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1. The Historical Roots of a Problem: Between Phenomenology and 
Neo-Kantianism

Drawing historical timelines in the history of philosophy is al-
ways extremely risky. There is a danger of introducing signif-

icant distinctions based on a particular criterion where, had a different 
one been adopted, one might have easily recognized continuity instead.

Nevertheless, between the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries, we believe we can identify a clear convergence of diverse approach-
es (such as phenomenology and Neo-Kantianism, for example) in their 
critique of the scientific status of psychology, despite their contrasting 
backgrounds. In philosophy, the word “critique” has various meanings, 
and in our case it takes on its most openly polemical value by clearly re-



Gualtiero Lorini

6

jecting psychology’s claims to present itself as a natural science. Indeed, 
it is W. Dilthey’s seminal introduction of the distinction between the nat-
ural sciences and the human sciences [Dilthey 1883] that not only under-
lies this critique of psychology, but which also led to the development 
of hermeneutics as the twentieth century established it. For this reason, 
the discipline of hermeneutics features heavily in several contributions 
despite not being a direct focal point of this special issue.

As far as we are concerned here, however, this critique of psychol-
ogy—or, to delve deeper into the climate and thus the terminology of 
the debate, of psychologism—finds particularly fertile ground in the 
confrontation between E. Husserl and P. Natorp, which is to say be-
tween the leading figures of advancing phenomenology and Marburg 
Neo-Kantianism. The common ground between these two figures and 
their approaches can be identified in the need to account for the sub-
ject-world relationship. The first chapter of the fifth Logical Investi-
gation aptly shows the point that Husserl shares with Natorp during 
this period, namely that every consciousness is necessarily bound to its 
content, without it being possible to grasp this «pure ego» as a «uni-
tary center of relation (einheitlichen Beziehungspunkt)» [Husserl 2001, 
II, 91] for experience. From this arise the criticisms of the reduction-
ist-naturalistic attitudes of positivist psychology.

However, this common underlying starting point is where Husserl 
draws grounds for criticising Natorp. The neo-Kantian philosopher dis-
tinguishes between consciousness (Bewusstsein) as a relation to the ego 
and awareness (Bewusstheit) as the fact of being conscious of some-
thing [Natorp 1888, 11]. From this, Natorp derives an asymmetrical re-
lationship between the ego and its contents, which Husserl summarizes 
as follows: «Being-in-consciousness means being objective for an ego: 
such being-objective cannot in its turn be made into an object» [Husserl 
2001, II, 92].

Husserl criticizes Natorp’s reconstructive method for overlooking 
the perspective of intentionality, which must instead be sought in that 
«original relationship» with which Natorp identified consciousness [cf. 
Natorp 1888, 18-31].1

1	 «A taking note of a thought, a sensation, a stirring of displeasure etc., makes 
these experiences objects of inner perception, without making them objects in the 
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Husserl maintains that since this original relationship does not oc-
cur in any intuition, it requires reflection, which he pursues during this 
period through a method based on the direct evidence of phenomeno-
logical introspection that focuses on experiences. Such experiences can 
be described—and not reconstructed in the Natorpian sense—only in 
intuition. This leads him to embrace a radically and exclusively empir-
ical conception of the subject: «I must frankly confess, however, that 
I am quite unable to find this ego, this primitive, necessary centre of 
relations. The only thing I can take note of, and therefore perceive, are 
the empirical ego and its empirical relations to its own experiences» 
[Husserl 2001, II, 92; cf. Fisette-Lapointe 2003].

It is well known that Husserl’s transcendental turn—which coincid-
ed with the publication of the first volume of the Ideen in 1913—consists 
in the implementation of the phenomenological-transcendental epoché, 
aimed at allowing access to that originally functioning-constitutive 
(fungierende) subjectivity which Husserl had previously (along with 
Natorp, although for different reasons) admitted to being unattainable. 
The hallmark of this fundamental methodological shift is the principle 
of all principles in phenomenology: «that every originary presentive 
intuition is a legitimizing source of cognition, that everything originally 
(so to speak, in its “personal” actuality) offered to us in “intuition” is to 
be accepted simply as what it is presented as being, but also only within 
the limits in which it is presented there» [Husserl 1983, 44]. Further on, 
Husserl also provides a sort of corollary to this principle: «whatever 
things are […] they are as experienceable things […] an object existing 
in itself is never one with which consciousness or the Ego pertaining to 
consciousness has nothing to do» [ibid., 106, transl. modified].

