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I would like to examine in this essay a particular problem confronted by the
ories of perception that operate within the framework of naturalistic repre
sentational approaches to the mental. This problem concerns the capacity of 
such theories to account for a characteristic that Husserl considered the hall
mark of perception, namely what he called the Leibhaftigkeit of the object 
in perception, that is, the fact that the object in perception appears as given 
in person or, to put it otherwise, as bodily present. Perceptual intentionality 
is presently the focus of a great deal of attention in the analytic philosophy 
of mind and more generally in cognitive science. Why this is so has a direct 
bearing on what is at stake with the problem of the Leibhaftigkeit of per
ception. Indeed, the Leibhaftigkeit of the object in perception can be thought 
to constitute a difficulty for a representational approadi to perception. This 
difficulty may not be insuperable, provided one relinquishes a narrow, static, 
and punctual conception of representation in favor of a more dynamic ap
proach to perception and perceptual representation. In fact, it may be that 
the analyses Husserl offers in Ding und Raum provide us with valuable in
dications of which representational capacities are needed in order to account 
for the Leibhaftigkeit of perception. 

I. INTENTIONAL REALISM, NATURALIZATION, AND PERCEPTION

A majority of philosophers in the analytic tradition working within the 
framework of a naturalistic approach to the mental advocate a form of in
tentional realism. 1 According to intentional realism, intentionality is an ob
jective fact, that is, there exist mental states that have "intrinsic" or "origi
nal" intentionality in the sense that their intentionality is conceived as inde
pendent of any interpretative attitude. Moreover, these intentional mental 
states are assumed to play a role in bringing about behavior, and the role 
they play is assumed to be a function of their intentional properties or con
tent. Therefore, a philosopher willing to defend both intentional realism and 
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a naturalistic theory of the mental confronts the problem of explaining how 
material systems can have such intentional states. 

In analytic philosophy of mind, attempts to carry out this program of nat
uralization have typically adopted a representationalist stance. In other 
words, the question of whether or not a material system can have intention
ality has been construed as the question of whether such a system can have 
representations of its environment or whether states of such a system can be 
representational states. However, in recent years, there has been an evolu
tion of this representational approach with a more pronounced interest for 
the perceptual level and a realization that an account of perceptual inten
tionality constitutes a crucial step toward a naturalization of the mental. 
This renewed interest for perception is in part the result of the difficulties en
countered by attempts to account for the intentional relation between mind 
and world in a naturalistic way. 

Intentional realism was developed mainly within the framework of the 
cognitivist paradigm, characterized by its adherence to functionalism, com
putationalism, and a conception of mental representations as symbolic rep
resentations.2 That is, mental representations are viewed as sequences of 
symbols manipulated according to purely formal rules. The advantage of 
such an approach is that it allows one to exploit the advances in the theory 
of formal systems and the theory of calculability in. order to describe the re
lations between the semantic and the material levels. The connection be
tween these two levels is assumed to be mediated by a syntactic level. How
ever, the cognitivist paradigm in its classical form appears quite helpless 
when confronted with the problem of accounting for the origin of the se
mantic properties of symbols and of explaining how their meanings get an
chored in the world. 

In short, the cognitivist paradigm may well offer a possible sohition to the 
mind/body problem, but it does nothing to uncover the mystery surround
ing the problem of intentionality conceived as the problem of the relations 
between mind and world.3 This major weakness of cognitivism has led a 
number of philosophers to exploit the resources of information theory in 
their attempts to naturalize intentionality.4 The fundamental idea underlying 
this type of approach is that information is an objective resource definable 
in purely physical terms. Therefore, if we succeed in defining the intentional 
relation as a specific type of informational relation-and this implies that 
the specific constraints it must satisfy should be formulated in noninten
tional terms-we will have taken a major step toward the naturalization of 
intentionality. 

