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I n T r o d u C T I o n
...................................

1. hermeneutic versus objectivist construal of the world

I will introduce the concept of “cognitive existentialism” against the back-
ground of the distinction between a hermeneutic and an objectivist under-
standing of the world. The latter is traditionally related to science, whereas 
the former is conceived as inherent in forms of artistic and religious expe-
rience. Yet if a dimension of interpretative understanding of the world is 
attributed to the kind of realist attitude adopted by the practitioners of scien-
tific research, then the idea for a “hermeneutic realism” would seem plausible 
and reasonable. In fact, “hermeneutic realism” is a term coined by Patrick 
Heelan (1983a) for the construal of the world that ensues from science’s 
readable technologies. The world that is ready-to-hand in the process of sci-
entific research is constituted as manifolds of meaningful “texts” by means 
of readable technologies.1 In this formulation, reading and constitution are 
intimately related. Texts are not written before initiating a research process. 
They are artifacts of doing scientific practices, caused to be written by nature 
on human instruments within the dynamics of the changing configurations of 
such practices. Hermeneutic realism stresses that the world is always already 
meaningfully constituted, being thereby a textualized and readable reality. 
Heelan (1983b) argues that the texts brought into play by scientific practices 
of observation, instrumentation, experimentation, calculation, classifica-
tion, measuring, and so on serve as codes for the perceived objects in normal 
scientific everydayness. Being subjected to an ongoing reading, the reality of 
scientific research is always in a process of constitution. This claim is to be 
clearly differentiated from the claim that the reality of scientific research is 
constructed by theoretical idealizations.

There is no kind of scientific objectification (based on theoretical ideal-
izations) that might occur beyond a configuration of practices. By the same 
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token, the most sophisticated theoretical activities and procedures in scientific 
research (e.g., adjusting a mathematical formalism to a certain way of getting 
empirical data) gain their meaning only in configurations of discursive prac-
tices. This is why it is non sequitur from a hermeneutic point of view to say 
that the world of practices is opposed to a theoretical world. Hermeneutic  
realism rejects any ontological autonomy of the theoretical world (the world 
of scientific theories, the Popperian “third world,” etc.).2 There is no theo-
retical world constituted outside a horizon of possibilities projected by an 
interrelatedness of scientific practices. Furthermore, the particular mode of 
being-in-a-theoretical-world (say, the mode of existence of a scientific com-
munity) does not amount to its being determined by a conceptual framework 
since the latter is always situated in practices whose dynamics might revise it. 
The open horizon of interrelated practices transcends each and every concep-
tual framework, exposing it thereby to possible extensions and modifications. 
The mode of being-in-a-theoretical-world is rather the way of being involved 
in “theoretical practices” like eliminating ad hoc hypotheses, constructing 
data-models for interpreting a system of partial differential equations, car-
rying out an experiment for verifying the validity of a theoretical prediction, 
modifying a mathematical formalism for the sake of achieving better concep-
tual homogeneity of a theory, or repeating an experiment with the purpose of 
integrating a new explanatory scenario into an established theory.

Hermeneutic realism is opposed to the objectivist construal of the world 
whose kernel is epistemological representationalism.3 However, within the 
scope of the objectivist construal I include not only views stressing exclu-
sively the role of “passive representations” mediated by semiotic tools, but 
also views paying primarily attention to the images that result from interven-
ing through technological instruments. Any kind of “interventionist realism” 
(in particular, the version supported by Ian Hacking) should admit that the 
world is out there as a field of possible interventions effectuated by scien-
tific practices. Hacking’s celebrated argument states that the reality of “free 
quarks” comes into being when physicists are hunting for these entities by in-
ducing fractional charges on a niobium ball by spraying it with electrons: “If 
you can spray them then they are real” (Hacking 1983, 23). More precisely, 
the electrons are real as tools for intervening in the process of hunting for 
free quarks: “What convinced me of realism has nothing to do with quarks. 
It was the fact that by now there are standard emitters with which we can 
spray positrons and electrons—and that is precisely what we do with them. 
We understand the effects, we understand the causes, and we use these to find 
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out something else” (24). Accordingly, the mind, which designs practices, is 
not the place of representing what is going on in the world, but a source of 
constant intervening by means of which what is out there gets provoked.

Yet, despite the emphasis on interventions in construing the notion of the 
world, the assumption that the mind (as a designer of practices) is opposed 
to the world out there remains intact. Thus, there is in interventionist realism 
a strong commitment to the primacy of the subject-object cut as it is promul-
gated by the objectivist construal. The main reason for preserving Cartesian 
dualism intact is the assumption that the mind works behind the interven-
tions in the world. In this assumption, the hypostatization of the mind is 
unavoidable. By contrast, the hermeneutic construal of the world asserts that 
human thought (and mind) is always already in the reality within-the-world. 
In the perspective of hermeneutic philosophy, “the world” is not to be defined 
by assuming the primacy of the subject-object cut.

Hacking is highly successful in combating van Fraassen’s view that ex-
perimentation is only continuation of theory construction by other means. In  
asserting that experimentation has a life of its own, however, he legitimizes the 
dichotomy between theory and experiment. Moreover, his efforts of drawing a 
sharp dividing line between representing (theorizing) and intervening (experi-
menting) echo the Kantian distinctivism of receptivity and spontaneity—a dis-
tinctivism deeply rooted in that philosophy of consciousness, which Hacking 
presumably tries to overcome. The subsequent distinction between two kinds 
of realism—realism about entities and realism about theories—is a corollary 
to the contrast of representing and intervening. Realism about theories presup-
poses reality as representation. Realism about (theoretical) entities is not merely 
a side effect or by-product of the presumption that intervention constitutes its 
own reality. It is, rather, a viewpoint arising out of the way in which reality as 
representation is meshing with reality as intervention. In Hacking’s concep-
tion, natural science since the seventeenth century has been “the adventure of 
the interlocking of representing and intervening” (Hacking 1983, 146).

Hacking’s program (from the early 1980s) revolves around the question 
of which comes first, theory or experiment. This is an essentially mislead-
ing question. By posing it, one destroys the hermeneutic unity of scientific 
practices. The dichotomous distinction between representing and intervening 
does not allow one to see that each scientific practice (in particular, those of 
experimentation and theory construction) can be carried out by taking into 
consideration a contextual whole of practices. (The hermeneutic unity men-
tioned here consists precisely in the circular codependence of a contextual 
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whole as a configuration of modeling, formalizing, conceptualizing, experi-
menting, constructing instruments, etc., and particular practices.) Strangely 
enough, in all cases of relationship between theory and experimental work 
Hacking discusses, he establishes not a genetic relation of preceding the for-
mer by the latter (or vice versa), but an interplay within a configuration of 
scientific practices coming from different directions.

