foundation 

for  phenomenological  investigation;  just  as  the  life-world,  uncovered  by 

phenomenology, is the foundation for scientific investigation.

The information gathered by empirical experimentation is a building 

of knowledge about the objective reality  “outside”  of ourselves, a reality 

with its counterpoint in the first-person perspective. Three things must be 

considered when adopting this position: 

1.  What  we  choose  to  examine  and  spend  time  uncovering  (or 

replicating)  is  largely dictated by our  subjective orientation—an obvious 

example of this is weaponry, particularly during the nuclear arms race which 

led to further nuclear technology. Although, it would be remiss not to note 

people like Charles Goodyear who, through “dogged, persistent struggle” 

(Slack, 2002, p.239), went seeking after the greater good and eventually, 

“old,  sick,  tired,  poor,  and  exhausted”  (ibid,  p.7),  discovered  how  to 

vulcanise rubber.

2. Another important piece of context is  sheer chance. An example 

of this  lies with the celestial  objects  that happen to still  be visible from 

Earth. As Leonard Susskind tells us, “The galaxies are moving away from 

us,  the  further  away  they  are  the  faster  they  move.  That  was  Hubble's 

discovery … if you go far enough away there is a place where things are 

receding away from us with the speed of light … if they're receding away 

from us with the speed of light then anything that's further away than that 

cannot be seen … nothing outside that region can ever be seen ... the circle 

where that happens is called the cosmic horizon” (2013, 37:30). Had life, 

and  in  turn  consciousness,  emerged  after  we  had  been  intergalactically 

marooned  then  we  may have  lacked  the  material  needed  to  empirically 

measure the expanding universe.

3. Similar to the happenstance of the emergence of consciousness 

being in time to witness other galaxies is our inescapable situatedness. Just 

as  we  happened  to  emerge  in  a  physical  instantiation  of  intergalactic 
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fruitfulness, we also happened to attain this self-reflective mode of worldly-

interaction.  This  arrival  of  consciousness,  however,  may  not  be  wholly 

inclusive of Truth. From our example of temporality and time, we found that 

certain realities  have to  be unlearned or  ungrasped before  others  can  be 

opened up—what seems like a complete picture may in fact be an illusion of 

wholeness.  This  may be what  caused Heidegger  to write,  “if  the human 

being is to find his way once again into the nearness of being he must first 

learn to exist in the nameless” (1988, p.243).

What  we can glean from these three points is  that:  our scientific 

thrust is largely controlled by collective impulsiveness; the material we have 

to  work  with  may  not  be  indicative  of  the  entirety  of  reality;  and,  we 

ourselves are not impartial and non-intrusive spectators to this endeavour. 

Despite  these  limitations,  we  have  a  method  of  taking  our  subjective 

experience and abstracting it in such a way that we can pull out patterns that 

seem to be universal and constructively robust.

From these patterns we can distil general laws about physical matter. 

That is, what we understand to be the reality of the physical manifest comes 

from a collection of de-contextualised objects. A philosophically interesting 

area of de-contextualisation arises when we try and encapsulate being itself. 

As  Erwin  Schrödinger  once  wrote,  “The  world  is  a  construct  of  our 

sensations, perceptions, memories. It is convenient to regard it as existing 

objectively on its  own. But it  certainly does not become manifest  by its 

mere  existence.  It's  becoming  manifest  is  conditional  on  very  special 

goings-on in very special parts of this very world, namely on certain events 

that happen in a brain” (2012, p.93). The area of scientific activity centred 

around the brain has grown since Schrödinger penned his observation. This 

brings us to  cognitive neuroscience,  where areas  of the brain have been 

linked  up  with  emotions  and  feelings.  Presented  in  Antonio  Damasio's 

published works there is a succinct, albeit unfinished, “blueprint” of how 

different cognitive structures effect emotions and feelings which constitute 

certain behaviours as well as personality. It is with this schematic that we 
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will show how phenomenology can be pseudo-encapsulated by the patterns 

revealed in scientific de-contextualisation.

His most intriguing de-contextualisation, remembering this is what 

we  maintain  the  information  of  science  to  be,  is  Damasio's  work  on 

consciousness.  What  we  are  presented  with,  more  or  less,  is  that  an 

organism is the banding together of functioning systems. This meta-system 

is  the way in which the organism can act  as a  whole,  bridging survival 

processes such as fuelling by eating and avoiding danger by moving. The 

organism as a whole is regulated on the higher level by a kind of encoding 

that is expressed through emotions. This ubiquitous higher level is explained 

by Damasio's  concept  of  core  consciousness,  of  which  he  writes,  “Core 

consciousness,  or  awareness,  allows  a  living  organism to  sense  that  the 

contents  of  its  thoughts  are  its  own,  that  they  are  formulated  in  the 

perspective  of  the  organism,  and  that  the  organism  can  act  on  those 

thoughts. This ability does not rely on language nor does it require great 

intelligence or memory. Obviously all humans have core consciousness but 

I shall venture to say that so do individuals of many non-human species” 

