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ON THE NOTION OF SENSE IN PHENOMENOLOGY: NOEMATIC SENSE AND IDEAL MEANING
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According to a very specifc and widespread line of interpretation, the mode of working of intentionality (hence the notions themselves of noema and noematic sense) could be understood on analogy with the linguistic paradigm set forth by Gottlob Frege in his famous essay "Über Sinn und Bedeutung". The goal of the present paper is to dismiss such an interpretation by also analyzing the manner Husserl relates, and thereby traces back, the constitution of the logical sphere to the so-called pre-categorial level.

ist) 2 .
Most of all, there occurs here a specifc functional relation between unity and plurality, according to which the one and the same object can be denoted and referred to by a plurality of equivalent expressions. Hence, Aristotle can be referred to not solely by his proper name, but also by defnite descriptions such as "the student of Plato" and "the master of Alexander the Great"; Napoleon can be designated by the expressions "the victor at Jean" and "the vanquished at Waterloo"; the planet Venus by the expressions "the morning star" and "the evening star". Now, in the frst Logical Investigation Husserl takes up this linguistic model within the framework of a phenomenological analysis of consciousness of linguistic expressions and of meaning-intention acts by which the former can intend an ideal signifcation and, thereby, one or more objects. By resorting to the very same conceptuality and employing almost the same terminology brought to the fore by Frege's ternary stratifcation, Husserl distinguishes three levels in reference to the topic of meaning: the level of linguistic expression (Ausdruck) or meaningful sign (bedeutender Zeichen), the level of sense (Sinn) or meaning (Bedeutung) (which, indeed, he takes to be equivalent) and the level of the object (Gegenstand) referred to by the mediation of the sense or meaning3 . Like Frege, Husserl too has to confront the problem of both sense and reference of proper names, defnite descriptions and conceptual and propositional expressions. Yet, the question is different depending on which one of the above four categories is under scrutiny: when it comes to proper names, the question arises as to whether there is a sense mediating between expression and denoted object; for the propositional expression, the question is that of ascertaining whether there exists, beside the sense, a propositional object referred to by the mediation of the propositional sense (such an object turning out to be the state of affairs (Sachverhalt)). For the conceptual expression, the problem is to know in what exactly consists the object denoted or referred to by the mediation of the conceptual sense (intensional or extensional concept?).

This very same ternary structure can always be applied to the case of defnite expressions, which are modes of referring to the one and the same individual and determined object. In this respect, Husserl's examples are the same as Frege's4 . Hence, the conclusion of §13, which summarizes the analyses by the following two lapidary statements: "an expression only refers to an object because it means something; it can be rightly said to signify or name the object through its meaning. An act of meaning is the determinate mode in which we refer to our object of the moment […]. [T]he essence of an expression lies solely in its meaning" 5 .

Nevertheless, here the essential aspect neither simply resides in Husserl's taking up of the ternary stratifcation expression-sense-reference nor in its application to the phenomenological analyses of the intentional acts characterizing any consciousness of meaning-intentions (in which a meaningful expression intends a sense or meaning and therefore, through its mediation, an object). The pivotal point of J. Benoit's analysis of Husserl boils down to the claim that Husserl employs this Fregean linguistic paradigm to understand the structure of intentionality as a whole and hence the manner in which it relates to any object -regardless of the latter's ontological status (whether an ideal object or a meaning-like objectuality). Accordingly, the phrase "linguistic paradigm of intentionality" ends up covering, in Husserl, not solely the concepts of sense and meaning, but also the totality of those intentional acts that, properly speaking, are not meaning-intentions.

A question then arises concerning Husserl's thought and bearing on the nature of the sense that does mediate the access to the object. If the relation between consciousness and object necessarily demands for the apprehension [la visée] of a sense by which it can eventually grasp the object, then the question turns out to be: can this sense be assimilated to an ideal meaning? § 2. THE WIDENING As a matter of fact, in a very explicit passage in Ideas… III Husserl acknowledges that the notion of noema is nothing else but the result of a generalization of the notion of ideal meaning to the system of intentional structures: "the noema in general is, however, nothing further than the generalization of the idea of meaning to the total province of the acts [Verallgemeinerung der Idee der Bedeutung auf das Gesamtgebiet der Akte]"6 .