Hence, there are good reasons to put the configuration first. In so doing, I 
will assume that such a configuration consists not only of practices of repre-
senting and intervening. There are scientific practices irreducible to (and par-
tially independent of) theorizing and experimentation as well. Examples in this 
regard are observation, designing techniques for graphical representation, dif-
ferent sorts of measuring, construction and calibration of instruments, work-
ing on techniques of calculation, elaboration on mathematical formalism, and 
so on. (Hacking himself pays much attention to the irreducibility of observa-
tion to experimentation.) Furthermore, if one goes on to put the configurations 
of scientific practices first, one would become deprived of a rationale for distin-
guishing between realism about entities and realism about theories.

In the view I will put forward, there are practices of representation (and 
theoretical objectification) and intervention (in particular, experimentation) 
because the world is always already projected as a horizon of practical con-
stitution of meaning. Hacking (1983, 263) correctly states, in my view, that 
experimenting on an entity does not compel one to believe that the entity 
exists. Only manipulating an entity in order to experiment on something else 
can provide a rationale for believing in its existence.4 Creating experimentally 
the phenomenon of a beam of electrons by using present electrons proves the 
existence of the latter. The criterion for existence of a theoretical entity does 
not amount to identifying something as a pure presence. A theoretical entity 
obtains a status of reality if and only if it can serve the function of being 
a ready-to-hand in creating new phenomena. Hacking’s realism about enti-
ties requires dissolving any reification of theoretical entities as a presence-in- 
itself. There is no entity behind or beyond the chain of practices creating new 
phenomena. The view that what is under scientific research keeps always a 
status of a readiness-to-hand that never becomes a mere presence-at-hand is 
also a core doctrine of hermeneutic realism.

Yet what a champion of hermeneutic realism cannot accept is Hacking’s 
unwillingness to extend the manipulability-criterion for existence to cover 
the practices of representing as well. In fact, this unwillingness contradicts 
Hacking’s own view that all reality of representation is involved in practices 
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of representing. He convincingly demonstrates that once there is a practice 
of representing, a second-order (theoretically constructed) concept of real-
ity follows in train. This concept of reality supervenes on the practices of 
representing and cannot be disentangled from them. By the same token, a 
theoretical depiction of a state of affairs achieved by elaborating a system of 
modeling, structuring, calculating, approximating, and so on does not be-
come isolated from these cognitive practices. Theoretical representation of 
reality is constantly placed in practical contexts. In the stream of practices, 
depiction through theorizing serves as a tool for bringing into play new con-
figurations of practices and new spaces of representation. However sophisti-
cated it might be, a theoretical representation does not legitimize a criterion 
for existence that differs from that related to the creation of new phenomena 
through manipulating entities that are ready-to-hand. This is why it is in-
correct to argue that realism at the level of theory, explanation, predictive 
success, convergence of theories, and so on and so forth is to be locked into 
reality as representation as opposed to reality as intervention. By undoing 
reality-dualism (as a residual Cartesianism), one commits to the view that 
the world of practices is the reality in which human beings are always already 
“thrown.” This is the reality of ongoing constitution of meaning.

I should like to stress in a tentative manner that against the background 
of the foregoing criticism of Hacking’s position, the principal characteristic 
of the hermeneutic construal of the world is the commitment to the idea 
of the transcendence of the world. According to it, human beings, with all 
the cognitive abilities they have, are born and thrown in practices. Yet prac-
tices are by no means to be regarded as a reality sui generis. Any reification 
of them would mean a justification of a new kind of essentialism. In their 
interrelatedness, practices do not have an existence independent of human 
beings’ thrownness in them. The codependence of interrelated practices and 
the thrownness of practitioners is to be thought on the model of circularity, 
which dissolves any sort of determinism in scrutinizing practical existence. 
Later I will spell out the reasons for treating it as a hermeneutic circularity. It 
is the existence as being thrown in practices that has a primacy over the exis-
tence authenticated through the emancipation of mental activities by means 
of which objectification becomes possible. By implication, the construction 
of representations and images is only a process of being involved in particu-
lar cognitive practices mingled with material practices.

To be sure, this construction sometimes requires taking a reflexive dis-
tance from the immediate involvement in practices. However, it does not 
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mean abandoning the world of practices. The cognitive construction of 
epistemic images actually comes into being by transformations within prac-
tical existence itself. From this perspective, epistemic images are only tools 
within practical existence. Furthermore, the distinction between cognitive 
and material practices, as it was stressed in the foregoing considerations, is 
solely a conventional one, and does not mark off a philosophically significant 
demarcation. Human beings are always already operating in the world where 
material-instrumental, discursive-communicative, symbolic-expressive, and 
cognitive practices are interwoven. Furthermore, practices are organized in 
coreferential configurations. Being thrown in such configurations amounts 
to being involved in possibilities for operating within-the-world. These pos-
sibilities are engendered by the very coreferentiality of configurations, which 
characterizes existence as being thrown in practices. Doubtless, the ways 
these possibilities come into being are not to be disentangled from practi-
tioners’ volitional, cognitive, and emotive peculiarities. However, there is a 
transsubjective dimension (a dimension related to the world’s transcendence 
of subjectivity) characterizing the constant opening of possibilities within-
the-world—a dimension informed by the interrelatedness of practices.

Thus, the unity of engendering (opening), appropriating, and actualizing 
possibilities within-the-world is to be assigned to the circularity between the 
totality of coreferential configurations of practices and the thrownness of 
particular practitioners. In another formulation, the unity is rooted in the in-
terplay of the transsubjective horizons of the world and the empirical disposi-
tions of practitioners as manifested in their situatedness within-the-world. In 
fact, the irreducibility of Heidegger’s Dasein to an empirical-anthropological 
complexity is due precisely to the noneliminability of the transsubjective di-
mension, displayed by the ability to understand the world by appropriating 
possibilities within-the-world. Thus considered, transsubjectivity is not to be 
confused with intersubjectivity, which is always an empirical phenomenon 
stemming from actualized possibilities.

In view of the concept of transsubjectivity developed so far, the following 
conclusion is to be drawn: Existence as being thrown in the world of prac-
tices constantly engenders possibilities for operating within this world. The 
latter are independent of any conscious devising of possibilities for rational 
behavior (i.e., possibilities stemming from a mental activity of planning such 
a behavior, thereby providing an algorithm of how to choose and appropri-
ate possibilities). The possibilities generated by the interrelatedness of prac-
tices are always already projected before those (human beings) involved in the 
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world of practices. Yet at this point again it should be stressed that the pos-
sibilities (like practices) do not have an autonomous reality sui generis. Any 
suggestion of a pure presence of possibilities in existence would rehabilitate 
essentialism in a new form. They are not independent of the ways of their 
actualization. More specifically, the projection of possibilities by configura-
tions of interrelated practices is always entangled with choosing and actual-
izing them. This brings into play another version of the same (hermeneutic) 
circularity already mentioned.