(1998, p.1880). This understanding of the ownership of thoughts1 is unlike 

self-reflecting, but may be considered as a kind of precursor to that higher 

level functionality. For now we can think of this ownership as a kind of 

mapping on top of the mapping of functions, or patterns that link to other 

patterns.  In  The  Feeling  of  What  Happens,  Damasio  reminds  us  of  the 

“possibility that the part of the mind we call self was, biologically speaking, 

grounded on a collection of nonconscious neural patterns standing for the 

part of the organism we call the body proper” (200, p.134). Later in the 

same  text  he  writes,  “there  is  a  legitimate  notion  of  pattern,  and  of 

correspondence  between  what  is  mapped  and  the  map.  But  the 

correspondence is not point-to-point, and thus the map need not be faithful. 

1 This third-person concept of ownership could be pointing towards a certain first-person 
“mineness”, but the nature of such an explication of the mechanics of the brain doesn't 
penetrate into the first-person experience. At best we have a tentative, though logical, 
connection point.
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The  brain  is  a  creative  system.  Rather  than  mirroring  the  environment 

around it, as an engineered information-processing device would, each brain 

constructs maps of that environment using its own parameters and internal 

design, and thus creates a world unique to the class of brains comparably 

designed” (ibid, p.322).

This  extension  of  the  core  consciousness  is  what  separates  the 

human mind from other, less robust, animal minds. And, as we are trying to 

show a scientific pseudo-encapsulation in this chapter, this is where we can 

find  the  scientific  explanation  of  Dasein.  Damasio  writes,  “Extended 

consciousness or consciousness proper surveys a larger canvass of thoughts. 

Those thoughts portray not just the present state of the organism but also its 

past  and its  expected future.  They depend on the gradual build-up of an 

'autobiographical self', a set of memories of the individual's unique past and 

expected experiences” (1998, p.1880).

This  kind  of  mapping  of  maps  leads  us  to  a  mode  of  worldly 

interaction that stems from an emergence of entanglement; when we are we 

are  already involved in  the  world,  there  is  no  buffer  time or  “boot  up” 

period. As Douglas Hofstadter writes, “Our first few years of life familiarize 

us  with  this  spectrum [of  predictable  and unpredictable  events],  and the 

degree of predictability of most types of actions that we undertake becomes 

second  nature  to  us.  By the  time  we  emerge  from childhood,  we  have 

acquired a reflex-level intuition for where most of our everyday world's loci 

of unpredictability lie” (2008, p.45). From here we can see a congruence 

with  the  Heideggerian  idea  that  we  are  always  already  within  a  world, 

entangled with  it  and oriented  by the pre-existing currents;  a  world that 

relies on the openness of our Being, which in turn allows movement and 

interpretation.

In a similar movement to Damasio, Hofstadter remarks that: “Once 

the ability to sense external goings-on has developed, however, there ensues 

a curious side effect that will have vital and radical consequences. This is 

the  fact  that  the  living  being's  ability  to  sense  certain  aspects  of  its 
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environment flips around and endows the being with the ability to sense 

certain  aspects  of  itself”  (ibid,  p.73).  This  initial  self-reflecting  allows  a 

flourishing of thought and of abstraction,  it  is  the historical process that 

eventually  allowed  Damasio  to  state  that  “it  is  possible  to  investigate 

[consciousness's]  neuroanatomical  and neurophysiological  underpinnings” 

(1998, p.1879). These underpinnings are expressed in the scientific creation 

or  uncovering  of  certain  facts  about  the  brain,  and these  objective  facts 

show  how  a  life-world  is  able  to  be  made  manifest  from  a  biological 

genesis. Antonio Damasio writes, “The brain does not begin its day as a 

tabula  rasa.  The  brain  is  imbued  at  the  start  of  life  with  knowledge 

regarding  how  the  organism  should  be  managed,  namely  how  the  life 

process  should  be  run  and  how  a  variety  of  events  in  the  external 

environment  should  be  handled”  (2004,  p.204).  This  statement  seems to 

show how we are always already entangled within the life-world; it posits 

that we are born with the machinery to function in that way.

Of course, a phenomenologically minded person would likely want 

to remind us here that the concepts and facts presented come after the fact of 

consciousness, that they are first and foremost dependent on  Being.  This 

may  well  be  true,  however,  we  are  aiming  at  a  way  in  which 

phenomenology  can  be  shown  to  be  encapsulated  within  scientific 

investigation.  Phenomenology shows a subjective way to encapsulate the 

objective;  science shows an objective way to encapsulate  the subjective. 