The perceptual noema can therefore be assimilated to the objectual sense construed as a general meaning, that is, a general or specifc concept under which the perceived object falls. Accordingly, the intention (Meinung) understood as an intentional act (Meinen) can be identifed with a meaning-bestowing act (Bedeuten), the will-to-say [vouloir dire] that intends general concepts and is thereby dependent on the concept being instantiated in the present object (and even on the statement "This S is a table, a tree, a bush…"). In concrete terms, we are led back to the Platonic conception according to which the perception of an individual object is possible only in the light of the horizon disclosed by an εἶδoς: I can perceive a statue only insofar as I have the intuition of the general essence of the statue, a bush only as long as I have the intuition of the essence of the bush, and the like. In other terms, the condition of possibility of intention [visée] of individual objects is grounded in the eidetic intuition of the relevant generality. If the notions of meaningbestowing act and ideal sense are generalized to the total province of intentional acts and their corresponding correlates, then such a generalization is to be understood as a ne varietur application of meaning-intentionality (semantic intentionality) to the total province of intentional acts [actes de visée]: every intentional act turning out to be just a kind of meaning-bestowing intentionality (the will-to-say).

Yet, it is not at all easy to understand in what sense such a generalization of Bedeutung would be simply a ne varietur extension to every form of intentionality. Let us consider, for example, the following passage from §124 of Ideas… I:

We shall restrict our regard exclusively to 'signifying' and 'meaning' [Bedeuten und Bedeutung]. Originally, these words concerned only the linguistic spheres, that of 'expressing' [Ausdrücken]. But one can scarcely avoid and, at the same time, take an important cognitive step, extending [erweitern] the signifcation of these words and suitably modifying them [passend zu modifzieren] so that they can fnd application of a certain kind to the all noetic-noematic sphere 7 .

In other words, the widening of the sense of the notions of signifying (Bedeuten) and meaning (Bedeutung) that makes possible their application to any intentional act (Meinung) or noesis, as well as to what is intended (Gemeintes) (that is to say, the noema), does not leave their sense completely untouched. The extensional widening entails an intensional transformation. Which one, exactly? It entails indeed the detachment of the concept of sense (Sinn) from the sphere of logos, of the logical sphere in the strict sense that includes in itself, at the same time, the linguistic expression, the will-to-say by means of expressions and the apprehension of a conceptual meaning! Husserl assigns the label meaning (Bedeutung) to the latter, i.e., to the conceptual and linguistic meaning that rests on the dimension of logos. By contrast, he designates as sense (Sinn) the pre-expressive element, that is, the level prior to any expression (im Vorausdrücklichen) that does not yet display any conceptual form (Form des Begriffichen) 8 . Indeed, what is prior to any expressive form (Vorausdrückliches) is at the same time prior to any conceptual shaping (Vorbegriffiches)-the reason being that whatever is conceptual always requires an expression, a linguistic explication. What properly characterizes the expressive form (Ausdruck) is the remarkable function to raise the noematic sense to the reign of logos, i.e., "of the conceptual and, on that account, the 'universal' [des Begriffichen und damit des Allgemeinen]" 9 .

To put it better: considered intrinsically and in itself, the noematic sense is not endowed with any conceptual or universal form, which is indeed bestowed upon it extrinsically and post festum by its discursive expression.

To better understand this point, let us consider Husserl's example 10 . It is always possible to effect an explicating of what is given (Explizieren des Gegebenen) to sensuous perception in concrete parts and abstract moments and then a bringing about of a relational positing which does unify all the moments singled out, perhaps according to the propositional structure "This is white". Yet, this process does not require any conceptual or linguistic form. During the perception of this white piece of paper in front of me 11 , for example, I can pay attention to the shades and degrees of the whiteness (as abstract moments inherent to this piece of paper) and then look at the elements of the surface flled up with concrete whiteness (as concrete parts of the piece of paper) without appealing to any conceptual generalities such as "white", "extended" and "surface". Nevertheless, once I am done, I can retrospectively spell out in words what I have seen and, hence, utter: "This is white". In so doing, I perform a specifc apophantic explicating which relies on general and conceptual meanings to the extent that it relates explicitly to linguistic idealities.