Being thrown in the world of practices implies that the world transcends 
each kind of contextual involvement in particular practices (including the 
kinds of involvement that lead to construction of representations of a world 
out there). In other words, there is a constant transcendence of the world, 
persisting in all possible involvements in the contextual configurations of 
practices. By implication, each particular kind of being-in-the-world of prac-
tices is constantly situated within the horizon of possibilities this practical 
existence (as a kind of being thrown in the world) can appropriate and actu-
alize. “Situated transcendence” is a key figure in the hermeneutic construal 
of the world. The epistemic cut between subject and object is also situated 
in the world that transcends the rational organization (in accordance with 
epistemological norms, standards, and criteria) of the objective knowledge 
about a thematically given world out there. In other words, each kind of epis-
temologically (normatively) organized objectifying delimitation of thematic 
region takes place in the world of practices.5 Any particular objectification of 
this kind is due to the actualization of possibilities projected by a particular 
interrelatedness of practices (say, normal scientific practices setting up the 
routine everydayness of a research community).

The hermeneutic construal of the world gets rid of the dualism of scheme 
and content. There is in analytical philosophy a seminal approach to dissolv-
ing this dualism as well. Donald Davidson, who is the principal champion 
of this approach, makes the case that without such a dualism there is no  
rationale for holding conceptual relativism. Davidson shows convincingly the 
wrongness of the idea that different conceptual frameworks cope with reality 
in importantly different ways. In his main argument, neither the network of 
basic concepts nor the structure of language is a filter through which knowl-
edge of the world must pass. Though there is an objective world independent 
of cognitive schemes about it, the admission of uninterpreted (empirical) con-
tent must be repudiated. In this repudiation Davidson brings Quine’s criticism 
of the analytic-synthetic distinction to its extreme point. If one gives up this 
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distinction—so the argument goes—one abandons the conception of mean-
ing that goes with it. Yet the idea of the empirical content is still not rejected. 
Thus, while giving up the empiricist doctrines of meaningfulness and analyt-
icity, one retains the idea of language as embodying a conceptual scheme that 
refers to empirical content. Accordingly, Davidson stresses that one can figure 
out a sort of empiricism founded only upon scheme-content dualism. His Tar-
skian philosophy of language is devised as an alternative to this empiricism.

By getting rid of the “third dogma of empiricism,” one is no longer obliged 
to assume that there is “something neutral and common that lies outside all 
schemes” (Davidson 1984, 189, 190). Davidson suggests that by accepting 
the view of radical interpretation (as an alternative to the incommensurability 
thesis as related to the pluralism of conceptual frameworks), one can elabo-
rate on both a workable theory of meaning and an appropriate theory of be-
lief. In this view, one is able to show how communication is possible between 
adherents to different schemes, without assuming uninterpreted (empirical) 
content as a neutral ground. By holding the view of radical interpretation, 
the Davidsonian antiempiricist is able to show how all kinds of cognitive and 
linguistic relativity go by the board. What remains is an unmediated touch 
with familiar objects. To sum up, the way of overcoming the dualism between 
scheme and content via radical interpretation depends crucially on the plau-
sibility of those assumptions that are promoting Davidson’s vision of “an  
unmediated touch with the familiar objects” (198).

In discarding the theory of a “translation manual,” Davidson tries to de-
velop radical interpretation in a theory for which the evidence can be stated 
without essential use of linguistic concepts like meaning, interpretation, and 
synonymy.6 What is wrong in the theory of radical interpretation from a 
hermeneutic point of view is the reduction of language to interpretable sen-
tences related (in the sense of correspondence theory of truth) to “sequences 
of objects” (Davidson 1984, 131). From a hermeneutic viewpoint, discourse 
(as an interrelatedness of discursive practices) has a priority (pace Saussure) 
over language.7 Furthermore, discursive practices are not to be detached from 
the world as a totality of interrelated practices.

What Davidson’s theory forgets to take into consideration is the fact that all 
radical interpretation of particular sentences takes place in this world, which 
is always understood and interpreted. With regard to the understanding and 
interpretation of possibilities projected by practices, radical interpretation is 
only a secondary process. As I will suggest, the interpretative appropriation of 
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such possibilities stipulates ontological conditions for having a being-in-the-
world of the constitution of meaning, whereas radical interpretation is only a 
specific cognitive process. Davidson’s theory ignores the fact that radical inter-
pretation as such a process occurs in a horizon of projected possibilities of an 
ongoing discursive-practical articulation within-the-world. His assumptions 
that each utterance has its own interpretation, and truth is a single property 
attachable to utterances, are acceptable from a semantic point of view that 
recasts in linguistic terms the objectivist construal of the world. However, they 
are unacceptable from a viewpoint guided by the hermeneutic construal of  
the world.

The way of construing the world in terms of hermeneutic realism does 
not lead to social constructivism. In fact, social constructivism is not vio-
lating the tenets of the objectivist construal of the world. By claiming that 
all scientific knowledge is socially constructed, one shifts the place of the 
ultimate objective reality from the world of scientific objects to the world of 
social processes. The position of objectivist essentialism is advocated now by 
appealing to the reality of, say, processes of negotiations or networks of inter-
actions in which the natural world has a nonexistent role in the construction 
of science’s cognitive body. Relativizing the epistemic rationality of science 
as championed by a strong program’s symmetry principle is not a remedy 
against essentialism since in doing so one does not overcome the essentialism 
concerning the primacy of the subject-object cut. Social constructivists often 
speak about “interpretative flexibility.” Yet they refer this expression to only 
the adjustment of scientific results to particular social milieus. For them, in-
terpretation is no more than an epiphenomenon of social negotiations in the 
production of knowledge.

There is also another feature of social constructivism (in particular, the 
constructivist programs of cognitive sociology of science) that is in conflict 
with hermeneutic realism. Strangely enough, these programs are still commit-
ted to a sharp distinction between theory and practice. Very often, cognitive 
sociologists are inclined to explain conceptual innovations in science by plac-
ing discrepancies between theory, instrumentation, and experimental prac-
tice in particular social contexts. In such cases, they treat theory as a body of 
knowledge that is somehow pregiven to scientific practices. Although cogni-
tive sociologists insist on the social construction of theoretical knowledge, 
their approach is still subjected to the knowledge-practice dichotomy. The 
search for the ways in which the world as a horizon of meaning-constituting 
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practices gets objectified and the epistemological relationship takes shape 
goes beyond the scenarios of investigation devised by social constructivism.