This movement from the subjective to the objective seems to be in line with 

Hofstadter: “Concepts in the brains of humans acquired the property that 

they could get rolled together with other concepts into larger packets, and 

any such larger packet could then become a new concept in its own right. In 

other words, concepts could nest inside each other hierarchically, and such 

nesting could go on to arbitrary degrees” (2008, p.83). But, this statement 

seems to gloss over the idea that there is always the original and elusive 

openness of being that spurs this continually abstracting spiral into action; 

an  openness  that  seems  to  be  untouchable  from within  a  contemporary 
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scientific standpoint.

Coming back to our scientific pseudo-encapsulation, we may form 

an  idea  congruous  to  Hofstadter's  notion  that  “a  human  brain  is  a 

representational system that knows no bounds in terms of the extensibility 

or flexibility of its categories” (ibid,  p.182). This view eventuates to the 

further  idea  that,  “The  cells  inside  a  brain  are  not  the  bearers  of  its 

consciousness;  the  bearers  of  consciousness  are  patterns.  The  pattern  of 

organization is  what  matters,  not  the substance … Otherwise,  we would 

have to attribute to the molecules  inside  our brains special properties that, 

outside of our brains, they lack” (ibid, p.257). To bring this particular view 

from Hofstadter's cognitive science back to Damasio's neuroscience, we can 

posit  that  these  patterns are  the  brain  structures that  Damasio  both 

investigates and maps. This work shows a reverse engineering of the brain 

which reveals the physical interactions that substantiate the human being as 

a piece of world. Through the scientific image we are offered a look into the 

underlying physical manifestation of matter into Being; and although this 

understanding is reliant on the pre-given consciousness and its embedded 

relation with the life-world, that same consciousness relies on the patterns of 

physical  interaction  that  can  be  accessed  through the  objective  study of 

science. This is the tangle of interdependence.

Damasio's  scientific  investigation  attempts  “connecting  spiritual 

experiences  to  the  neurobiology  of  feelings  …  suggest[ing]  that  the 

sublimity of the spiritual is embodied in the sublimity of biological terms. 

As for the results of the process, there is no need and no value to explaining 

them:  the  experience  of  the  spiritual  amply  suffices”  (Damasio,  2004, 

p.286). This statement, from the view of interdependence, is very telling. It 

is  the  project  of  scientific  activity  to  express  the  world  in  the  terms  of 

scientific  knowledge,  but  where  that  knowledge  meets  the  limit  of  its 

disciplinary scope the  experience  of  the  spiritual  suffices.  We suggested 

earlier  that  both  science  and  phenomenology  bracket  off  the  other 

discipline's  area in  order to be able to investigate its  own. In Damasio's 
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situation,  it  seems that  he has  approached the  edge of  that  bracket.  The 

experience, the first-person expression, at this point is assumed. This is the 

area  where  science,  without  coming  directly  at  phenomenology,  sees  it 

dimly from within  its  own field.  The experience  and subjectivity of  the 

studied brain is simply assumed, just as the objective instantiation of the 

mechanical  processes  of  the  mind  are  simply  assumed  within 

phenomenology.

In the previous chapter we didn't  explain the technical aspects of 

scientific  or  common-sense  time through phenomenology.  Only  the 

discipline of science can undertake such an inquiry. Our phenomenological 

activity merely encapsulated time within primal temporality. It is not within 

the explanatory power of phenomenology to produce anything comparable 

to Einstein's theories on time and relativity. In a similar way, we have an 

objective view of how consciousness may have arisen and how it is related 

to  certain  brain  structures  and  pattern  expression.  This  scientific 

underpinning can  explain the schema and show how consciousness  may 

work  on  the  mechanical  level,  arriving  via  Darwinian  evolution.  The 

objective mechanics that neuroscience and cognitive science presents gives 

a foundational materialism that phenomenology can rest upon. This is equal 

in  terms  of  co-validity to  the  temporal  realm that  gives  a  foundation  to 

scientific time. If we were to remain on a purely scientific conception of the 

Real, we may conclude with Hofstadter that “consciousness is nothing but 

the  upper  end  of  a  spectrum  of  self-perception  levels  that  brains 

automatically possess as a result of their design” (2008, p.325). This may be 

true within the framework of objective knowledge, but, when the origin of 

such de-contextualised information gets factored in, the concise definition 

becomes a little more twisted. It is this intermingling between the objective 

and the subjective that, as was stated earlier, we are chiefly interested in. We 

are now ready to expound upon this relationship.
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Chapter Three

Science and Phenomenology in Contrast

*

Because science already has its manifestation of technological progression, 

we  will  spend  time  outlining  its  limitations  and  the  potential 

phenomenology has to fill out the area science cannot grasp. This is not to 

suggest that phenomenological inquiry is limitless, just that it has its own 

area  of  investigation  that  is  more  hidden  than  that  of  science.  A chief 

difficulty with investigating Being is that we are so good at  being already 

that it has become covered over in our understanding. That is to say, what 

we are looking for is not obvious even though it is ubiquitous. The “[being 

of Beings] can be covered up to such a degree that it is forgotten and the 

question  about  it  and its  meaning altogether  omitted”  (Heidegger,  2010, 

§35).