Husserl sums up the possibility of such a retrospective raising of the pre-conceptual In other words, in spite of its lack of intrinsic conceptual sense, the intentional correlate, that is to say, the noematic sense of the act, can always be expressed through a general meaning. Indeed, the distinctive feature (Auszeichung) of the expressive layer is to be an "intentional medium" able to mirror (wiederpiegeln) "every other intentionality according to form and content" and to depicture it (abbilden). Nevertheless, such depicturing is not a neutral operation, its effect being "hence to imprint [einbilden] on it its own form of 'conceptuality' [seine eigene Form der Begriffichkeit]"13 . That is why the conceptual and linguistic expression is neither to be confused with the lower layer of perpetual apprehension nor is it to be considered just as a mere exterior piece of clothing covering it over: it accomplishes "a spiritual shaping" and "forming" (geistige Formung) able to imprint, on the intentional substratum, new intentional functions, that is to say, those aiming at the generality14 . Husserl can thereby point out, in §117, "Every act, or every actcorrelate, includes in itself-implicitly or explicitly-something 'logical' [birgt in sich ein Logisches]"15 . Every intentional act and every intentional act-correlate can thus be raised to conceptual and expressive form: they include something "logical", that is, the conceptuality able to adequately express them. The expression is explicit if the act in question is already a meaning-intention (Bedeuten); by contrast, it is implicit insofar as it is a pre-expressive and pre-conceptual form of apprehension. It is necessary to draw a sharp distinction between the sense that rests on the pre-logical or pre-conceptual stratum and the meaning which belongs to the logical stratum in the strict sense. § 3.

ANALYSIS OF THE NOTIONS OF SENSE, MATTER AND QUALITY IN THE INTUITIVE SPHERE

Let us try to deepen further the analysis by applying such a need for distinctions to the concepts of proposition (Satz), sense (Sinn), matter (Materie) and quality (Qualität) (originally introduced and analyzed in the Fifth Logical Investigation). In particular, in §133 of Ideas…I Husserl puts forward both the notions of "noematic proposition" (noematischer Satz) and "propositions in the realm of representations" (Sätze im Gebiete der Vorstellungen). What does the concept of proposition mean once it is transposed into the sphere of representations? Is it just a generalization of the discursive, linguistic or semantic [signifcationnel] concept of proposition to the sphere of representations, in particular of the perceptual representations? Let us read Husserl's indication:

Continually it is indeed to be kept in view that the concepts of sense [Sinn] and proposition [Satz] contain for us nothing pertaining to expression and conceptual signifcation [nichts von Ausdruck und begrifficher Bedeutung enthalten]; on the other hand, however, they comprehend under themselves all expressed propositions, that is to say, all propositional meanings [alle ausdrücklichen Sätze, bzw. Satzbedeutungen unter sich befassen] 16 .

What does that mean? That means that pure and simple intuitions represent a feld of application for the concepts of sense and proposition. Yet, these concepts of sense and proposition are not the same as those pertaining to the sphere of conceptual logos: they are very specifc and peculiar concepts because they are pre-conceptual, pre-logical or presematic, and therefore infra-linguistic 17 . What is in other words a propositional sense or a proposition that falls within the jurisdiction of ideal meanings? The propositional sense is the matter or the content to be judged, the correlate of the act of apprehension of the sense and thereby the common factor of the proposition (be it expressed in a declarative, interrogative or optative form, etc.), but without the character of doxic position. As a consequence, the proposition is the unity of such propositional sense and a specifc thetic character 18 . What is, on the contrary, a proposition applied to the sphere of pure and perceptual intuition? The Satz is, in this case, the correlate of Setzen, notably of an act of positing applied to the perceptual sense: the unity of objectual sense and of a thetic or positional character specifcally pertaining to perception. Such a unity in the perpetual realm displays a structure akin to that of discursive propositions (as a unity of propositional sense and modality of assertion).