That is to say, every object, in order to be such, must contain a refer-
ence (Hinweis/Anzeichen) to a lived experience (Elebnis). The concept 
of “reference” presupposes the fundamental condition of correlativity 
and allows for the decisive transition from the world to consciousness 
based on the principle of self-givenness (Selbstgegebenheit) [ibid., 5]. 
In this framework, even the psychological ego must contain this kind of 
reference or else it could not manifest itself.

sense of things, just so, the ego as relational centre, and particular relation of the ego 
to some content, will, if taken note of, be objectively given» [Husserl 2001, II, 92].
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The first volume of the Ideas was published in 1913, but the second 
edition of Logical Investigations, also published in 1913, points in the 
same directions. In comparison with the first edition, the crucial differ-
ence concerns the nature of the phenomenological subject, which seems 
to revive some Natorpian issues. Indeed, the new version of §§ 6-7 of 
the 5th Logical Investigation seems to recover, in a Natorpian sense, the 
necessity of openly acknowledging a non-psychological and non-em-
pirical residue,2 which Husserl will nevertheless not resist exploring, 
thus marking his irreconciled divide with Natorp.

We cannot even begin to venture into the possible reasons that led 
Husserl to revisit what—in other contexts—he would have dismissed 
as a metaphysical problem.3 Suffice it to say that the founder of phe-
nomenology identifies an inescapable, subjective residue about which 
it is difficult to say anything more than simply “it is mine”.4

Interestingly enough, one might criticize this non-empirical ego for 
something very similar to what Husserl himself objected to I. Kant’s 
thing in itself—an unacceptable obstacle on the path towards the things 
themselves—namely, the absence of reference structured in the noe-
ma-noesis form, which, as we have seen, cannot be circumvented. One 
way out of this dilemma would be to renounce the principle of all prin-
ciples, a common strategy inaugurated by Heideggerian being-in-the-
world and adopted by so many who came after.

2	 Since we cannot quote these passages at length here, we shall refer to the note 
Husserl added in the second edition in relation to the passage (quoted above), in which 
he confessed to be «unable to find this ego, this primitive, necessary centre of rela-
tions». The note reads: «I have since managed to find it, i.e, have learnt not to be led 
astray from a pure grasp of the given through corrupt fonds of ego-metaphysic» [Hus-
serl 2001, II, 353]. We cannot dwell on The Fundamental Problems of Phenomenolo-
gy (part of a series of lectures delivered between 1910 and 1911), which represents a 
significant milestone along this path.
3	 For some hypotheses on these reasons see Kern 1964, 324 (who points to Kant, 
Neo-Kantianism, and in particular Natorp); Schuhmann 1973, 86 and Marbach 
1974, 218-246 consider the role played by T. Lipps and A. Pfänder; see also Ierna 
2017, 30.
4	 See, for example, what Husserl states in the second volume of the Ideas concer-
ning «the obscure background» of consciousness [Husserl 1989, 114]. In this vein, 
the young Derrida criticized Husserl for an «insufficient elucidation of the “I” as a 
constitutive source» [Derrida 1990, 159, my transl.].
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For Husserl however, this seems like an excessive price to pay, and 
yet the alternative leads to a structurally aporetic conception of tran-
scendental subjectivity, over which the shadows of psychology and an-
thropology loom.

2. Phenomenology, Psychology, Philosophical Anthropology: New 
Forms of Old Problems

We now take a sharp turn to the third part of the Crisis, section A: § 
53. Here, Husserl openly refers to a «paradox» connected with «human 
subjectivity», which is «a subject for the world and at the same time 
[…] an object in the world»:

How can a component part of the world, its human subjectivity, constitute the 
whole world, namely, constitute it as its intentional formation, one which has al-
ways already become what it is and continues to develop, formed by the univer-
sal interconnection of intentionally accomplishing subjectivity, while the latter, 
the subjects accomplishing in cooperation, are themselves only a partial forma-
tion within the total accomplishment? The subjective part of the world swallows 
up, so to speak, the whole world and thus itself too. What an absurdity! [Husserl 
1970, 179-180].