In Martin Heidegger's Being and Time there is a strong emphasis on 

the importance of the being of Being. An underlying concept highlighted by 

Hubert Dreyfus is the “interpretation of human beings as essentially self-

interpreting,  thereby showing that interpretation is the proper method for 

studying  human  beings”  (1991,  p.34).  We  should  also  remember  that 

“Heidegger's account … is supposed to be "transcendental" or, more exactly, 

existential, since he does not discuss what it means to be a human being in 

specific  cultures  or  historical  periods,  but  rather  attempts  by  describing 

everyday life  to  lay out  for  us  the general,  cross-cultural,  transhistorical 

structures of our self-interpreting way of being and how these structures 

account for all modes of intelligibility” (ibid, p.34-5). This turn away from 

the instantiation of humanity to something more primal explains the use of 

the term Dasein over human; to put it another way, instead of focussing on 

the results of human projects we are more interested in the way in which 

such  expression  is  possible.  Thus  Heidegger  states,  “To  say  that  [the 
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existential-ontological structure of human being] is "illuminated" means that 

it is cleared in itself as a being-in-the-world, not by any other being, but in 

such a way that it  is itself the clearing” (2010, §133), and in later writings 

that, “the clearing itself is being” (1998, p.253).

The  being  of  Being  that  Dreyfus  explores  in  what  he  terms  the 

‘hermeneutics  of  everydayness’  gives  a  foundation  for  the  activity  of 

science. Although accepting this notion, we want to allow the generation of 

scientific knowledge to create, or uncover, something on top of this.

This self-interpreting action becomes important when we consider 

that any type of “ontological inquiry … remains naïve and opaque if  its 

investigations into the being of beings leave the meaning of being in general 

undiscussed” (Heidegger, 2010, §11). What has been set up in this mode of 

phenomenological  inquiry  is  a  calling  back  to  our  most  basic  mode  of 

interpreting information, which is interpretation itself—even though, as we 

mentioned earlier, “an explication of our understanding of being can never 

be complete because we dwell in it” (Dreyfus, 1991, p.22).

This is a key admission of our phenomenological limitation, and one 

that  a  naturalistic  scientist  may  not  have  to  concede.  Our  position  of 

phenomenological  inquiry  takes  us  to  the  conclusion  that,  “Our 

understanding of being is so pervasive in everything we think and do that 

we can never arrive at a clear presentation of it” (ibid, p.32). This may show 

the limitation of subjectivity, and one that a naturalist may jump upon to 

prove  the sole-validity  of  scientific  knowledge over  any  other  worldly 

interpretation.  Heidegger  wrote  that  science  “aims  at  freeing  beings 

encountered  within  the  world  in  such  a  way  that  they  can  "project" 

themselves  back upon pure discovery,  that  is,  they can become objects” 

(2010, §363). He calls this action thematizing and goes on to write that it is 

only possible “because being-in-the-truth constitutes a determination of the 

existence  of  Dasein  …  [and]  presupposes  being-in-the-world  as  the 

fundamental constitution of Dasein” (ibid). On a basic level, this means that 

the objectifying power of science can only be realised through a mode of 
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being that  results in a removal of context. This doesn't mean that science 

becomes flimsy in any regard, just that science relies on our thrownness—

or, to be more general, our humanness.

To come back to our naturalist not having to concede this limitation 

we  can  look  at  how  this  de-contextualised  objective  information  is 

interpreted. From a non-phenomenological standpoint, the build up around 

this acquisition of knowledge and the complex process of de-contextualising 

may look like metaphysical nonsense that is just as easily discarded as an 

envelope that contains an important letter. Indeed, why should the mode of 

acquisition matter once we have arrived at objective truth? Further, if the 

question  of  validity  is  raised,  is  there  not  enough evidence  of  scientific 

advancement in medicine, physics, space exploration, etcetera, to warrant a 

certain  priority  of  acceptance  in  regards  to  this  form  of  information 

acquisition?  Since  we  are  not  at  all  doubting  the  validity  of  scientific 

information, this second question can be dismissed, or at least funnelled into 

the former.  We could restate  the  first  question  thus:  look what  we have 

created and discovered, why should we doubt the reality of this or posit 

something further? Again, we are not doubting anything that science has 

brought to light—our brand of phenomenology is asking how this mode of 

knowledge has arisen from the interpretation of our own being. This is not 

as  simple  as  positing  something  further  and is  closer  to  uncovering  the 

processes that allowed the validity and understanding of science in the first 

place.