2. constitutional analysis of meaning  
and scientific practices

The hermeneutic construal of the world is developed chiefly (but by no means 
exclusively) in the tradition of phenomenology. Hermeneutic realism as a phe-
nomenological conception is distinguished by a kind of constitutional analy-
sis (i.e., an analysis of the constitution of meaning). At stake in this analysis 
is the nexus of understanding and interpretation. According to hermeneutic 
realism, there is nothing in the world that can exist without being constituted 
meaningfully within-the-world of interrelated practices. What kind of con-
stitutional analysis is to be associated with this claim?

The analysis of the constitution of meaning (on a preepistemological 
level) is a distinctive feature of all kinds of philosophy trying to avoid the 
hypostatization of the subject-object cut. In what follows, I will be preoc-
cupied with only those aspects of hermeneutic phenomenology that define it 
as a paradigm of constitutional analysis. As such a paradigm, it has a tran-
scendental and an ontological dimension. The constitution of meaning is 
not located in the acts of consciousness (in Husserl’s sense) that make the 
world meaningful. All possible acts of consciousness take place always al-
ready within-the-world. In other words, the world is not corelatively given 
to the intentional life of consciousness but embraces all possible intentional 
acts, making thereby the transcendental ego a superfluous point of departure 
of meaning constitution. In paying attention predominantly to the transsub-
jective character of the constitution of meaning, I am going to address the 
specificity of the hermeneutic model of constitutional analysis, which will 
play a central role in the remainder of this book.

The constitution of meaning is a continuous process, whereas the con-
struction of knowledge is always expressed by discrete structures (statements, 
hypotheses, conceptual structures, models, theories). It is the former process 
that serves the function of fore-structuring the epistemic structures. This is 
an assumption shared by both Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenology. 
Nevertheless, the paradigms of constitutional analysis suggested by these 
phenomenological doctrines are essentially different since they are approach-
ing the phenomenon of transcendence in completely different manners.
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For Husserl, the world is an immanent transcendence within the inten-
tional life of consciousness (the continuity of consciousness’s intentional 
acts). Because the constitution of meaning is distinguished by a preepiste-
mological status, the world cannot be conceived of as something opposed to 
the intentionality of consciousness. The constitution of meaning takes place 
entirely on the territory of the intentional life, and the world that is made 
constantly meaningful is immanent to this life. Husserl is no longer commit-
ted to the metaphysical presumption that beyond the intentional life there is 
a reality that is a pure nonattainable presence. Reality is always a meaningful 
reality. Consequently, there is no reality that is irrelevant to the agenda of 
constitutional analysis. The world is as a transcendent reality directly given 
to the consciousness’s intentionality. This is why this reality comes into being 
as manifolds of meaningful objects.

The idea of immanent transcendence implies that in the constitution of 
meaning the world cannot be cut off from the consciousness. The world 
as an immanent transcendence obtains this status against the background 
of the idea of the correlative a priori, which presupposes a preepstemic 
subject—the transcendental ego. By replacing the intentional life of con-
sciousness with the facticity of existence, the immanent transcendence of 
the world becomes a situated transcendence within-the-world. There is no 
more need of a hylomorphic construal of the world. Heidegger ascribes to 
Dasein an ecstatic character—it is essentially outside itself, being able at the 
same time to come back to itself and remain in itself. This ecstatic charac-
ter of being-in-the-world eliminates the need to single out a correlative a 
priori and postulate a transcendental ego. In attributing the constitution of 
meaning to the way of being situated within-the-world of practices that is 
transcendent, one gets rid of the ego correlating situationally the world as 
a meaningful horizon of intentionality and the world as a givenness within 
the intentional life.

On the level of existential ontology (i.e., the level of being’s disclosed-
ness within the constitution of meaning), there is an ecstatic transcendence 
of Dasein within-the-world of practices and things ready-to-hand; this tran-
scendence corresponds to the transcendence of the world. A particular as-
pect of Dasein’s transsubjectivity and its irreducibility to isolated subjectivity 
consists in the fact that it is dispersed over the (potentially infinite) possible 
settings of dealing with things ready-to-hand in which possibilities get ac-
tualized. According to the paradigm of constitutional analysis put forward 
by hermeneutic phenomenology, the “ecstatic-transcendence-structure of 
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Dasein” states transcendental conditions for having empirical existence dis-
tinguished by the constitution of meaning.

To the transsubjective horizons associated with the interrelatedness of 
practices belongs the aforementioned existential understanding of the world, 
which is indispensable for those who are situated in changing configurations 
of practices. In most cases in which hermeneutic phenomenology proceeds 
as a paradigm of constitutional analysis of meaning, the term “understand-
ing” is tantamount to the term “horizon.” I already mentioned the manner 
in which this paradigm operates with the notion of the world’s horizon of 
understanding (or, understanding of the world as open horizons of possi-
bilities).8 Yet, alongside this formulation, understanding connotes also the 
way of how one understands oneself in accordance with the possibilities of 
dealing with those entities that one has ready-to-hand in one’s thrownness 
in settings of instrumental-practical comportment. Being always involved in 
choosing, appropriating, and actualizing possibilities, the practitioners are 
able in each situation to understand themselves with regard to what they 
are able to appropriate. (From a radically existentialist point of view, those 
who are thrown in the world are identical with the choices of possibilities  
they make.)

Being thrown in the world and having a being projected upon possibili-
ties are ontological characteristics of that being-in-the-world in which the 
practitioners constantly create their situatedness within-the-world by articu-
lating the world. According to this formulation, the articulation is the out-
come of the interpretative appropriation of possibilities in different settings 
of instrumental-practical comportment. It now becomes clear why the nexus 
of understanding and interpretation informs a hermeneutic version of con-
stitutional analysis. To make explicit this nexus requires reflecting upon the 
interpretative-articulative process through which practitioners are in ecstatic 
unity with what is ready-to-hand. This is a transcendental reflection upon the 
transcendence of the world of interrelated practices in which practitioners 
are in such a manner thrown that they create constantly their situatedness 
through ongoing appropriation of possibilities of how to deal with what is 
ready-to-hand. Manipulating interpretatively the instrumental readiness-to-
hand is at the same time a pragmatic appropriation of the possibilities of 
how to make more functional the equipments through which one recognizes 
a situation of one’s being-in-the-world.