There obtains a correlation between the two spheres: yet, as long as it belongs to the perceptual sphere, the sense cannot at all be assimilated to the discursive one (conceptual and propositional sense). Within the sphere of perceptual "proposition", the sense has a function analogous to that of the ideal and propositional sense within the sphere of discursive proposition: it plays the role of the matter (Materie) or objectual content of the positing. Accordingly, as we make abstraction (in the perceptual proposition) from the doxic character of the perceived object, we are simply left with the objectual (Gegenstandssinn), thing-like (Dingsinn) or representational sense, which belongs to the perception in question. Husserl also refers to this as intuitive sense (Anschauungssinn): for example, this piece of white paper as it is present to me with such and such sensuous features (but before the intervention of the concepts "piece", "paper" and "white" 19 ).

The idea of a radical distinction between noematic sense and ideal meaning fnds its confrmation in an excerpt from the 1917-1918 lectures on Logik und allgemeine Wissenschanftstheorie, which indeed tackle the doxic qualities (i.e., being/non-being, true/false) as having their origin also in the sphere of intuition (Anschauungssphäre) 20 . In other words, and to put it bluntly, the difference between intuitive matter (Anschauungsmaterie) and doxic characters can be found also in the sphere of intuition and its purely perceptual correlates, and not only in the realm of thought (Denken) and its correlates. It must be stressed, though, that this is not a ne varietur extension, but an 16 Ibid., 305 ( §133). 17 Ibid., 305-306 ( §133): "Also in the case of intuitions simpliciter the concepts of sense and proposition have their necessary application, necessarily the particular concepts of intuition-sense [Anschauunngssinn] and intuition-proposition [Anschauungssatz] must be coined". 18 Ibid., 306 ( §133): "In the Logische Untersuchungen they were (under the title 'quality') taken into the concept of sense (of 'significational' essence) and therefore in this unity the two components, 'matter' (sense in the present conception) and quality, were distinguished. But it seems more suitable to define the term 'sense' as merely that 'matter' and then to designate the unity of sense and thetic character as proposition". 19 Ibid., 305-306 ( §133). analogical transposition entailing a fundamental difference. In effect, the intuitive matter -that is, the content or noematic sense of the object appearing in intuition and detached by abstraction from the doxic character of the perception-is not a conceptual or general meaning! Accordingly, we have to draw a distinction between intuitive sense (Anschaungssinn) and meaning (Bedeutung)-the latter being the specifc correlate of the acts of thinking.

Let us take Husserl's example of a red table from the perspective of a propositional utterance and of a simple perception respectively. In the former case, we think and believe that the table is red by resorting to the conceptual meanings "table in general" and "red in general".

In the latter case, by contrast, we see the table, but without thinking of it with reference to the meaning of the word "table" and its conceptual generality. On the basis of such a pure and simple intuition of the object, we grasp the element red [Erfassung des Rotmoments] and subsequently the red as it is present in the object or the table as havingthe-red [als das Rot habende]. Nevertheless, we do this without also thinking of red according to the general meaning of the term. without the conceptual acknowledging of it [denkend erkennen] 21 .

Husserl's line of thought is twofold. On the one hand, it is legitimate to extend the word "meaning" (Bedeutung) to the acts of intuition of individual objects and their individual properties and relations 22 . Accordingly, the perceptual meaning amounts to "the intuited as such" (das Angeschaute als solches), namely, to the table as it is perceived or appears perceptually as displaying such and such an individual shade of red, such and such an individual shape, etc., in opposition to "the table sic et simpliciter" (which exists in reality [effectivement] and-in addition to the characters actually given to perceptionpossesses countless other properties that can be investigated by physics and chemistry 23 ). On the other hand, "the perceptual sense [Sinn der Wahrnehmung], i.e., what manifests itself as such [das Erscheinende als solches], is essentially different from the sense of the act of nominal thinking [Sinn des nominalen Denkens], namely, from the nominal meaning [nominale Bedeutung]" 24 .