A phenomenologist may state that scientific knowledge arises from 

our  own  worldly  interpretation,  but  that  doesn't  mean  we  are  positing 

something completely unrelated to the world of science. In this dissertation 

we are interested in a more whole and complete understanding of reality, 

and posit that this cannot be done from within only either phenomenology or 

science.  Due  to  the  way  each  discipline  can  be  seen  uncovering  and 

investigating  foundational  questions  of  the  other,  there  must  be  a 

congruence,  or  at  least  a  non-conflicting  cohesion  of  disciplinary  scope 
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without the brutal dissection of either discipline.

 Our phenomenological standpoint posits that the interaction with the 

world  necessarily  comes  before  the  abstracted  systems  (including  both 

science and phenomenology);  this  is  because the systems themselves are 

organised interpretations of that very life-world. Aron Gurwitsch reminds us 

that “the discovery of the life-world cannot be considered as the disclosure 

of the ultimate philosophical dimension but, at the most, as a steppingstone 

on the way towards that disclosure” (1974, p.15). However, this does not 

counteract  the  fact  that,  “the  life-world  proves  to  be  a  most  essential 

presupposition … of the science of physics, insofar as the scientific universe 

is constructed on the basis of the manifold experiences of the life-world” 

(ibid, p.17).

What we are offered in Heidegger, similar in kind to Husserl's life-

world, is thus: “the understanding of being that belongs to Dasein just as 

originally  implies  the  understanding  of  something  like  "world"  and  the 

understanding of the being of beings accessible within the world” (2010, 

§13).  And  further,  “Understanding  of  being  is  itself  a  determination  of  

being  Dasein …  the  ontic  distinction  of  Dasein  lies  in  the  fact  it  is 

ontological”  (ibid,  §12).  The  way  in  which  Heidegger  wrote  can  seem 

cryptic  until  we  realise  that  he  was,  in  a  way,  internalising  the  root  of 

experience and of givenness in general. As an interesting aside, there is a 

section in Ludwig Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus that shows 

a potential congruence with Heidegger: “The world and life are one. I am 

my world. (The microcosm.) … The subject does not belong to the world 

but is the limit of the world” (2013, §5.621). The similarity, as Lee Braver 

states,  is  that  “We can only talk  about  ‘being’ and ‘truth’ in  relation  to 

Dasein since we have, by definition, no access to anything inaccessible to 

Dasein,  which  leads  to  an  anti-realism similar  to  Wittgenstein’s”  (2012, 

p.188).  This  similarity,  I  believe,  helps  to  illuminate  a  key  aspect  in 

Heidegger's  work—but,  we  shall  not  dig  into  Wittgenstein's  work  any 

further.
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Given this intrinsic limitation of interpretation,  we can only enter 

into the realm of scientific objectification through the being of Dasein, and 

this itself is always already entangled with the world. This does not mean 

that we are simply surrounded by things since: “As an existential, "being 

together with the world" never means anything like the being-objectively-

present-together of things that occur. There is no such thing as the "being 

next to each other" of a being called "Dasein" with another being called 

"world"”  (Heidegger,  2010,  §55).  Again,  we  can  hear  the  harmonious 

attunement with Wittgenstein's  I am my world. (The microcosm.) We must 

now  return  to  our  naturalist  position  that  has  been  lagging  behind  this 

exposition of life-world and limitation.

Hopefully there is enough here that a strict naturalist would at least 

contemplate the limitation of scientific knowledge and the initial givenness 

of the life-world. Although, we can try to anticipate some objections. First 

of all, and possibly the most aggravating, is something like: you just made 

all that up, where is your proof? your experiments?  This is the idea that 

phenomenology is nothing more than linguistic poetry—a flirtatious dance 

with meaning that is closer to ‘mere’ artistic expression than truth.

To counter this attack we could restate the priority of the life-world 

and the understanding of the necessary limitations of human (i.e. Dasein) 

interpretation from our essential togetherness with the world, but this is not 

a compelling argument to anyone who is  not already convinced of these 

phenomenological concepts. We will have to strike at something closer to 

the naturalist's experience of the world, and I believe that Damasio gives a 

hint at how we can accomplish this. He writes, “as I see it, no amount of 

knowledge about the biology behind mental images is likely to produce, in 

the mind of the possessor of the knowledge, the equivalent of the experience 

of any mental image in the mind of the organism that creates it” (2000, 

p.305).  We  want  to  draw  up  close  to  the  limitation  of  science  by 

approaching the bracketed, first-person perspective.