According to information theory, the existence of informational relations 
depends on the existence of lawful correlations between states of structures 
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or systems. These correlations are typically, although not necessarily, con
ceived of as causal correlations. Very schematically then, the core ideas ex
ploited by information-based theories of intentionality are ( 1) that an in
formational relation is the converse of a lawful causal relation and (2) that 
intentional relations somehow reduce to informational relations. As philos
ophers involved in this project have learned to their cost, the main difficulty 
of the task consists in specifying how exactly intentional content is supposed 
to reduce to information. It is in particular necessary to account for the fact 
that intentional content, by contrast with merely informational content, ex
hibits strong properties of intensionality and robustness. An intentional con
tent is also intensional insofar as it represents what it represents in a certain 
way, under a given mode of presentation. Two representations can represent 
the same thing and yet differ in their mode of presentation of what they rep
resent. 5 Intentional content is robust in the sense that it can remain fixed 
even though representations with this content get caused in all sorts of ways. 
The possibility of error, our capacity to think about things in their absence 
or to think about things that do not exist or are even impossible are all il
lustrations of this robustness of intentional content and testify to the differ
ence between meaning and information. As Jerry Fodor aptly put it, "The 
trick in constructing such a theory is to explain how the meaning of a sym
bol can be insensitive to the heterogeneity of the (actual and possible) causes 
of its tokens even though, on the one hand, meaning is supposed somehow 
to reduce to information and, on the other hand, information varies with eti
ology" (1990: 90). 

Attempts to articulate information-based theories of intentional content 
have revealed the primacy of perceptual intentionality. Roughly, these theo
ries say that the content of a type of experience is conferred by its typical dis
tal cause, that is, whatever property of the environment typically causes ex
periences of that type is the property the experience represents. But as Colin 
McGinn (1989) has remarked, insofar as a variety of properties are instan
tiated along the causal chain from world to mind, an informational theory 
must specify what sort of causal relation it is that confers content. In the case 
of conceptual semantic properties, one may well answer that the semantic re
lation of reference is based on the relation of perception. We can say for in
stance that our thoughts of "F" are typically produced by our perceiving 
instances of F and that this is what explains why "F" refers to F. Thus, these 
theories can explain one relation, reference, in terms of another, perception. 
In other words, semantic content can be fixed by reference to perceptual con
tent. This account is not circular insofar as the perception relation is more 
primitive than the semantic relation it explains. But it would be wrong to be
lieve that we have thereby given a naturalistic account of intentional content. 
As McGinn insists, an experience cannot count as a perception of something 
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unless it has some suitable representational content. But if the capacity to 
perceive requires the capacity to represent perceptually, we cannot use the 
perception relation to explain what it is for an experience to have content.6 
In order to break the intentional circle, we need to give a naturalistic account 
of perceptual intentionality. Thus, the development of a naturalistic theory 
of perceptual intentionality appears to be a fundamental requirement if we 
want to pursue the program of a naturalization of the mental realm. 

2. LEIBHAFTIGKEIT OF PERCEPTION AND REPRESENTATION

The present interest for perception in the analytic philosophy of mind is thus 
linked to the realization of the key role played by perception with regard to 
the problem of mind-world relations-a realization that, as Jacques Bou
veresse ( 199 5: 2 7) notes, was probably hindered as a result of the preemi
nence attached for a long time to the philosophy of language. By acknowl
edging the primacy of perceptual intentionality and its foundational role to 
higher forms of intentionality, analytic philosophers of mind come close to 
Husserlian analyses concerning the foundational relation of perceptions as 
primary forms of objectification to higher forms of objectification. This re
newed interest in perception goes together with a greater concern for prob
lems linked to the qualitative dimensions of mental life. These qualitative di
mensions have been neglected for a long time by a majority of analytic phi
losophers of mind and of cognitive scientists in favor of the purely cognitive 
aspects of the mental in the vain hope, on the part of some, that the prob
lems they pose would simply dissolve as research advanced. Instead, research 
has shown that these qualitative dimensions could not be eliminated or 
treated as epiphenom�nal. For instance, phenomena such as blindsight sug
gest that perceptual awareness plays an important role in our cognitive life.7 

Thus, perception appears to be at the crossroads, since, on the one hand, the 
whole project of a naturalization of the mental depends on the possibility of 
a naturalistic account of perceptual intentionality and since, on the other 
hand, perceptual experience is a paradigmatic illustration of the importance 
of the phenomenal and qualitative dimensions of mental life. Indeed, it is in 
a theory of perception that a divorce between an account of the cognitive as
pects and an account of the qualitative dimensions of the mental seems least 
admissible. It is therefore crucial to examine whether by insisting on an 
informational and representational approach to perceptual intentionality, 
one does not contribute to the prolongation of this outrageous situation. I 
shall examine here a single but important aspect of this question, recently 
discussed by Bouveresse. 