From a strictly phenomenological perspective, Husserl argues that 
this paradox is necessary if one seeks to go beyond the obvious—the 
very vocation of phenomenology—in order to attain the attitude of the 
«disinterested spectator», which he admits is «extremely difficult to 
carry out in a radical way, since it is constantly threatened by misun-
derstandings» [ibid., 180]. By performing a second-level epoché and 
neutralizing the lifeworld—which, in turn, is reached by bracketing the 
world of scientific objectivism [cf. Weidtmann 2016]—we would in 
fact come to «the “ego” that could be attained through a renewal and 
critical rectification of the Cartesian epoché», which 

is actually called I only by equivocation (durch Äquivokation)—though it is an 
essential equivocation since, when I name it in reflection, I can say nothing other 
than: it is I who practice the epoché, I who interrogate, as phenomenon, the world 
which is now valid for me according to its being and being-such, with all its hu-
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man beings, of whom I am so fully conscious; it is I who stand above all natural 
existence that has meaning for me, who am the ego-pole of this transcendental 
life, in which, at first, the world has meaning for me purely as world; it is I who, 
taken in full concreteness, encompass all that [Husserl 1970, 184].

Here emerges the stratification of a dimension that seems increasingly 
inappropriate to define as “subjective”: on the one hand the I as an ego 
pole (that is, as a function that confers meaning), but on the other hand, the 
human being as part of that world which receives this meaning. In line with 
a project that has been ongoing since his exchange with Natorp, Husserl 
must develop a phenomenologically (re)founded psychology—the sub-
ject of Section B—which allows talk of «transcendental “consciousness 
in general”», since «I, this singular, individual ego, cannot be the bearer 
of the nature-constituting understanding» [ibid., 202; cf. Majolino 2008; 
Renaudie 2008, 68-74].5 Rather, we must wonder how, beyond one’s own 
individuality, we can attain the level of a transcendental-intersubjective 
consciousness: «The consciousness of intersubjectivity, then, must become 
a transcendental problem; but again, it is not apparent how it can become 
that except through an interrogation of myself» [ibid.].

We cannot dwell on the problem of intersubjectivity as it was al-
ready present in Husserl’s work well before the Cartesian Meditations.6 
Nor can we dwell on how it is structured around the central mediation 
of the Leib and the significant impact this will have on the French re-
ception of phenomenology. Instead, we must focus on the emergence 
within this framework of the key terms driving this monographic issue: 
Ego, Subject, Individual. More specifically, individuality is character-
ized as that highly problematic field from which it seems impossible to 
escape in concrete terms, and yet where the urgent need for universality 
is felt—a universality that calls for a form of intersubjectivity somehow 
conceivable as transcendental.

Here, two seemingly irreconcilable alternatives present themselves: 
either one admits a transcendental subjectivity which, pushed to its 

5	 An Italian translation of Husserl’s Phenomenological Psychology, accompanied 
by critical notes and edited by S. Besoli, is expected for 2027 for the Publisher Quo-
dlibet, Series: “Le forme dell’anima”.
6	 One needs only consider volumes 13, 14 and 15 of the Husserliana, which col-
lect a large number of Husserl’s writings on this issue from 1905 to 1935.
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most extreme consequences, ought to almost disappear to make way for 
the mere appearing of the world (an appearing which nonetheless rests 
upon this subjectivity), or one accepts that this originally intentional 
activity is not a property exclusive of one subjectivity, but is rather sit-
uated within an intersubjective horizon. In the latter case, however, it 
seems necessary to lower the level of phenomenological rigour in order 
to enter that world which, in the former option, would otherwise remain 
a correlate of the intentional activity of the transcendental ego. In other 
words, however transcendental intersubjectivity may be, the price to be 
paid for admitting it seems to consist in the necessity of moving from 
apperception to interpretation, namely to the level where the various 
transcendental syntheses of the different ego-poles are to be composed.7

When one steps outside of the I to enter, together with the you, into 
a hermeneutically shared horizon, one exposes oneself to the possibility 
of error,8 an error arising precisely from excessive entanglement with 
the world of the natural attitude, and it is this that the transcendental 
phenomenological epoché aims to neutralize.