Underneath (or  prior  to)  the idea that  “Emotions  are  complicated 
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collections of chemical and neural responses” (ibid, p.51) are our individual 

experiences of these responses. We are brazenly stating that science cannot 

fully explain experience even though it can explain the mechanisms behind 

it. We are stating that science, too, has its limitations. To put it in a rather 

banal way, we believe that phenomenology cannot invent a freezer, and that 

science  cannot  explain  the  first-person  ownership  of  the  experience of 

dismay that occurs when that same freezer stops working and leaks all over 

the floor. We hold this limitation of scientific knowledge even though we 

can posit that the state of dismay, as an emotion, “results from the concerted 

participation  of  several  sites  within  the  brain  system”  (Damasio,  2004, 

p.59).

Our  sceptical naturalist  may  posit  that  because  the  “Biological 

machinery  underlying  emotion  is  not  dependent  on  consciousness” 

(Damasio,  2000, p.43) the physical  matter from which this  machinery is 

built  must  come  prior  to  any kind  of  being  of  being.  This  mechanistic 

chronology may be correct, but the reliance consciousness has on physical 

matter  is  of  no  hindrance  to  the  phenomenological  account  once  it  is 

recognised that it  is  only  after the fact of consciousness that a scientific 

overlay may be conceived of—however factual this overlay may be.

To get a better idea of this we can imagine a simulation that mimics 

life and evolution which we can watch from a non-intrusive third-person 

perspective. If a thinking animal arose it would be fair to say that it can only 

only investigate itself after it has attained consciousness. This means that 

despite how advanced it is, the animal's rendition of the past (of it's own 

creation  and  an  understanding  of  itself)  can  only  ever  be  conjecture  no 

matter how precise it becomes in its activity1. In this way, science is a very 

precise, very distilled conjecture. It is never fully conclusive because it is 

fundamentally  limited,  mainly  because  conjecture  must  be  aimed  at 

something always already given. Despite this, the animal may be able to 

1 Similar in theory to Agrippa the sceptic who “denies that anything can be proven, since 
every proof requires a previous proof” – Jorge Borges' Labyrinths, 1970.
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look at the way it understands the world, the way has been given the world, 

and the way it has distilled its raw conjecture into scientific activity. This is 

no longer in the realm of science, the realm of what is already given, and is 

now in the realm of pure activity—the simulated animal would be engaging 

in phenomenological inquiry. This new investigative power is also distilled 

conjecture, but it offers another avenue of knowledge; one that is as valid 

and as  bound up in  that  thinking animal's  situatedness  as  the  science  it 

employs.

 We can understand the biological machinery that our consciousness 

depends on only through a retrospective interpretation that begins only after 

that machinery is attuned to experience. We can only create the systems of 

science from the givenness of the world and the thrownness of Dasein. To 

borrow Sartre's words, “there is at least one being whose existence comes 

before its  essence,  a being which exists  before it  can be defined by any 

conception of it” (1975, p.349). This brings us to a new point, if conception 

comes after Dasein what was there before it? This is the space in which 

scientific facts, if they are perduring, will have to have been extant all along.

Without  Dasein there is  no categorisation—no difference between 

the unity of reality and Truth. In effect, without Dasein there is nothing else 

but the  Nothing itself.  Here we must restrain ourselves,  for although the 

Nothing is an important concept in Heidegger's work, it is venturing outside 

the  direct  focus  of  this  dissertation.  The  following  interpretation  of  the 

Nothing differs from that directly given in Heidegger's  work, but retains 

many similarities. It is as follows: 

(1) all human understanding is based in and through the human 

being,

(2) every abstract notion, from science to phenomenology itself, 

is brought about through human interpretation, 

(3) to remove the human is to remove all human interpretation, 

including context,

(4) reality is a human attempt to grasp at Truth, 
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(5) without humans there is no reality, 

(6) to question whether Truth remains after humans are removed 

is an oxymoron, 

(7) because of 1-6 there is no possible way to conceive of a non-

human interpretation, 

(8) this void is called the Nothing, 

(9) the  Nothing is  Truth,  but  we cannot  know anything more 

than this.