Bouveresse (1995) notes that Husserl brings to the fore an essential fea-
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ture of perception when he insists on what he calls the Leibhafrigkeit of the 
object of perception. Leibhafrigkeit is, according to Husserl, a fundamental 
property of perception that refers to the very specific form the relation be
tween the subject and the object of the attitude takes in this cognitive mode. 
Husserl describes this relation as follows: 

The object stands before us in perception as bodily present, as, to put it more 

precisely yet, actually present, as given in propria persona in the actual pres

ent. In imagination, the object does not stand before us in the mode of bodily 

presence [Leibhaftigkeit], of reality, of actual presence. Certainly, it stands be

fore our eyes, but as an object that is not actually given now. It might be 

thought of as now present or as simultaneous to an actual present, but this 

presence is a presence in thought, not the presence that b�longs to bodily pres

ence, to the presence of perception. (Ding und Raum [hereafter cited as DR], 
§4, pp. 14-15) 8 

Bouveresse (1995: 52.-54) wonders whether the contrast pointed out by 
Husserl between a situation in which an object is perceived and a situation 
in which it is simply represented (including represented as given here and 
now) doesn't cast doubt on the well-foundedness of representational ap
proaches to perception. Such theories could hardly account for the Leib

haftigkeit of the object of perception, Bouveresse suggests, since "if, as we 
may suppose, our idea of mental representation is inspired by our idea of a 
material image, in which the represented object is not given in person and 
what is given in person is not the object itself, it is unlikely that we can man
age in this way to give a satisfactory account of what perceiving an object 
consists in" (1995: 54; my translation). Let us note first, with Bouveresse, 
that from the fact that perception appears to us as immediate, it does not fol
low that it is. The direct corollary of this is that explaining what makes it 
seem to us that perception is immediate is not tantamount to showing that 
perception is indeed immediate. 

Similarly, as Husserl himself points out, the Leibhaftigkeit of the object in 
perception should not be understood to imply that the object in fact exists 
and is actually present, or else the idea of an illusory perception would be 
self-contradictory. Leibhaftigkeit is a property of the phenomenon of per
ception: "The essential character of perception is to be a consciousness of the 
bodily presence of the object, that is, to be its phenomenon" (DR, §4, p. 15).9 

As a result, a theory of perception cannot be adequate unless it explains 
how perception can seem to be immediate, how the object in perception can 
appear to be given in propria persona; in other words, it cannot be adequate 
unless it explains how perception· can have those phenomenal properties of 
immediacy and Leibhafrigkeit. What Bouveresse worries about is whether a 
representational theory of perception is capable of accounting for this sub-
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jective feeling of immediacy and Leibhaftigkeit. Bouveresse's disquiet is mo
tivated, I think, by deeper reasons than the simple fact that such theories 
claim that perception is mediated; what really worries him is the fact that 
representations are assumed to be in charge of the mediation. 

It is important to distinguish clearly between three different problems. 
The first two problems concern the pertinence of the analogy between men
tal representations and material images. First, this analogy almost immedi
ately evokes the idea of the mind's eye contemplating the representation pro
duced and producing in turn another representation, thus leading to a well
known infinite regress. In order to avoid the threat of infinite regress or to 
avoid what is sometimes called the homunculus fallacy, it is necessary to 
define a notion of mental representation that is clearly different from a ma
terial image in that it involves no duality between representation and be
holder. This is not the point I want to focus on, however. Theoreticians of 
mental representations, including perceptual representations, are well aware 
of this difficulty and are sufficiently warned-or so I hope-against the ho
munculus fallacy. It is to the credit of the computational systems from which 
they draw their inspiration that they at least show us how to do without such 
homunculi. 

Second, the analogy with the material image seems to be a main source of 
the seemingly natural and almost unavoidable temptation to view the idea 
that perception involves the construction of representations as tantamount 
to the claim that the things we are directly aware of are in fact representa
tions. In other words, this analogy makes it seem that holding a representa

tional thesis is tantamount to holding a representationalist thesis, that the 
very endorsement of the claim that perception involves the construction of 
representations is enough to make perception an indirect affair: we are 
aware of a representation and infer on that basis the existence of the public 
object whose representation it is. To rebuke representationalism by saying 
that although perception requires the construction of representations, once 
they are constructed we have them and we do not need to perceive them, 
would, according to Bouveresse, constitute a dubious attempt to solve the 
problem through a bit of verbal trickery. Such a solution may indeed appear 
purely verbal as long as mental representations are conceived of on the 
model of material representations. Given the informational loss that mate
rial images involve and given the external nature of the relation between such 
kinds of representations and their objects, we indeed have to infer the exis
tence of the represented objects. In order to dispel the feeling that we are 
f�ced with a dubious trick, we need to define a notion of mental representa
t10n that is much richer informationally. 