However, the late Husserl argued that the risks of relapsing into 
anthropologism could be avoided through a phenomenological re-ex-
amination of psychology, which he saw as «allied […] in a peculiar 
and inseparable way» with transcendental philosophy «in virtue of the 
alliance of difference and identity […] between the psychological ego 
(the human ego, that is, made worldly in the spatiotemporal world) and 
the transcendental ego, its ego-life, and its accomplishment» [Husserl 
1970, 205]. This is why, for Husserl, psychology stands out as «the true 
field of decisions (Feld der Entscheidungen) […] precisely because, 
though it has a different attitude and is under the guidance of a different 

7	 This issue is thorny and goes beyond the scope of this introduction. For further 
references, see (amongst others) Zahavi 1996, Zhang 2021, Benoist 2008, Besoli 2023.
8	 In this vein, recent debate suggests that we should also reflect on the level and 
quality of intersubjective interaction in the search for a shared truth, especially now in 
an age where human subjectivity has been deprived of its creative primacy in a poietic 
sense, as demonstrated by the products of AI. These are, in fact, products—think, for 
example, of the images and videos generated—which can not only deceive us about 
their reality, but which can paradoxically come to constitute ideal paradigms for a new 
idea of reality. This points to an ecological ideal of subjectivity, which is discussed in 
detail by M. Mauri in this special issue. Cf. also Anand 2026; Gladden 2026.
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task, its subject matter is universal subjectivity, which in its actualities 
and possibilities is one» [ibid., 208, transl. slightly modified].

Subsequent phenomenology, beginning with M. Heidegger, has 
taken a path alternative to the attempt to access, or even merely 
define, this universal subjectivity. This alternative path is aimed at 
immersing oneself in the world rather than “reducing” it to the activ-
ity of a transcendental subject, which it would be entirely erroneous 
and simplistic to identify with the human being. This necessarily 
implied the more or less explicit adoption of a hermeneutic para-
digm rooted in experience and mediated by existential structures, 
and also entailed the possibility of thinking about intersubjectivity 
in a phenomenological way without the limitations of the transcen-
dental approach.9

Now whilst Heidegger, like Husserl, attempted to distance him-
self decisively from any possible anthropological drift [Heidegger 
1962, e.g. 37-38, 71-75], his ontological turn is rooted in the so-
called “realist” movement within phenomenology, which found one 
of its key inspirations in M. Scheler. At the same time, it is worth 
noting that Scheler’s perspective is characterized precisely by the 
recognition of a central and unavoidable anthropological dimension 
at the heart of phenomenology.

The French reception of German phenomenology may be seen as 
evidence of the emergence of this line of development within the re-
search on subjectivity. In this sense, it is interesting to note that the 
protagonist of 1920s German philosophical anthropology, Max Scheler 
(who is read as a phenomenologist), played a significant role in France 
since the 1930s [Agard 2011; Basso 2026, 10].

Exemplary in this regard, is the way in which J.-P. Sartre—draw-
ing on a synthesis between Husserl’s regression towards transcendental 
subjectivity and Heidegger’s immersive movement into the being-in-
the-world—lands on an ontologically grounded anthropology whose 

9	 The Swiss psychiatrist L. Binswanger, however, considers Heidegger’s treat-
ment of intersubjectivity to be insufficient. Although Binswanger’s Daseinsanaly-
se—situated inside a framework of integrating psychiatric practices—owes much to 
the Daseinsanalytik proposed by Heidegger in Being and Time, he puts forward an 
alternative phenomenological model for conceiving intersubjectivity (cf. Binswan-
ger 1942).
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main reference remains Heidegger’s Being and Time project.10 «Then, 
he strips Freudian doctrine of its naturalistic heritage in order to shift its 
hermeneutic value in the direction of existential anthropology, which he 
calls “existential psychanalysis”» [Basso 2026, 9].