To bring this interpretation closer to Heidegger, perhaps the word 

‘human’ should be  replaced with Dasein.  This  syllogism-like explication 

expresses what I believe has to be at least acknowledged by the naturalist 

account. Even if science can de-contextualise its objects,  it cannot be de-

contextualised itself—it is a human interpretation, and as such it relies on 

our being, and our being of Being. As Aron Gurwitsch put it, “What is in  

question  is  the  very  sense  of  objectivity  which  belongs  to  our  

comprehension  of  the  world”  (1974,  p.18).  He  goes  on  to  say  that, 

“Reinstating the life-world in its original and authentic shape requires not 

merely turning away from every specific  interpretation,  relinquishing the 

idea  of  the  universe  as  already  scientifically  determined—as  already 

disclosed as to what it is in itself—but also, and above all,  removing and 

eliminating the very sense of scientific explicability as such and at large” 

(ibid). Although this may seem like an attack on the validity of science, it 

would  be  more  correct  to  take  it  as  a  warning about  covering  over our 

understanding of our mode of interpretation as such.

This brief look at the Nothing and its ungraspable nature should help 

us dig a little deeper into the underlying concepts of Being and Time: 

The fact that reality is ontologically grounded in the being of 

Dasein cannot mean that something real can only be what it 

is in itself when and as long as Dasein exists. However, only 

as long as Dasein  is,  that  is,  as long as there is  the ontic 
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possibility of an understanding of being, "is there" being. If 

Dasein  does  not  exist,  then  there  "is"  no  "independence" 

either,  nor  "is"  there  an  "in  itself."  Such matters  are  then 

neither comprehensible nor incomprehensible. If Dasein does 

not  exist  then  innerworldly  beings,  too,  can  neither  be 

discovered,  nor  can  they  lie  in  concealment.  Then it  can 

neither be said that beings are, nor that they are not 

Heidegger, 2010, §212

We are Dasein, as such we interpret the world as Dasein, it  is an 

inescapable grounding of consciousness. The strong naturalist's idea that we 

should never fall back onto  spooky or ‘non-scientific’ explanation at first 

seems to be a very straight-forward exhortation. However,  after we have 

considered  the  process  of  de-contextualising,  of  trying  to  remove 

subjectivity from our own abstracted replication of the unconscious World, 

we realise that we are limited by the givenness of that first-order reality. We 

continue to rely on the life-world, and as such we cannot simply sweep it 

away after building the foundations of empirical experimentation upon it. 

Our third-person perspective is sustained through the myriad of first-person 

perspectives.

We would be remiss not to bring our thought back to the validity of 

scientific knowledge at this point. Our phenomenological position seems to 

take  itself  as  prior  to  any  scientific  eventuation.  This  is  not  the  whole 

picture, and is an artefact of explanation. We want to state that both science 

and phenomenology are equally co-valid, but it may seem that we are trying 

to bring two separate religions into the same church that hold their  own 

conflicting creation myths. Before we can look into this potential conflict, 

however,  we  must  see  how  scientific  fact  can  end  up  as  strong as  the 

phenomenological life-world.

The knowledge that science gathers can be taken as objective, it puts 

forward an abstract translation of the physical world. Even if this abstraction 
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necessarily comes through our own being, it has been de-contextualised and 

built as a Dasein-sterile replication of the world—at least as far as that is 

possible. It may be true that we can only get to what we perceive as the 

objective through the subjective, but if we do indeed get there then do we 

not gain access to the world that existed before we came, saw, and defined?

If our Being is the lens through which the silent Nothing throws its 

light, then the scientific knowledge that we have amassed is the focal point 

on the other side. We, as Dasein, are immersed in Truth since we exist and 

are in the world. When we try to capture Truth in its form of the Nothing we 

come up against our own entanglement and limitation. Through science we 

are able to replicate part of the Nothing (the outside of our being) into a 

workable and understandable model—i.e. an abstract image (the collection 

of scientific theories and facts). This, however, is not Truth in itself and is 

the  translation  of  Truth  into  human  interpretation.  We  cannot  directly 

understand  Truth,  since  to  do  so  would  mean  to  fully  encapsulate  the 

Nothing  (which  is  paradoxical).  Science  maps  out  the  de-contextualised 

world onto a blueprint, but this blueprint still has to be encountered, read, 

interpreted  and  understood.  This  intermixing  of  the  knowledge  of  both 

science and phenomenology sits at the core of our investigation, the act of 

intermixing is the evidence for interdependence.
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Conclusion

*

From  within  either  the  discipline  of  science  or  the  discipline  of 

phenomenology, a person can find areas where their respective field shows 

signs  of  encapsulating  the  other.  Any  attempt  at  bringing  these  two 

investigative bodies together by maintaining that one has a privileged access 

to Truth,  then trying to subsume the other,  risks not only the loss of an 

avenue of investigation but of misaligning a synthesis of knowledge that 

gives a much more robust account of reality as we currently know it than 

either discipline could alone as a sole-valid way to Truth. By retaining that 

each  discipline  is  co-valid  we  open  ourselves  up  to  a  position  of 

interdependence which presupposes an underlying holistic truth.