The third, more general problem confronted by representational ap-
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proaches to perception is that typically representations do not exhibit the 
kind of directness and immediacy that is associated with perception. It 
should be remarked that the absence of those features constitutes the gen
eral case and is quite independent of the analogy with the material image. 
Symbolic mental representations, which in classical cognitivist models are 
thought to be the vehicles of the contents of propositional attitudes, are con
ceived of on the model of linguistic rather than image-like or figural repre
sentations, yet they exhibit no such features as immediacy or directness. It 
is indeed possible to account for the difference between, on the one hand, 
cognitive attitudes such as beliefs, desires, and intentions-what are called 
propositional or sentential attitudes-and on the other hand, cognitive 
modes such as perception, imagination, or "iconic" memory in terms of a 
difference in representational codes: quasi-linguistic, conceptual, or sym
bolic representations in the former cases and sensory, image-like, or figural 
representations in the latter.10 But this distinction between representational 
codes does not allow us to account for the differences between perception, 
imagination, and iconic memory. As a consequence, one of the most press
ing questions a representational theory of perception is confronted with con
cerns its capacity to account for the kind of immediacy and directness of per
ception not shared by representations in general. In other words, what we 
should ask is whether it is possible to spell out specific constraints such that 
representations satisfying those constraints will exhibit those features and 
thus present their objects as given in propria persona. 

3. LEIBHAFTIGKEIT AND REPRESENTATIONAL DYNAMICS

I would like to suggest that with respect to the problem of Leibhaftigkeit, a 
representational theory of perception may not be in a desperate position, 
provided that it takes into account the temporal dimension of perception 
and does not proceed to the reductive abstraction that makes perception 
something punctual and static.11 The idea that should be exploited is that 
perception has both a static simultaneous structure and a dynamic temporal 
structure, that there is a narrow link between the Leibhaftigkeit of the ob
ject in perception and the temporal dynamics of perception, and finally, that 
the nature of our perceptual relation to the object gets displayed mainly in 
the flux of perception, that is, in its temporal dynamics. 

Before I present this proposal in more detail, I would like to examine 
briefly some elements of the analyses developed by Husserl in Ding und 
Raum. 12 Husserl's aim in this book is to investigate the conditions under 
which perceptual experience can give rise to an awareness of space and spa-
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tial items. In other words, he aims at providing an analysis of the constitu
tion of space and spatial objectivity. His analysis follows the method of phe
nomenological reduction, a method he had discovered in the summer of 
1905 and which consists in "bracketing" or refraining from positing the ex
istence of the natural world around us. The first element in Husserl's analy
ses that I would like to bring out is the famous thesis that to perceive an ob
ject is for a profile or an adumbration to appear. In other words, it is con
stitutive of the mode of being given of the object in perception that only one 
side of it genuinely appears to me. Thus when I see a house, only the side that 
faces me constitutes a "genuine appearance." By contrast, my awareness of 
the other sides is nongenuine or inauthentic insofar as it is not based on any 
sensations. This one-sidedness of external perception is, according to Hus
serl (DR, §16, p. 51), a radical incompleteness. This incompleteness is nec
essary and belongs to the essence of external perceptions. This essential 
inadequacy of singular external perceptions is, on the one hand, a conse
quence of the necessary transcendence of the object whose mode of given
ness excludes what Husserl calls self-position (Selbststellung). But on the 
other hand, this inadequacy also has the consequence that, in order for what 
is thus inadequately given not to remain radically indeterminate, we need to 
consider not isolated perceptual moments but perceptual series that allow 
for an increasing specification and determination of the way the object looks 
and thus provide us with something akin to a substitute for the self-position 
of the object. 