In the same vein, M. Merleau-Ponty’s anthropological phenome-
nology can be read, but with a different approach: «By establishing the 
lived-body (Leib) as the foundation of the human being in the world, 
[Merleau-Ponty] appears closer to the German philosophical anthropol-
ogy of Scheler and Plessner than 19th and 20th century French thought» 
[ibid., 9; cf. Raulet 2025; cf. also Ebke, Plas, & Zanfi 2017].

An insightful diagnosis is provided in this regard by the young 
M. Foucault, who in his posthumous volume Phénoménologie et Psy-
chologie (mid-1950s) criticizes both Sartre and Merleau-Ponty as be-
ing responsible for the «the omission of what phenomenology is in its 
true sense» [Foucault 2021, 207], namely a «genuine rigorous science» 
[Basso 2025, 45].11

While on the one hand, the dimension of the Leib identified by Hus-
serl in his discussion of intersubjectivity has been emphasized above all in 
Merleau-Ponty’s interpretation and from a perspective with clear anthropo-
logical implications, on the other hand, this latter approach has undergone 
a significant development in modern neuroscience, particularly with regard 
to enactivism. Here too, we cannot go into the details of a vast, varied and 
constantly evolving debate, but it suffices to highlight the underlying idea. 
In this framework, the individual should be interpreted in terms of its living 
corporeality, constitutively entangled in the environment, and by the web 
of meanings that emerge from embodied interaction with the world without 
it being possible to reduce this discussion to a supposed self to be under-
stood in a brain-centered sense [Gallagher 2005, 2015; Gallagher-Zahavi 
2007; Fuchs 2017; Varela-Thompson-Rosch 1991].12

10	 Cf. the fourth part of Being and Nothingness, entitled To have, to do and to be 
[Sartre 2018, 567-797].
11	 A similar position is defended by Foucault in another manuscript of the same 
period devoted to La Question anthropologique [Foucault 2022], as well as in the 
Introduction to his translation of Kant’s Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View 
[Foucault 2008].
12	 On these topics, Scheler’s contribution is even more original and (in some re-
spects) perhaps even more significant than those of Husserl and Merleau-Ponty. See, 
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In even more recent times, one of the most fruitful explorations of 
this fundamental set of problems has stemmed both from a non-natural-
istic conception of psychology and from the need to adopt a conception 
of phenomenology that is programmatically open to integration with an 
anthropological perspective.

In this regard, it is worth noting that Husserl himself emphasiz-
es that not all consciousness is intentional, referring, for example, to 
pathetic consciousness within which emotional experiences are to be 
included. It is precisely this kind of experience that various attempts 
have focused on in order to conceive of intersubjectivity as a form of 
interaction, or at least an emotional coexistence.

Likewise, the work of G. Cusinato deserves our attention. Against 
the backdrop of contemporary reflection on the philosophy of care 
[Mortari 2022; Groys 2022], he has developed a form of Emotion-
al Sharing capable of giving rise to a continuous rebirth of the indi-
vidual. On this basis, a particular singularization takes place which 
«occurs in the formation process of the personal singularity where a 
birthing takes place that thrusts the individual outside social common 
sense, and brings to light the singularity’s ex-centricity» [Cusinato 
2023, 243].13

Starting from the composite picture briefly outlined here, the con-
tributions gathered in this issue seek to explore in greater depth some 
of the most significant and persistent trends currently circulating with-
in the contemporary phenomenological debate (in the broadest sense) 
around the conceptual constellation of subjectivity/individuality.

for example, the central role of the Leib in Formalism in Ethics and Non-Formal Ethi-
cs of Values, where there is even a section devoted to Lived Body and Environment 
[Scheler 1973, 398-415]. See also Scheler 2009, 52: «Philosophers, physicians, and 
scientists who deal today with the problem of body and soul are increasingly in agre-
ement on a unitary view of one and the same life which, in its inwardness, is psychic 
and, in its being-for-others, possesses bodily form».
13	 In this way, Cusinato redefines the concept of person in a manner that differs 
significantly from that of the Lockean tradition, in particular: «While the self 
follows reversible processes, maintaining its own coherence and “psychological 
continuity”, the person experiences severances and incoherencies that impel her 
toward an irreversible process from which there is no way back» (Cusinato 2023, 
39).
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3. The Paths Explored in this Special Issue