We have seen two examples  of  pseudo-encapsulation,  the first  of 

phenomenology being able to show what looked like a privileged access to 

Truth in relation to primal temporality, and the second of science showing 

the same potentiality in relation to physical manifestation. By investigating 

this  balanced claim to validity we have seen that  neither  have a  wholly 

privileged access, and that it is rather by a synthesis or interdependence of 

knowledge that  we get  to  see  the  relational  whole.  In  this  light,  neither 

subjectivity nor  objectivity are  wholesome in  and of  themselves.  As we 

stated in the introduction, both the objective mode of understanding as well 

as the subjective mode of understanding are simply attempts at grasping the 

Universe we find ourselves in. Both are expressions of human (or Dasein) 

interpretation.

To summerise our position, we will employ a musical simile. Let us 

say that phenomenology investigates like a violin and science like a drum. 

The  violin  plays  in  sustained  notes  that  soar  and  dip  in  intensity  and 

duration,  whereas  the  drum  plays  in  exacting  and  measured  beats  that 

provide a backbone of rhythm. A drum cannot wail like a violin, thus the 
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expression of woe is out of reach; a violin cannot pulse like a drum, thus the 

replication of a beating heart is similarly out of reach. This doesn't matter to 

us because a piece of music isn't limited to just  one instrument; when it 

comes to making music our instruments are equally musical, or we could 

say  co-valid.  If  this  were  not  the  case  then  we could  ask  some strange 

questions,  such as:  is  a violin a  type of drum since it  cannot  measure a 

heartbeat? or is a drum a type of violin since it cannot express woe? These 

questions are absurd, but they follow the theme that if one instrument can do 

less than the other, then the “superior” instrument has true and privileged 

access to what the music is expressing. If we bring these questions back into 

the theme of this dissertation they become: should phenomenology become 

a type of science because it cannot measure in the third-person? or should 

science become a type of phenomenology because it cannot express in the 

first-person?

The  type  of  naturalising  that  we  are  staunchly  against  wants  to 

subsume phenomenology; this movement is telling us that the drum should 

learn  to  beat  in  time with  the sonatas  of  the violin  and then  discard its 

strings  altogether.  Music  becomes  rich  when we find  different  ways  the 

individual instruments can harmonise, just as understanding becomes rich 

when we find different ways in which investigations can harmonise. This 

harmonisation is not contact, the tempo of a drum may influence or inspire 

the way in which a violin plays, but they do not come directly at each other

—this is also true of phenomenology and science. In this way we may say 

that  although  the  two  disciplines  work  independently  (as  our  drum and 

violin  play  separately)  we  should  relate  them as  interdependent  (as  we 

would mix the drum and violin together when listening to a piece of music); 

this is our underlying position.

Following the tradition of engaging in philosophy by writing about 

chairs, we can think of the relation between the objective and subjective 

modes of investigation as follows: A chair, as a discrete abstract object, only 

exists in  the (objective) world insofar as it exits in  our (subjective) world. 
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Thus, when we point to a collection of parts, or a lump of wood and leather, 

we intertwine the world (as it exists in distilled manifestness [i.e. scientific 

understanding])  with  our world  (as  it  exists  in  given  manifestness  [i.e. 

phenomenological understanding]); and by doing so we tacitly demand that 

chairs exist.  Obviously,  a chair has physical manifestation, but not as “a 

chair”, that is its subjective manifestation (it exists as an intermingling of 

the objective and subjective interpretations). This conceptual split can begin 

to be rectified by a principle of interdependence; i.e. working out how those 

two chairs exist as one by sitting on both by sitting on one1. To bring this 

thought  into  harmony,  we  can  relate  this  to  our  musical  interlude:  We 

understand our phenomenological violin and scientific drum by the music 

they play, not by the way they practice alone in separate rooms unheard by 

one another. If they were to play  sonata for a chair, we would have two 

accounts of the one chair. By listing to the music together we can get two 

manifest perspectives of the one chair, and it is once again whole and able to 

be brought into understanding.

An exhortation of the principle of co-validity would be as follows: A 

scientist must concede that the activity of science relies on the openness of 

consciousness revealed but not created by phenomenology, a consciousness 

that does not need science. Similarly, a phenomenologist must concede that 

the activity of phenomenology relies on the physical manifest revealed but 

not created by science, a manifestation that does not need phenomenology. 

In  this  way,  both  phenomenology  and  science  are  related  in  that  they 

uncover something in the world that would otherwise remain hidden but 

separate because they cannot venture directly into each other's territory.

1 Which is the same as saying they are interdependent at the core of the conceptual split 
between objective and subjective expression; to understand it once we abstract it twice.
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