The view that the articulation of meaning within transsubjective horizons 
amounts to appropriating possibilities through interpretation assumes that 
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the configurations of practices are predicated on having interpretative poten-
tiality. Due to this potentiality, scientific practices take on the form of read-
able technologies. In this case, the situatedness within an interrelatedness of 
scientific practices gets created by employing readable technologies for inter-
pretative manipulation of primary (immediately ready-to-hand) research ob-
jects. Thanks to this manipulation, the articulation of a domain of scientific 
research gradually takes shape. Furthermore, each configuration of scientific 
practices informs a regime of how to read the things that are ready-to-hand 
within the configuration. There is always a cognitive outcome produced by 
such a configuration—reports on observations or experiments, construction 
of diagrams, comparative tables of measurements, analytical techniques for 
selecting control parameters in investigating dynamic behavior, and so forth. 
To be sure, these outcomes are always semantically integrated into larger 
theoretical frameworks. Yet all situational cognitive outcomes, as well as the 
very process of their semantic integration, are fore-structured by the inter-
relatedness of practices. The situatedness within the latter implies that each 
cognitive structure of scientific research is interpretatively fore-structured.

Let me briefly stress the ontological aspect of the hermeneutic version of 
constitutional analysis. Since there is no essence behind or beyond the in-
terrelatedness of practices that might determine the choice of possibilities, 
the being-in-the-world of interrelated practices gets revealed by the interpre-
tative understanding that articulates the meaning within this world (or the 
meaningfulness of the world). There is no being of existence but the being of 
constituting meaning within-the-world. As the interpretative understanding 
is always an appropriation of possibilities, the interrelatedness of practices  
reveals by necessity not a static being, but a being within the process of read-
ing through practices’ readable technologies. The transcendental reflection 
upon the transcendence of the world necessarily involves an ontological mo-
ment, which refers to the whole revealed in the situated transcendence of the 
reading process articulating the reality within-the-world. In its irreducibility 
to its components (reading process, interrelatedness of practices, projection 
of possibilities, articulation within-the-world), the whole revealed by means 
of the hermeneutic version of constitutional analysis has a character of being. 
According to a corollary to this analysis, all types of “essentialist ontology” 
(like the ontology of the physical objects in space-time continuum, the on-
tology of biological morphogenesis, the ontology of the structures of social 
interactions, the ontology of the basic cultural patterns, the ontology of the 
semiotic systems or semiosphere, etc.) are tacitly presupposing the primacy 
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of the existential ontology of the meaningful world, which always already 
transcends each contextual configuration of human practices.9

The discussion advanced so far sought to clarify some of the main con-
cepts I will use in this book. Cognitive existentialism is a doctrine strongly in-
formed by the constitutional analysis of hermeneutic phenomenology. More 
specifically, it is a doctrine inspired by the idea of applying this analysis to the 
diversity of meaningful objects arising from the configurations of scientific 
practices in the research process. As a phenomenological doctrine, cognitive 
existentialism deals with the hermeneutic and ontological aspects of the con-
stitution of domains of scientific research.

The claim that the formation of domains in the interrelated practices of 
scientific research is the principal issue of cognitive existentialism requires an 
important qualification. This claim can be cast in semantic and hermeneutic 
terms. Roughly speaking, the set of all possible data-models of a domain’s 
central conceptual structure (as formalized, for instance, by a system of differ-
ential equations) defines the semantic scope of that domain. Now, the seman-
tically delimited domain does not exist as an isolated entity per se. As such an 
entity, it is always embedded in ongoing configurations of practices. How a 
domain’s conceptual structure (however strongly semantically codified it may 
be) is fore-structured by the changing configurations is the hermeneutic issue 
that cognitive existentialism takes into account in the first place.10 Under the 
premise that a scientific domain is constantly fore-structured in open horizons 
of possibilities projected by practices, the domain’s objects are conceived of 
as being constituted within the nexus of understanding and interpretative ar-
ticulation. The constitution of meaningful objects (Gegenständlichkeiten) is 
largely due to the manner in which scientific practices are serving the function 
of readable technologies. Scientific research discloses domains of objects of 
inquiry by reading things that are ready-to-hand in practices.11

The reading process enables one to represent nonvisible objects that are 
either mathematical idealizations (like ideal gas and absolute black body) or 
hypothetical entities (like regulatory genes) in spaces of representation cre-
ated by readable technologies.12 This kind of representation has nothing to 
do with epistemological representationalism. The representation by means 
of readable technologies of scientific research is not to be disentangled from 
the articulation of a domain through actualizing possibilities of inquiry. It is 
a process of representing that mediates between the horizon of understand-
ing of being in a domain of inquiry and articulating that domain through 
interpretative appropriation of the horizon.
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Let us suppose that one is studying a certain pattern of the dynamics of a 
kind of complex chemical system—for instance, the pattern of bifurcations 
from steady states to oscillations. In this case, the pattern in question is a 
theoretical object that can be read in several spaces of representation—phase 
diagrams with independent control parameters; steady state solutions of  
dynamic equations; experiments with chemical oscillators; descriptions in 
thermodynamic terms; measurements of amplitude of oscillations at bifur-
cation point; models of local bifurcations by implementing the so-called 
Poincaré map; and so on. The theoretical object is dispersed over a range 
of spaces of representation, each of them created by readable technologies 
of scientific practices. In a particular space one is able to actualize certain 
possibilities of inquiry, neglecting at the same time other possibilities. Thus, 
there is a constellation of reading, representing, and actualizing possibilities 
that is of prime importance for cognitive existentialism.

The specification of the nexus of understanding and interpretation with 
regard to the constitution of domains of scientific research requires elabo-
rating on the reading process that creates “texts” within spaces of represen-
tation arising from configured scientific practices. Along with “hermeneutic 
realism,” Patrick Heelan has coined the expression “strong hermeneutics 
of science” for the interpretative study of scientific research as a reading 
process. Heelan (1989) opposes this study to the weak hermeneutics of 
science, which is solely preoccupied with explorations of the hermeneutic 
spaces created by the circulation of scientific publications among reading 
audiences. The task of cognitive existentialism (as a specification of strong 
hermeneutics of science) is to address science’s cognitive specificity in terms 
of the hermeneutic version of constitutional analysis. Scientific research 
constantly creates this specificity in its own horizons of reading and spaces 
of textual representation.

3. synopsis

I hope that in these preparatory remarks I have given readers some idea of 
how paradigms of constitutional analysis will be applied in the hermeneutic 
context of studying scientific research (the context of constitution). Let me 
now say a few words about how this book is organized. The six chapters can 
be seen as examining different aspects of the interpretative fore-structuring of 
scientific domains’ cognitive articulation. The first three chapters accomplish 
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this job through the answers they give to the question of how one can cham-
pion the ethos of academic freedom of scientific research without succumb-
ing to a kind of cognitive essentialism about science’s distinctiveness. I will be 
stressing the autonomy of the research process, but my account will not take 
the form of claims about how to prevent political control over scientific re-
search. The second three chapters are much more politically oriented. Here, 
I will make an attempt to formulate the tenets of cognitive existentialism as 
political claims about science and the spirit of postmodernism, science and 
gender, and science and nature.