The perceptual sense is to be identifed with what appears as such [en tant qu'apparaissant], yet without the idealized properties ascertained by the physic-mathematical logos and all the sensuous determinations grasped by means of general conceptuality. The noematic sense of the perception is nothing but the object taken in its mode of purely perceptual givenness. In other words, the object is still free from all the acts of conceptualizing thought, and it still possesses individual determinations which have not yet been thought through general meanings. It is not possible, then, to project Frege's notion of sense or Bolzano's nominal meaning onto the concept of noematic sense. "Sense" is to be understood here in a very paradoxical fashion: not only as infra-linguistic (that is to say, prior to any shaping through expressions), but frst and foremost as infra-conceptual or infra-semantic (i.e., prior to any apprehension through conceptual meaning-intentions [START_REF] Husserl | [END_REF] ).

We are now in a position to really understand in what sense-far from being a later acquisition of the genetic phenomenology-the original seeds of the analyses of the more primitive layers of the logical givennesses worked out in Experience and Judgment are to be found in Ideas…I. Husserl speaks indeed, in a very programmatic sense, of a "systematic and universal doctrine of the forms of sense [Formenlehre der Sinne]", whose aim is to distinguish between different fundamental species of sense and, in particular, between "senses of the frst and higher levels [Sinne erster und höherer Stufe]" 26 . The aim is precisely to understand in what sense one can speak of isomorphism already at the level of sense in such a way that the structures characterizing the order of the discursive and ideal meaning (namely, the forms of subject, predicate, relation, negation, conjunction, disjunction, predication, assertion, modalization, etc.) are already at work, mutatis mutandis, at the level of the intuitive (or perceptual) and pre-conceptual sense. There is something logical already at the level of the perceptual sphere, which is traditionally held to be non-logical. Yet, since by logic one usually means what relies exclusively upon the stratum of logos, the element mentioned above is only sui generis logical: it is indeed infra-conceptual and infralinguistic, hence pre-logical.

Here Husserl is in straightforward opposition to Emil Lask's thesis that assimilates the perceptual object, not yet shaped by the discursive categories, to a sort of amorphous matter characterized by "logical nakedness [logishe Nacktheit]" [START_REF] Lask | Die Logik der Philosophie und die Kategorienlehre[END_REF] . Here, Lask is recasting Kant's fundamental claim to the effect that the very same functional structures that bring about the synthetic articulation of any judicative proposition also determine the perceptual constitution of the objects [START_REF] Kant | Kritik der reinen Vernunft[END_REF] : the only difference being that, in Lask, there is isomorphism, not between perceptual and categorial syntheses (for they do have different structures 29 ), but between the formal-ontological categories of the perceptual object and the ones proper to the discursive object. § 4. GENEALOGY OF LOGIC: RETROGRESSION TO THE ULTIMATE SYNTACTICAL FORMS A confrmation of this state of affairs can be found in the project of genealogy of logic (Genealogie der Logik) worked out in Experience and Judgment. It is the project of an Ursprungsanalyse, i.e., of an analysis of the origin of the structures of judgment-the latter being understood in the logical or syntactical sense and therefore including predicative or relational proposition, negation and modalizations, etc. What is the fundamental principle of such an uncovering of the origin of all the categories and syntactical structures implied by the general concept of judgment? It is the twofold thesis of both the widening of the concept of logic and the isomorphism between the logical levels: logical activity [Leistung] is already present at levels in which it was not recognized by the tradition […]; it is precisely in these lower levels that the concealed presuppositions are to be found, on the basis of which the meaning and legitimacy of the higher-level self-evidences of the logician are frst and ultimately intelligible [START_REF] Husserl | Erfahrung und Urteil (Glaassen & Goverts[END_REF] .

On the one hand, there occurs a necessary generalization of the concepts of logos and logic to all the acts of receptivity, that is, to the pre-predicative sphere, the one prior to judgmental activity and thus to any intervention on the part of conceptual generalities. In particular, the concept of judgment (Urteil)-noetically understood as the act of judging (Urteilen)-does extend to the totality of the objectifying acts of the transcendental Ego (including the acts of pre-predicative directing towards the entity, such as the pure perceptual confrontation with an individual object 31 ). On the other hand, there is an isomorphism-assumption, the commitment to a structural homogeneity (that is to say, to an invariance) between all levels of judgment: the latter displaying a structure which is the same at all levels of logical activity 32 . It is thus possible to grasp the structures of the logical judgment in the traditional sense of the term, namely, by considering the acts of predication and the apprehension of general meanings. It is also possible, though, to focus on the pre-logical level, that is to say, the one of pure receptivity and of perpetual consideration. In brief, the strong syntax of logic, which obeys and follows universal syntactical laws, has its origin and prefguration in a weak syntax belonging to the perceptual confrontation with individual objects.