The problematic reciprocity between individuality and intersubjec-
tive dimension is clearly illustrated in the opening contribution to this 
special issue, in which C. Serban explores the relationship between 
the concepts of ontogenesis and phylogenesis in Husserl’s later work. 
Against the backdrop of the life sciences, these two concepts emerge as 
two stages in the progressive recognition of the individual’s fundamental 
historicity. Whilst ontogenesis is in fact constitutive of individual devel-
opment, phylogenesis allows us to recognize a clear openness towards 
the intersubjective dimension, both in the spatial sense of community and 
in the temporal sense of history. Once again, however, “community” is 
not meant as a historically determined group, but rather more broadly 
refers to all communities inhabited and animated by living beings.

This article alludes to two research directions, both of which are 
explored in this issue. The first relates to Husserlian research on genetic 
phenomenology, whereas the second concerns the relationship between 
the phenomenological approach and historicity.

 In the first sense, M. van Stokkum focuses on one of the most cru-
cial points of Husserlian genetic phenomenology: the pre-egoic level, or 
more specifically the relationship between pre-egoic experience and the 
linguistic structuring of thought in the form of judgement. In her analy-
sis, the author retraces Husserl’s decomposition of the various levels of 
subjectivity to argue that the ego does not coincide with the totality of 
subjectivity but rather represents an instance that allows us to detect—
even at the pre-egoic level—the implicit presence of a structuring activ-
ity. Language ultimately constitutes the making explicit of this activity. 
To clarify the complex functioning of this proto-organizational dynamic 
of conscious flows, the author draws on analogies with psychoanalytic 
mechanisms, particularly those linked to the Freudian dream process.

Alternatively, the historicity of Heidegger’s Dasein lies at the heart 
of F.V. Tommasi’s contribution, in which he considers this concept as 
defining the distinctive sense in which Heidegger understands and prac-
tises phenomenology. According to the author, that particular entity at 
the heart of the Being and Time project is distinguished by this histo-
ricity even more so than by the temporality normally attributed to it as 
a dominant trait. It follows that transcendental subjectivity—seemingly 
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subverted by this reading—actually finds its meaning and fulfilment in 
historicity insofar as the latter not only radically constitutes the modern 
subject, but ultimately also stands at the very heart of being itself. This 
line of thought allows the author to read the Kehre as consistent with 
the main premises of Heidegger’s project of a fundamental ontology.

Framing the phenomenological method as such, requires an exten-
sion of the gaze to the hermeneutic acts often underlying this approach 
and to their implications on the existential plane. In this regard, the con-
tribution by G.P. Basile, devoted to P. Ricœur’s interpretation of K. Jas-
pers’ thought, is illuminating. Basile focuses on what Jaspers defines as 
the «ciphers» of transcendence, which in their original manifestations co-
incide, on the one hand, with myths and religions, and on the other hand, 
with ontological systems. These are to be understood as the capacity to 
grasp being linguistically as an expression of the evanescence that char-
acterizes metaphysical objectivity. Ricœur’s great attempt to construct a 
hermeneutical phenomenology stems precisely from Jaspers’s reading of 
metaphysics as the hermeneutics of the ciphers of transcendence.

A remarkable continuity with the hermeneutic dimension of Ba-
sile’s article characterizes R. Calin’s contribution, which situates the 
artist’s unique creative activities within the unbroken temporal flow of 
the tradition that encompasses them. Following in the footsteps of M. 
Bakhtin, Calin presents the artist as engaged in a critical reworking 
of the past aimed at its conscious re-beginning. From this perspective, 
creation becomes a re-signification in anticipation of what is not yet and 
involves the artist’s subjectivity in a dialogical relationship with histor-
ical becoming, from which the artist themself is transformed through 
their own poietic activity.

G.M. Bezzi’s contribution also presents a distinctive hermeneu-
tic profile, albeit with significant anthropological overtones, through 
a comparison between the perspectives of Scheler and E. Levinas. The 
author, in fact, draws on the figure of the witness to expound the «phe-
nomenology of opacity» through which one can describe the consti-
tution of human identity as a phenomenon that resists the world in its 
own appearance and, at the same time, takes the form of an existence 
structurally open to otherness.