In chapter 1 I am going to address several ways of rereading Heidegger’s 
existential conception of science. In so doing, I will be preoccupied in the 
first place with those deficiencies in the conception that contemporary adepts 
of hermeneutic phenomenology are trying to surmount. Following this criti-
cism, the chapter suggests a preliminary sketch of the doctrine of cognitive 
existentialism, concentrating primarily on its potential to overcome (what I 
will call) Heidegger’s mathematical essentialism (and the shortcomings re-
lated to it) by applying the constitutional analysis of hermeneutic phenom-
enology not exclusively to the genesis of theoretical attitude. At stake will be 
the issue of the constitution of meaningful texts within the interrelatedness 
of practices of scientific research.

In this chapter, as well as in the whole study, Hans-Jörg Rheinberger’s con-
ception of the representation that takes place in the constitution of research 
objects will play an important role in the transition from the existential con-
ception of science to cognitive existentialism. In drawing on Derrida’s ideas, 
Rheinberger suggests an interesting way of approaching the situated tran-
scendence of the creation of spaces of representation in scientific research. 
He treats the growing dispersion of traces left by scientific objects in routine 
scientific practices as analogous to the grammatological conception of ecri-
ture. (For Derrida, the latter expresses the unity of the writing, the written, 
and “how to be written.” Ecriture constitutes a sort of machine that is, in 
turn, productive regardless of the future disappearance of its producers.) By 
the same token, the recordable marks produced by scientific practices be-
come, in turn, productive. According to Rheinberger (1997, 111), the whole 
experimental arrangement

has to be taken as a graphematic articulation. Written tables, printed 
curves, and diagrams are further transformations of a graphematic 
disposition of pieces of matter, a disposition that is embodied in 
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the design of the experiment itself. . . . Fractions, centrifugal pellets, 
and supernatants are a partition of the cytoplasm. They are handled 
as inscriptions. The scientific object itself is shaped and manipulated 
“as” a traceable confirmation. Temporally and spatially, the object 
is a bundle of inscriptions. It displays only what can be handled in 
this way.

By placing Rheinberger’s views in the hermeneutic context of constitution, I 
am going to unfold the deconstructionist aspect of cognitive existentialism.

A more systematic account of cognitive existentialism is suggested in 
chapter 2. The focus of attention here is the status of science’s theoretical 
(nonobservable) objects. In the mainstream of the philosophy of science, the 
way of determining the status of these objects determines in turn the position 
in the realism debate. Despite their changeable empirical interpretations, the 
notions referring to these objects remain distinguished by unavoidable tran-
sempirical content. For empiricists, realists, instrumentalists, pragmatists, 
conventionalists, and constructivists, the essential features of science (truth, 
method, objectivity, rationality) are defined with respect to the account one 
gives to this transempirical content. From the viewpoint of cognitive exis-
tentialism, the task of confronting the status of science’s theoretical objects 
involves an account of how they become “integrated” into normal scientific 
everydayness. Cognitive existentialism states that the everydayness of a given 
type of scientific research is characterized by iterative configurations of re-
search practices to which anticipations, expectations, and orientations in 
the constitution of objects of inquiry (including the theoretical objects) cor-
respond. The hermeneutic picture of scientific research suggested by cogni-
tive existentialism does not presuppose any underlying cognitive essence of  
science. There is no essence that can be attributed to science’s theoretical 
objects as well.

In taking issue with analytical programs over the status of these objects, I 
will draw on the consequences following from the distinction between seman-
tic and hermeneutic interpretation of science’s conceptual structures. The 
possibilities of reading, representing, visualizing, and textualizing become 
appropriated in the research process, whereby a conceptual structure of a 
scientific domain gradually takes shape. Thus, the appropriation of the hori-
zon of possibilities in scientific research results in a certain conceptual struc-
ture of that domain. Technically speaking, this is a theoretical-mathematical 
structure with a (potentially infinite) set of possible empirical interpretations. 
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Accordingly, the theoretical objects of science do exist by means of the possi-
ble models of their empirical reading. The set of these models is presumably 
potentially infinite. (If at least one of the possible models provides an actual 
interpretation of the theoretical scenario, then the conceptual structure of 
a scientific domain is semantically consistent.) From the hermeneutic view-
point of cognitive existentialism, however, the expression of the “possible 
models of reading science’s theoretical objects” refers in the first place to 
the horizon of projected possibilities. In this view, the horizon of possibili-
ties always remains an open fore-structure of interpretation concerning the 
structural models of science’s theoretical objects. Generally speaking, each 
cognitive structure constituted in scientific research remains embedded in a 
horizon of possibilities. In this regard, the criterion of existence of science’s 
theoretical objects is to be defined with respect to the appropriation of pro-
jected possibilities.

Chapter 3 tries to provide a defense of science’s cognitive specificity in the 
hermeneutic context of constitution. At stake here is the notion of charac-
teristic hermeneutic situations in the research process. In resuming the ten-
dencies of transforming Heidegger’s existential conception of science, the 
doctrine I will advocate takes up the matter where chapter 1 has dropped it. 
On the one hand, a characteristic hermeneutic situation is defined by the de-
gree of objectification. On the other, it is revealed by the nexus of represent-
ing and textualizing in the reading process. By demonstrating the common 
denominator of the two approaches to the notion of characteristic herme-
neutic situation, I will introduce the macrohistorical concept of a thematiz-
ing project. By means of this notion, the issue of irreducibility of biology will 
be taken into account.

If analytical philosophy of biology is often seen as an attempt to establish 
a certain version of the unity of biological knowledge, this attempt is doubt-
less the legacy of logical empiricism’s united science. The idea of “emer-
gence” in that philosophy was introduced in a manner that did not provoke 
a conflict with the reductionist models. A prominent case in point is Peter 
Medawar’s geometric model of reduction and emergence. Medawar (1974) 
clarifies the status of emergent notions of biology (like heredity, infection, 
immunity, sexuality, and fear) by making a heuristic use of Klein’s hierarchy 
of geometries. Presumably, any one of these notions refers to an ensemble 
of properties of biological objects that remain invariant under transforma-
tions characterizing specifically the formalism of a holist biological theory. 
Medawar’s model draws on the syntactic and formal-semantic codification 
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of biology’s theoretical knowledge—the emergence is shown by the syntactic 
irreducibility of a biological theory’s formalism and by the semantic mod-
els through which the formalism’s irreducible part gets interpreted. Such a 
codification, however, is always fore-structured by horizons of projected pos-
sibilities. In stressing this, I put forward the rationale for a hermeneutic re-
formulation of the issue of irreducibility. Leaning on Peter Galison’s work on 
disunity of sciences (heterogeneity of subcultures of research practices), I try 
in this chapter to handle the issue of irreducibility in terms of complementar-
ity between de- and recontextualization in the reading-textualizing process.