Let us consider, for example, the logic-discursive categories of "substrate" and "determination": their "locus of origin" (Ursprungsort) lies in the act of "explicative contemplation" (explizierendes Betrachten) and its noematic correlates 33 . Every object can raise up out of the obscure background and from there affect the ego and determine it to an attentive apprehension: it is thereby grasped as having the status of a substrate. At this point, the act of contemplation disengages itself and passes over into a chain of individual apprehensions or acts (Kette von Einzelerfassungen, von Einzelakten) in a discrete succession of separate steps "directed toward singularities in the object" (gerichtet auf Einzelheiten am Gegenstand), i.e., the different perceptual determinations belonging to it 34 (in the case of a house, for example, the slope of the roof, the particular properties of this part, its tiles, their color red, shape, position and so on…). For the sake of our analysis, the essential point is the following: in the example just quoted, the term "determination" (Bestimmung) does not include any conceptual determination, any property apprehended by means of general concepts of form and spatial disposition, of color, red, etc. That term refers here to ultimate or absolute determinations, i.e., to abstract and singular moments that can be found in the absolute substrate as an individual pole that remains invariant in the different modes of subjective givenness: it is the individual and non-conceptualized form of this-roof, its tiles and their shade of red that has not been yet subsumed under the general concept of red. They are absolute singularities (Einzelheiten), immediately given to intuition in such and such a subjective mode of givenness (perception from such a distance, from such a perspective, under such and such a light), by means of abstraction from the apprehension of all permanent properties (the enduring shape, the objective and unchanging color of the tiles, etc.) as well as from all conceptual generalities.

Generally speaking, the ontological and formal structures present in the intuitive, pre-predicative and pre-logical sphere do not yet possess the logical generality proper to conceptual meaning. This is precisely what distinguishes the syntactical categories in the absolute and pre-logical sense (in the sphere of sensuous perception) from the eponymous syntactical categories construed in the relative logical sense (in the discursive domain). In the latter, everything 31 Ibid., 63 ( §13). 32 Ibid., 59 ( §13). 33 Ibid., 124 ( §24). 34 Ibid. can become a "substrate" through the act of nominalization: the adjectival determination "red" can become the substrate "the red" and thereby the subject of the proposition "This red is particularly strong". By the same token, in the lower dimension of perceptual consideration, the partial determination of an object can become the center of thematic attention, and therefore a "substrate": the pistil of a fower-as a simple part or determination of the fower itself-can become in itself the thematic center and thereby be rendered independent (verselbständigt) 35 . Nevertheless, such a relative perceptual substratifcation refers back, in the last instance, to absolute substrates and their absolute determinations, which are not the result of any act of Verselbständigung. The roof and its tiles is the absolute subject, whereas the individual shades of color are absolute determinations 36 ; the fower, or the rose garden, is the absolute substrate with respect to which the pistil, the petals as well as their individual shades of color are absolute properties. In other words, the process of "substratifcation" (and the relativization of the distinction between substrate and determination it entails) faces, in the intuitive sphere, an essential limit: an absolute substrate does present itself as being "experienceable and explicable simply and directly" (schlicht geradehin erfahrbar), that is to say, as "immediately apprehended" (unmittelbar erfaßt) as an individual pole. On the contrary, absolute determinations "are originally experienceable only as determinations" (in an absolute substrate) 37 . Now, since such a fundamental split into absolute substrates and determinations can be found at the level of the perceptual and noematic sense (i.e., the intuitive content), the latter cannot but be an individual content belonging to the pre-logical and preconceptual order. In other words, before the coming into play of conceptual generalities, one can distinguish (within the domain of perceptual contents) self-subsisting (i.e., absolute substrates) and non-self-subsisting contents (determinations). The ontologicalformal structures are therefore inherent to the noematic sense understood as a preconceptual singularity and thereby identical to the appearing content.