This leads me to a second essential aspect of Husserl's analyse·s, namely, 
his insistence on the importance of the temporal dimension of perception 
and its role in the determination of the perceived objects. As Husserl points 
out, a temporal dimension is intrinsic to perception: "A sort of connection 
of perceptions belongs to the essence of every perception; that is, to its 
essence belongs a certain (temporal) extension" (DR, §19).13 

In a nexus of perceptions there is a continuous transfrion from one ap
pearance to the next of an object: we become fully aware of far sides of the 
object of which we had only empty perception and there is a converse tran
sition from full perception to empty perception. The perceptual synthesis 
that operates on these series of appearances allows for a more precise 
specification and determination of the object. In dynamic perception, we do 
not merely have a perceptual experience as of sides of an object, we have per
ceptual experience as of the object. But what makes it possible for the unity 
and identity of the object to be experienced in such a synthesis? First, the 
transition from one appearance to the next is typically continuous. As Hus
serl (DR, §30) points out, the ordered series of appearances is a continuous 
series and thus we have an effective order and not a mere collection of ele-



Elisabeth Pacherie 

ments permutable at will. This does not mean that there are no discontinu
ities or variations in the presentative contents or that such discontinuities or 
variations don't have an important role to play, but their values depend pre
cisely on the presence of a background of continuity. The presence of this 
continuity in the multiplicity of profiles is necessary for the emergence of an 
awareness of the unity of the object: "It is only when, in the unity of experi
ence, the continuous transition from one perception to the next is warranted 
that we can talk of the evidence that identity is given. The unity of the object 
only certifies itself as such in the unity of a synthesis that continuously ties 
together the multiple perceptions" (DR, §44).14 

However, the object should not be equated with the unity of a given con
tinuous series, but since it can in principle be perceptually given in a multi
plicity of ways, it should be identified with the higher-order unity of all the 
actual and possible series of appearances through which it can be given. 
Thus, taking as an example the perception of a square, Husserl writes: "All 
these continuous series stand to one another in a lawful essential relation. 
They are continuously interrelated and it is only in the all-encompassing 
unity of these series that the square actually comes fully, 'all-round,' to 
givenness. It is what it is only as the identical in the systematic unity of these 
appearances or possibilities of appearances" (DR, §30).15 

Finally, there is a third element in Husserl's analyses that I would like to 
bring out. The fact that the temporal series of appearances exhibit an effec
tive order is not by itself a sufficient condition for the phenomenal constitu
tion of space and spatial objects. In order to account for the constitution of 
space and things in space, one must also consider the role played by kines
thesis. According to Husserl, "All spatiality is constituted, comes to given
ness through movement, the movement of the object itself and the movement 
of the 'ego' with the change of orientation it yields" (DR, §44).16 

Although we normally have representations as of an objective three
dimensional space containing three-dimensional objects, visual contents by 
themselves cannot account for the fact that it is our normal perceptual con
dition. There are two main reasons for this. First, although the simultaneous 
unity of visual sensations in a visual field is what, according to Husserl, 
makes visual sensations fit for the exposition of space and things in space, 
the unity of an object is given in a temporal series. It is legitimate to posit 
such a unity only insofar as the continuous transitions from one appearance 
to the next determine a unique synthesis. But changes in the visual field do 
not determine a unique synthesis. In order to determine whether a series of 
appearances should be interpreted as the perception of an object in motion 
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or as the perception of an object at rest seen from a changing perspective, the 
series of kinesthetic circumstances must be taken into account. To put it 
briefly, visual contents by themselves do not ensure the unity of a synthe
sis, such a unity is guaranteed only by the correlation -the functional de
pendence-between determinate series of kinesthetic circumstances and de
terminate series of visual appearances. As Husserl (DR, § 54) puts it, the 
thing as a unity is given in a series of appearances motivated by a kinesthetic 
series.17 The second reason why purely visual appearances by themselves 
do not explain why we enjoy representations as of an objective three
dimensional space, is that items in the visual field are only "surface beings." 
According to Husserl, certain types of motion are necessary for the consti
tution of three-dimensional space. More precisely, the correlations between 
ordered series of visual appearances and ordered series of kinesthetic cir
cumstances when moving toward or away from an object or moving around 
it make possible "a new dimension, that makes a thing out of a picture, 
space out the oculomotor field" 18 (DR, §67). 