Yet another relationship—this time between the individual and the 
surrounding environment—is explored by L. Guardini, who engages 
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with J. McDowell’s thought in his contribution. After outlining the sa-
lient features of McDowell’s concept of selfhood, the author considers 
whether a naturalization of the space of reasons can be separated from 
the American philosopher’s thesis that content experienced as epistem-
ically relevant must necessarily possess a conceptual form.

The final three contributions scrutinize possible forms of phenom-
enological consideration for pathological manifestations relating to the 
forms of subjectivity and individuality.

D. Forde employs the realist phenomenological approach—charac-
teristically found in works by Scheler, E. Stein and R. Ingarden—to chal-
lenge the reductionist interpretations proposed by contemporary neu-
roscience regarding psychedelic experiences of ego dissolution. While 
surprising in some respects yet meticulously documented through the 
analysis of first-person experiences, his thesis states that psychedelic 
ego dissolution reveals a layered ontology of the self, many aspects of 
which remain silent under the average conditions of human experience.

A continuity of the subjective structure, albeit affected by psycho-
pathological disturbance, is defended by P. Cabestan as well, who deals 
with the nature of the altered self in schizophrenia. After demonstrating 
the derived nature of the ego, as explored by modern philosophy up to 
phenomenology, the author considers the possibility that the fundamental 
structure presupposed by this ego might be altered in certain forms of mad-
ness. As anticipated, he maintains that although subjective experience may 
indeed be disturbed, this occurs and is recognizable on the basis of both a 
structure of consciousness that remains intentional and a conception of the 
human being that cannot be conceived except as being-in-the-world.

Finally, M. Mauri ideally synthesizes the perspectives of the two 
preceding articles. On the one hand, she draws on contemporary think-
ing at the intersection of phenomenology and psychopathology to point 
out how the various forms of the disappearance/dys-appearance of the 
Leib mark the boundary, respectively, between ordinary experience and 
psychopathological experience. On the other hand, she places the anal-
ysis of this second type of experience at the service of a deeper, more 
comprehensive description of the experiential levels that would other-
wise remain inaccessible.

From this broad overview, we can therefore draw the provisional 
conclusion that, even if we accept an absolutely irreducible residue as 
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a constitutive element of phenomenological subjectivity, the individu-
ality of this residue depends on—at least in part—its definition being 
derived from the confrontation with a plurality.

As this plurality is brought into focus, it takes on the traits of an 
otherness that directly challenges those who aimed only to describe it, 
demanding instead that they interpret it, thereby highlighting the im-
possibility of an observation from nowhere.

Interestingly enough, this need for interpretation that appears to 
clash with the phenomenological ambition to achieve a neutral descrip-
tion is nowadays emphasized even by the neurosciences, which signifi-
cantly rely upon examples taken from genetics.

In a 2024 text entitled What It Means to Be Human, the neuro-
scientist V. Gallese and U. Morelli makes extensive use of the lan-
guage of phenomenology (as it has historically become established) 
and also situates concepts such as the Leib-Körper distinction, in-
tersubjectivity and empathy within the broader framework of epige-
netic research. From this it emerges, for instance, that «DNA does 
not encode protein synthesis in a rigid and deterministic manner, but 
is influenced by our relationship with the world. The physical, but 
also material, historical, social and cultural environment in which 
we live, and even the kind of human relationships that characterise 
our lives, influence the expression of our genes» [Gallese-Morelli, 
2024, 275, my transl.].

This expressive dimension is the characteristically human trait 
of language. Thus, on the one hand, the inescapable residue that the 
phenomenological thematization of subjectivity let emerge relates 
to the otherness of the world through forms that share a linguistic 
matrix. On the other hand, this state of affairs leads to defining the 
world where we live as an «ecological niche […] a bio-poetic niche, 
inconceivable without the stories that underpin myth, rituals, in a 
word, at the foundation of the culture that distinguishes us» [ibid., 
276; Cometa 2017].

The case of language makes it apparent that when it comes to the 
human, culture is to be taken as a living vein of nature and should be 
inseparable from it, which seems to be one of the common threads run-
ning through the many and diverse attempts of phenomenology: to con-
ceive and define something capable of saying «I».
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