As it should be clear by now, the project of genealogy of logic makes sense only on condition that the noematic sense be of infra-conceptual order: the isomorphism-postulate, according to which the structures are the same at all levels of logical activity (in the broad sense), makes it possible for us to uncover, in the lowest levels of such activity (those of receptivity and sensuous consideration), the origin of those very same structures which can be found at the higher level of discursive logic (i.e., t h e distinction between subject, predicate and relation, negation, modalizations, etc.). Now, the claim that the layer of perception and sensuous consideration constitutes the locus of origin of the higher structures of discursivity rests on the presupposition that one can fnd, already here and even before the coming into play of both the higher activity of expression and the conceptual and syntactical shaping, isomorphic structures. If the perceptual noematic sense yields the ground upon which the syntactical structures of the conceptual order rest, then it cannot already be conceptual. § 5.

CLARIFICATION OF THE CONCEPT OF NOEMATIC SENSE THROUGH A THREEFOLD ABSTRACTION AND ITS IRREDUCIBILITY TO THE IDEAL MEANING

Now, what is this famous "noematic sense", understood as what mediates the relationship between consciousness and object? First of all, there obtains a structural analogy between, on the one hand, noematic sense and object of consciousness and, on the other hand, Frege's paradigmatic distinction between sense (Sinn) and reference or denotation (Bedeutung): in both cases we confront a relation between a unity and a plurality. Indeed, as several and distinct senses can designate and refer to, for Frege, to the one and the same denoted object (like in the case of the sense of descriptions such as "The victor at Jean", "The victor at Austerlitz" and "The vanquished at Waterloo" or the proper name "Napoleon", which intend the same individual object, i.e., Napoleon), so can several noematic senses relate (not only in general, but also in the perceptual sphere) to one and the same object. The manner in which the various noemata refer to the same object is structurally analogous to the manner in which the multiple senses refer to the same denotation: the latter being what Frege characterizes (perhaps inappropriately) as involving "the manner in which [the denotation] is given" or "its mode of being-given" (die Art des Gegebenseins) 38 . Nevertheless, such a structural analogy is not an identity and can neither mean that the multiple noematic senses be always conceptual meanings nor that the multiple perceptual noemata relating to a perceived object are defnite descriptions whose conceptual form would serve to circumscribe or single out the identity of the object. Quite the contrary: When it comes to the perceptual order, the noemata must have a perceptual status and be thereby prior to any conceptual shaping and to any coming into play of ideal meanings.

Yet, such a strictly negative account of the noematic sense (very akin to negative theology), which merely emphasizes its irreducibility to ideal meanings, does not yet convey its proper essence. For, if we know what the noematic sense is not, then the question turns out to be: what is it, then? Since phenomenology cannot detach the object from its mode of givenness, then the only suitable way to shed light upon it boils down to describing the mode of access or the methodological operation by which we can arrive at it.

Let us now stop for a second and ponder an apparent contradiction that affects Husserl's analyses bearing upon the broad notion of sense in phenomenology. In effect, in §55 of Ideas… I Husserl does not seem to have any problem assimilating real unities and unities of sense, hence identifying mundane object and sense: the impression being that nothing really exists outside of the sphere of sense. Now, if consciousness is a selfcontained sphere of being-which nothing can penetrate and out of which nothing can slip and which brings about the constitution of every kind of object 39 -it is because the sphere of what is really transcendent ("really" (reell) meaning here that no object is really included in the stream of conscious experience, as is, on the contrary, the case for Berkeley's bundle of sensations or Hume's associations of ideas and impressions) can be reduced to a sphere of sense apprehended and posited by consciousness. In other words, the real denotation is still an affair of the sense, and not something that could transcend it. Now, the thesis feshed out in §129 seems to be in explicit contradiction with such an assimilation of the reference to the sense. The noematic sense (content) is no longer the same as the denoted object; it only represents a mediation that contributes to bringing about consciousness' relation to the object: accordingly, a plurality of different senses can give access to one and the same object [START_REF] Husserl | [END_REF] . And it is precisely such an apparent contradiction that has given rise to the controversy between D. Føllesdal's interpretation (according to which the intentional acts intend objects that are external and irreducible to the mere sense or to a simple subjective perspective [START_REF]La notion d'objet intentionnel chez Husserl[END_REF] ) and D. Bell's (who maintains, by contrast, that no object is external and there exists nothing extra-mental which would be irreducible to the sense [START_REF] Bell | Reference, Experience and Intentionality[END_REF] ). Is it possible to resolve this issue? Of course, by remarking that the distinction between "content" and "object" holds true not only for consciousness and every intentional experience, but also for the noema itself 43 .