In chapter 4, the thesis begins to emerge that the politics of cognitive ex-
istentialism is in disagreement with the politics of postmodern philosophy 
of science. I will oppose, in particular, the attempts at finding grounds for a 
“democratic control” over and political interventions into scientific research. 
In a nutshell, cognitive existentialism rejects for hermeneutic reasons any 
variant of the postmodern doctrine that, left in its own horizons of possi-
bilities, scientific research will not necessarily produce the sort of knowledge 
that the contemporary societies are interested in having. If one admits this 
doctrine as a normative regulative, the political finalization of science would 
be unavoidable.

In this chapter, I pay attention predominantly to the political project of 
science studies, which is informed by the deflationist approach. At issue are 
Rouse’s version of naturalism and his reading of Quine’s distinction between 
the indeterminacy of translation and the underdetermination of theories by 
empirical evidence. I argue that the postmodern approach to science’s re-
search practices as patterns of interaction within-the-world is not in line with 
the naturalistic account Rouse aims at. I also focus on Rouse’s readings of 
Heidegger’s existential conception of science and Kuhn’s concept of normal 
science. Finally, the strategy of defending science’s cognitive distinctiveness 
in terms of hermeneutic philosophy, outlined in the previous chapter, will be 
specified as an alternative to the postmodern philosophy of science.

To be sure, cognitive existentialism is not only a new variety of herme-
neutic philosophy of science, but a political doctrine about the sociocultural 
status of scientific research as well. This claim is developed in three steps 
addressing critically postmodernist deflationism, feminist standpoint episte-
mology, and a constructionist branch of “political ecology” (cum political 
and social epistemology), which claims that nature is only an outcome of a 
political division. In all three cases, the criticism focuses on the unhappy an-
swer to the question of how to bring science into democracy. In addition, the 
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criticism is extended to cover the suggestions of how to modify the philoso-
phy of science so that it takes the political debates on nature into account. 
Yet it is not my aim to advance a new kind of political ecology. There is a 
tendency in the latter to dispense with the very notion of (and with the search 
for an integral attitude toward) nature. The champions of this tendency raise 
constructivist arguments in this regard. They claim that the talk of nature 
becomes possible through networks of instruments, scientists’ professional 
skills, social organization of disciplinary practices, and so on. According to 
Latour (2004), the scientific production of natural facts (facts about nature) 
must be repositioned at the very core of political ecology.

In view of this claim, the basic difference between hermeneutic-constitutional 
philosophy and social constructivism comes again to the fore. Prima facie, 
the former insists also on the intermediary of the configurations of practices, 
horizons of possibilities, readable technologies, spaces of representation, and 
so on. To be sure, there is no mode of being-in-the-world in which nature is 
revealed per se. Yet it is exactly this intermediary that (being spelled out in 
hermeneutic terms) provides us with an interpretative access to (and attitude 
toward) the whole of nature. While social constructivism dissolves nature 
in the plurality of instrumental settings of producing scientific knowledge, 
cognitive existentialism restores nature’s integrity by reflecting upon the in-
terpretative openness and the situated transcendence of scientific research. 
Within the political agenda of cognitive existentialism, an interpretative phi-
losophy of scientific research has to be developed without conceding that 
there is a gap between the tasks of revealing science’s hermeneutic identity 
and achieving a new (dialogical) attitude toward nature. Both tasks belong to 
one and the same hermeneutic enterprise.

Chapter 5 starts out with a hermeneutic criticism of feminist standpoint 
epistemology. At stake is Sandra Harding’s view that an appropriate concept 
of the situatedness of knowledge “can debunk the conventional doctrine of 
objectivity as being not rigorous or objectifying enough” (Harding 2004, 
128). My disagreement with standpoint theorists of knowledge does not 
concern the pursuit of a stronger objectivity, but their conviction that this 
pursuit demands an intrinsic reform of epistemology (and not a hermeneutic 
extension of feminist philosophy of science). The tenets of a criticism of 
the established forms of scientific research that takes its point of departure 
from women’s lives can be much better served by putting emphasis upon the 
horizons of women’s experiences, and not upon constrained and normatively 
stable standpoints. I am speaking of experiences that take part in a dialogical 
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research of nature (illustrated typically by Barbara McClintock’s mode of 
inquiry).

A theory of horizonal experience cannot be recast in terms of standpoint 
epistemology. It is rather a hermeneutic theory about how the “standpoints” 
become open to being transcended dialogically. Due to the (post)Marx-
ist commitment of standpoint epistemology, there is in this tradition a bias  
toward a Lukács-like historical-materialist account of knowledge—an ac-
count that necessarily “essentializes” the positions of knowledge produc-
tion.13 At the same time, however, there are critical voices in philosophical 
feminism stressing basic differences between feminist standpoint theory and 
Marx’s claim about the superiority of the standpoint of the proletariat to 
that of the bourgeoisie. Thus, in analyzing these differences Bar On (1993) 
argues that if the marginality (as emphasized by standpoint theorists) of 
“women’s lives” is not conjugated with a centrality in the capitalist mode 
of being (as a “mode of production”), the claim of an epistemic superior-
ity cannot be substantiated. Both, the adherents and the critics of feminist 
standpoint epistemology, search for deriving an epistemic privilege from the 
situatedness of knowledge. To the image of situated knowledge I will oppose 
the figure of situated transcendence.

Against the ideological bias of feminist standpoint epistemology I will 
hold the following doctrine. The “scientific worldview” turns out to be a po-
litical system of views of dominant groups in Western (modern) societies if 
and only if this worldview is founded upon (and impregnated by) the ide-
ology of scientism. Under this condition only, the production of scientific 
knowledge can be codified by Eurocentric, androcentric, heterosexist, and 
bourgeois values and norms. A philosophical identity of science freed from 
objectivist essentialism and committed to specifically existentialist doctrines 
of dialogical responsibility (regarding the modes of research) would promote 
an interpretative reflexivity with respect to the (implicit) political values and 
goals (and in this sense, would provoke a deconstruction of any uncritically 
accepted political standpoint) without compromising science’s cognitive 
autonomy.

Now, the basic issue of this chapter is the famous gender-science relation-
ship. Notoriously, some feminists claim that each epistemology at once pre-
supposes and legitimizes the “masculine point of view.” Though an extensive 
discussion of this claim is far beyond the scope of this study, I will sketch 
out a critical interpretation of it. There are two approaches in the literature 
on feminist epistemology that promise to offer relevant arguments for the 
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claim—one general and another specified in accordance with the task of the 
feminist critique of mainstream epistemology and the concomitant way of 
justifying science’s authority in epistemological terms.