The few Husserlian theses I have chosen to present here in a very succinct 
manner give only a very imperfect idea of the richness of Husserl's analyses 
in Ding und Raum. The reason why I concentrated on them is that the 
specific characteristics of the mode of givenness of the object in perception 
that they emphasize seem to me to be closely related to the phenomenon of 
Leibhaftigkeit. To summarize them briefly: (I) it belongs to the essence of the 
mode of givenness of the object in perception that it be given as a series of 
profiles or appearances; (2) as a consequence, a certain temporal extension 
is constitutive of perception or, to put it otherwise, perception is essentially 
dynamic, and static content is a mere abstraction from dynamic content; 
(3) only creatures endowed with a capacity for movement can enjoy percep
tion as of an objective three-dimensional world, and this perception is made
possible by the functional dependence between series of visual appearances
and series of kinesthetic circumstances.

I shall now abandon the Husserlian terminology in favor of the jargon of the 
analytic philosophy of mind I am more familiar with. Falling back into my 
naturalistic prejudices and ignoring the restrictions imposed by epoche and 
the methods of phenomenological investigations, I henceforth concern my
self with assessing the prospects of possible naturalist or "genetic-causal" 
explanations of phenomenal aspects of perception. I turn back to my initial 
problem, namely, whether the Leibhaftigkeit of the object in perception ac
tually constitutes a fundamental difficulty for a representational theory of 
perception set in a naturalistic framework. 
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Borrowing from Husserl's analyses, I would like to suggest that what 
characterizes perception and accounts for its distinctive character is the fact 
that it exhibits a temporal organization the dynamics of which is under the 
dependence of both the object and the subject's activity of perceptual explo
ration. The object is given in propria persona insofar as the lawful organi
zation of the perceptual sequence constitutes a test of its presence. Briefly 
put, the fact that in perception the object appears given in propria persona 

results from the conjunction of the following three conditions: (r) the tem
poral dynamics of the sequence of perceptual moments does not depend en
tirely on the perceiver, (2) what depends on the perceiver is correlated with 
his perceptual-motor exploration activity, 19 that is, with an active perceptual 
exploration of the scene presented, and (3) what in this dynamics is not un
der the control of the perceiver nevertheless exhibits a lawful character. I 
contend that in the other cognitive modes, the three conditions are not si
multaneously satisfied. In particular, those other modes display no system
atic correlations with the motor activity of the subject. I can, for instance, 
close my eyes and imagine a cube, I can even imagine myself turning around 
the cube, I can during this exercise move my head and my body in different 
ways, but unless by a coincidence or because of my deliberately intending it 
to be so, my movements will not be correlated with the sequences of images 
of the cube that I imagine I am moving around. 

Thus it seems that we might be able to account for the Leibhaftigkeit of 
the object in perception in the framework of a representational theory of per
ception, provided that we make use of a richer notion of representation. In 
other words, this seems to be possible, provided that, as a first condition, the 
notion of representation used covers both sensory representations taken in 
the static way and sensory ·properties taken in a dynamical way. It is impor
tant to note that a dynamic sensory representation is not merely a temporal 
sequence of static representations, but that it is a representation of the rela
tionships between the successive representational moments. The order of 
complexity of dynamic representations is thus higher than·that of static sen
sory representations. This means that dynamic representations require more 
sophisticated representational mechanisms that can extract relations be
tween representational moments in a perceptual sequence. Although neces
sary, this condition is not yet sufficient. If the sketch I gave of an analysis of 
Leibhaftigkeit is correct, then to enjoy Leibhaftigkeit, an organism must 
also be able to discriminate between those relations that depend on his ac
tivity and those that do not. Thus it is necessary to allow for a further mech
anism, the function of which will be to discriminate between those two types 
of relations by extracting correlations between the dynamical properties of 
perceptual experience and the motor activity of the organism. In Husserlian 
terms, this means that we need a mechanism capable of detecting and ex-
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plaiting the correlations between ordered series of visual appearances and 
ordered series of kinesthetic circumstances. 

Concerning the connection between perception and action, three points 
should be noted. First, research in the neurophysiology of action suggests 
that besides kinesthesis conceived as a peripheral sensory mechanism giving 
us feedback information about the consequences of our motor actions, cen
trally generated corollaries of motor commands play an important role in 
the modulation of afferent information. In effect, a large number of data sup
port the hypothesis that when the brain sends out motor commands it also 
sends corresponding signals to the parts of the brain involved in sensory pro
cessing, so that analysis of stimulation may be adjusted accordingly.20 Sec
ond, it is not necessary that the motor information be consciously repre
sented. It is in fact likely that this information is processed by mechanisms 
operating at subpersonal levels. Third, the fact that perception as of an ob
jective three-dimensional space populated by physical objects depends on 
correlations between visual and motor information does not mean that such 
correlations should obtain in each particular act of perception. That there be 
such a correlation is an ontogenetic necessity. In other words, it is perfectly 
possible that in various circumstances, visual information unaccompanied 
by motor information gives rise to the perception of a spatial object. But this 
is only possible if in the past experience of the subject correlations between 
visual and motor information have been established. 