The contours of the general approach are visible in the social-constructionist 
elaborations on gender. One can figure out a Butler-like scenario of arguing 
that the epistemologically centered thinking always involves a masculine point 
of view. From the perspective of social constructivism about gender, some gen-
dered identities have seized a hegemonic hold. A case in point is the construal 
of a masculine-gendered identity as distinguishing subjects whose behavior is 
characterized by instrumental rationality. Behaving in accordance with norms 
and standards of instrumental rationality, however, presupposes thinking based 
upon an objectivist epistemological attitude since it is only the “demundanized” 
subject who can make the world an object of knowledge, being thus able to 
manipulate and exploit this object. By contrast, a subject involved in a dia-
logue within-the-world in a way that her “dialogical identity” has a priority 
over her identity as a self-sufficient person would be guided in her comport-
ment by a desire for a dialogical interpretation of all other beings within-
the-world. Thus, performances (in Butler’s sense) expressing the construction 
of a masculine-gender identity—as an identity associated with instrumental 
rationality—do coincide with performances constructing the identity that 
distinguishes subjects guided by the values and norms of epistemological ob-
jectivism. In this scenario, the construction of a gendered identity that has 
seized a hegemonic hold can be related to the formation of objectivist values 
and norms.

Evelyn Fox Keller takes a more specific approach when it comes to arguing 
the intrinsic relation between epistemology and the masculine point of view, 
although her conception as a whole is not to be qualified as “feminist anti-
epistemology.” I will make use of Keller’s theory of the sex/gender-knowledge  
associations when developing a notion of gender relevant to cognitive exis-
tentialism. To a great extent, this theory was anticipated by Marcuse’s critical 
philosophy of nature developed in the first half of the 1960s. The refor-
mulation of Marcuse’s initiative in the context of constitution is the aim of  
chapter 6.

The critique of sexism and scientism in the theory of gender-knowledge 
associations admits that overcoming them ought to be combined with the 
task of translating the metaphoric expression of “an erotic attitude toward 
nature” in terms of a nonessentialist theory of gendered identity that avoids 
a hypostatization of sexual difference. The erotic attitude toward nature 
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involves both a specific sensibility and a particular sensitivity, which are in-
compatible with science’s subjection to technological rationality. Here again, 
I will follow the thread of bridging Keller’s theory of “dynamic objectivity” 
with Marcuse’s way of pleading the case for a dialogical sensitivity in deal-
ing with nature’s realities.14 My contention is that an extended version of 
cognitive existentialism provides a hermeneutic account of both the dynamic 
objectivity and the erotic attitude toward nature.

To bring this chapter into line with the previous one, I will demonstrate 
that a sort of cooperation between hermeneutic philosophy of science and 
feminist critique of science’s traditional philosophical identity might be help-
ful in elaborating on Marcuse’s view of “new science.” This view is often 
estimated as a “highly utopian” doctrine.15 My aim in the final chapter is to 
oppose that estimation. Here the claim will emerge that recasting the doc-
trine in terms of an extended version of cognitive existentialism promises 
to articulate it as a critical philosophy of nature freed from a utopian char-
acter.16 There is, however, another trend of criticizing Marcuse’s philosophy 
of nature that I am going to subscribe to. According to it, Marcuse (follow-
ing Heidegger) is all too easily equating the cultural-historical specificity of 
modern science with the cultural-historical essence of modern technology. 
At the same time, his vision of the erotic attitude toward nature is strongly 
influenced by the early Marx’s notion of the alienation of nature. As a re-
sult, his project is based upon an unhappy mixture of Heidegger’s critique of 
technology and Marx’s anthropological-naturalist Hegelianism from 1844. 
The project could have had another destiny had Marcuse pursued to its logi-
cal conclusion the phenomenological approach at which he hints. Andrew 
Feenberg (2005, 116) argues convincingly that Marcuse “would have been 
able to ground his critique of technology [and his idea for a “new science”—
D.G.] on the lived experience of nature.”17 The reconstruction of Marcuse’s 
project in terms of an extended version of cognitive existentialism goes in the 
direction indicated by Feenberg. The hermeneutic version of constitutional 
analysis provides the keystone that can join the two sides of the arch charac-
terizing Marcuse’s work—the criticism of repression, on the one hand, and 
the endeavor to liberate nature. His “new science” is also a new dialogue 
between science and nature.

In saying this, I am referring in the first place to the dialogue between sci-
ence and nature, which is intrinsic to scientific research. This dialogue can 
by no means be subjected to (or embedded in) a normative-epistemological 
framework. The dialogical attitude toward nature takes place on the level of 



xxxiv introduction

the interpretative constitution of domains of scientific inquiry that is the cen-
tral theme of cognitive existentialism. This conclusion provides a preliminary 
rationale for addressing the issue of the possibility of science’s new attitude 
toward nature in the discourse of hermeneutic philosophy. The view I will 
advocate in this regard should be called, rather, a “holistic existentialism” 
that even contains elements of a self-defeating existentialism. (By no means, 
however, would the existentialism that enables the dialogue with nature lead 
to something like a “naturalizing existentialism.”)

A “critical philosophy of nature” that aims at the liberation of nature 
from scientism’s project for a complete technological manipulation and in-
strumental transformation of natural resources cannot reduce nature to an 
artifact of meaning constitution. Obviously, such a thesis is not in perfect 
harmony with the tenets of cognitive existentialism. Yet it does not contra-
dict them. In the extended version of cognitive existentialism I am going to 
suggest, only by reflecting upon the hermeneutic fore-structuring of scientific 
research can one gain access to the whole of nature. Indeed, in this perspec-
tive, the whole of nature has the status of a presupposed horizon. However, 
it becomes partially transformed into thematic realities within the domains 
of scientific research. My contention is that the phenomenological study of 
these ongoing transformations as it is guided by cognitive existentialism’s 
analysis of meaning constitution is the only possible access to the whole of 
nature. In other words, a genuine dialogue with nature can be achieved only 
through a hermeneutic and phenomenological philosophy of scientific re-
search. This claim expresses at the same time the kernel of an alternative 
to all programs of “naturalizing epistemology” in which the dialogue with 
nature is ruled out in favor of scientism.

Developing an extended version of cognitive existentialism allows one to 
avoid the depressing dilemma: Either human beings have made nature within 
their cultural (material and cognitive) practices, or nature has always escaped 
the realm of the constitution of meaning, which implies the impossibility of 
a dialogical attitude toward nature (granted that the dialogue presupposes 
this constitution).
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