Let us now go back to the discrimination of the relations between per
ceptual moments that do depend on the activity of the perceiver and those 
that do not. This discrimination will also yield a distinction between the dif
ferent perceptual modes of givenness of an object. The object is given in 

propria persona, through those relations between perceptual moments the 
lawful character of which is not ascribable to the motor activities of the per
ceiver. But simultaneously, what distinguishes the different sensory modali
ties is the type of correlation they exhibit between the aynamic properties of 
the perceptual sequence and the sensory-motor activity of the organism. In 
other words, what perceptual sequences it is possible or typical to experience 
depends on constraints ensuing both from the nature of the object experi
enced and from the nature of the sensory modality involved. To put it 
roughly, each sensory modality has its own exploratory modes that impose 
constraints on the nature of possible or typical perceptual sequences in the 
modality. 

Assuming that the brief sketch I have offered of a possible explanation of the 
Leibhaftigkeit of perception is correct or, say, points approximately in the 
right direction, this property should not constitute an insuperable difficulty 
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for a representational theory of perceptual experience. It should be noted 
that the tentative account I offer is far from downplaying the role of repre
sentational capacities in the explanation of Leibhaftigkeit; on the contrary, 
it requires that we postulate the existence of sophisticated higher-level rep

resentational mechanisms. A corollary of this is that Leibhaftigkeit may not 
be a primary feature of all forms of perception, but rather the hallmark of 

highly evolved forms of perception. Organisms endowed with rather primi

tive perceptual capacities, directly coupled with behavioral output, have an 
experience (or a lack thereof) that is likely to be closer to the experience of 

patients with blindsight than to the experience we enjoy of the Leibhaftigkeit 

of the perceived object. It would then be mistaken to believe that in order to 

account for the Leibhaftigkeit of the object in perception one must tighten 
the links between perception and action to the detriment of representational 
mediations. 

NOTES 

1. As opposed to intentional realism, interpretativism claims that the existence 
of states with intrinsic intentionality is a myth. According to the interpretativist 
approach, intentionality is not a fact but a norm that guides our interpretation of 
interpersonal behaviors. Intentionality would then be constitutively linked with 
interpretation. 

2. Among the main promoters of this approach are Fodor 1981b and Pylyshyn
1984. 

3. A solipsist may claim that the problem of intentionality concerns mind/mind
relations rather than mind/world relations. But besides the fact that solipsism may 
not be the most satisfactory philosophical option, solipsistic approaches to inten
tionality meet with serious difficulties. For a discussion of these difficulties, see, for 
instance, Fodor 1987b and 1990 and Pacherie 1993. 

4. For a defense of such an approach, see, for instance, Dretske 1981 and 1988
and Fodor 1987b and 1990. 

5. Following Dretske, we may distinguish between three forms of intensionality
that correspond to the capacity to signify F without signifying G, even though, re
spectively, F and G are extensionally equivalent, all Fs are Gs in virtue of a law of na
ture, and it is analytically necessary that all Fs are Gs. 

6. For a more detailed examination of those difficulties, see McGinn 1989.
7. In blindsight, patients who sincerely deny having any conscious visual experi

ence are nevertheless capable, under certain conditions, of behaving in ways that 
show that they have processed part of the visual information presented to them. 
However, these subjects are seriously handicapped in their daily life, since, being un
aware that they have access to visual information, they do not spontaneously pro
duce behaviors based on the exploitation of this information. For more details, see 
Weizkrantz 1986. 

8. My translation; the German original says: "Der Gegenstand steht in der
Wahrnehmung als leibhafter da, er steht, genauer noch gesprochen, als aktuell gegen
wiirtiger, als selbstgegebener im aktuellen Jetzt da. In der Phantasie steht der Gegen
stand nicht in der Weise der Leibhaftigkeit, Wirklichkeit, aktuellen Gegenwart da. Es 
steht uns zwar vor Augen, aber als kein aktuell jetzt Gegebenes; eventuell mag er als 
ein Jetzt oder mit dem aktuellen Jetzt Gleichzeitiges gedacht sein, aber dieses Jetzt ist 
ein gedachtes und nicht dasjenige Jetzt, das zur Leibhaftigkeit, zur Wahrnehmungs
gegenwart, gehort" (Ding und Raum , §4, pp. 14-15; hereafter cited as DR). 

9. My translation. The German says: "Das essentielle Charakter der Wahrneh
mung ist es, 'BewuBtsein' von leibhaftiger Gegenwart des Objektes zu sein, d. i. Phii
nomen davon zu sein" (DR, §4, p. 15). 

Although §4 of Ding und Raum and many other passages suggest that Husserl 
held a conjunctivist account of perceptual content, his view may not be as straight
forwardly conjunctivist as it seems. For a discussion of this question, see Mulligan 
1995: 210££. 

10. The question of the nature of those figural representations has given rise to
intense debates, one illustration being the heated debate concerning the status of 
mental imagery. For a presentation of the imagery debate, see Tye 1991. In order to 
account for the specific character of perceptual representations, the British philoso
phet Christopher Peacocke ( 1992) has recently introduced the notions of "scenario 
content" and "protopropositional content." 

11. The work of J. J. Gibson (see Gibson 1966 and 1979) has been very influen
tial in bringing to the fore the importance of this dynamic dimension of perception. 
This idea also plays an important role in the work of certain continuators of Marr's 
computational approach to vision; see Petitot 1990 for more detail. 



12. For a much more complete and detailed presentation of Husserl's theory of

perception, see Mulligan 1995. 

13. The German says: "Zuro Wesen jeder Wahrnehmung eine Art Wahrneh

mungszusammenhang gehort; namlich zu ihrem Wesen gehort eine gewisse Exten

sion" (DR, §19, p. 61). 
14. "Nur wenn in der Einheit der Erfahrung der stetige 0bergang von der einen

Wahrnehmung in die andere gewahrleistet ist, diirfen wir von der Evidenz sprechen,

da/5 die Identitat gegeben sei. Die Einheit des Gegenstandes weist sich nur aus in der

Einheit der die mannigfaltigen Wahrnehmungen kontinuierlich verkniipfenden Syn

thesis" (DR, §44, p. 155). 

1 5. "All diese kontinuierlichen Reihen stehen zueinander in gesetzmal5iger We

senbeziehung, sie sind selbst miteinander kontinuierlich vermittelt, und erst in der

allumfassenden Einheit dieser Reihen kommt das Quadrat wirklich 'allseitig'

vollstandig zur Gegebenheit. Es ist, was es ist, nur als das Identische in der syste

matischen Einheit dieser Abschattungen oder Abschattungsmoglichkeitens" (DR,

§30, p. 104).
16. "Alie Raumlichkeit konstituiert sich, kommt zur Gegebenheit, in der Bewe

gung, in der Bewegung des Objektes selbst und in der Bewegung des 'lch,' mit dem

dadurch gegebenen Wechsel der Orientierung" (DR, S44, p. 155).

17. The original reads: "in einer kinasthetisch motivierten Erscheinungsmannig-

faltigkeit." 
18. "Eine neue Dimension, die aus dem Bild das Ding schafft und aus dem oku-

lomotorischen Feld den Raum" (DR, S67, p. 236). 
19. By "perceptual-motor activity," I mean motor activity the purpose of which

is to obtain perceptual information from the world by modifying the flow of incom
ing sensory input. The effects of this activity on perception can be of greater or lesser 
strength. For instance, moving one's head usually has a marked effect on the flow of 
visual information, which is not the case with straightening one's back or moving 
one's toes. Besides, a change in the informational flow can be a side effect of some 
motor activity aiming at different goal, or it can be the intended effect of motor ac
tivity. In the latter case we have an instance of perceptual-motor exploration activity. 

20. The first proponent of the hypothesis seems to have been von Helmholtz. The
hypothesis was then developed by von Holst and Mittelstaedt (1950) with the con
cept of efference copy and Sperry ( 19 50) with the concept of a corollary discharge in 
order to explain psychophysiological data in the domain of oculomotricity. This hy
pothesis has also played an important role in research on sensations of innervation 
and their physiological correlates. For surveys of more recent work, see, for instance, 
Scheerer 1987, Jeannerod 1994, and Gandevia and Burke 1993. 