In other terms, the distinction between noematic sense (i.e., content) and object is inherent to the noematic sense itself: if consciousness relates to the object through the mediation of the sense, then it is necessary to apply this very same distinction to the noematic sense itself so as to distinguish, therein, two abstract layers-one corresponding to the content, the other to the object. And this is the case because the full noema (das volle Noema) is not to be confused with the objectual element (Gegenständliches) intended by consciousness: the former includes, indeed, the latter but exclusively as an abstract layer. It is by means of a specifc abstractive methodology that "a noematic core" (ein noematischer Kern), then "a necessary central point of the core" (ein notwendiger Zentralpunkt des Kerns) corresponding to the intended object, can be detached from within the full noematic sense 44 . The compatibility between the theses presented and elaborated upon in § §55 and 129 can be fnally understood: there is a broad and a narrow concept of noema. The noema belongs to the sense (in the broad sense of the term); yet, one can distinguish therein between sense (now in the strict sense of the term) and object, the latter being an abstract layer of the sense (in the broad sense). If this is the case, then the intentional object always belongs to the sphere of the sense (in the broad sense of the term), to the point of making it impossible for the constitutive analysis carried out under reduction to refer to an object that would be alien to the sense intended by consciousness. If, for Malebranche, the object is grasped in God or in the divine intellect, for Husserl the object is apprehended within the sphere of the intentional sense: such is indeed the argument set forth in §55, according to which there exists no intentional transcendence or thing in itself (this complying with Bell's position). Yet, it is also necessary to introduce, within the noematic sense itself, the distinction between sense and object: a plurality of appearing senses enables one and the same object to manifest itself (this supporting Føllesdal's position). Now, if the method able to release from within the full noema the layers of both sense and object is an abstractive one, then in what d o these abstractive acts precisely consist? There are three different kinds of acts of abstraction.

First of all, the same object can be present to consciousness in different modes of givenness, that is, through perception, imagination, memory, image-consciousness, signitive consciousness, and so on and so forth. Moreover, the object possesses a specifc act-character that derives from the mode of givenness at stake (it can be perceived, imagined, remembered, exposed as an image, intended by a sign) and contributes to the full sense 45 . As a consequence, it is necessary to make an abstraction, within the full noema, from all the act-characters corresponding to the manner in which the object is intended and given, namely from its being either perceived or imagined or remembered, etc., in order to single out a nuclear and central layer: the one object that remains the same through all the different modes of givenness. Once the abstraction from the way the object is intended and given has been carried out, "a quite fxed content in each noema" (ganz fester Gehalt in jedem Noema) is delimited, which is not to be confused with the "object sic et simpliciter" (Gegenstand schlechthin) or with the object that is "conscious" (Gegenständliches, das bewußt ist). The latter has its quiddity (sein Was), that is, the sum of both the ontological and formal moments, such as the forms of object, predicate, relation and the material moments, such as thing, spatial form, cause, sensuous feature of coloration, etc 46 . It is always the same apple tree with the same trunk, branches and leaves (full of apples or fowers) that is really perceived, imagined or remembered, and so on. To use more linguistic terminology, the above abstraction boils down to taking away the subjective expressions that would describe the appearing object and keeping only those that designate objectual features: object, property, state of affairs, thing, form, cause, etc 47 . Such instructions nevertheless only have an analogical meaning: for the abstraction in question still belongs to the infra-linguistic [infra-linguistique et infra-langagier] level and boils down to removing all those subjective act-characters that correspond to subjective expressions (to use an easy conceptuality). Such is the frst opposition between sense and object: a multiplicity of sense endowed with a subjective character (perceived-object, imagined-object, etc.) can aim at one and the same object, which in itself displays an ontologically invariant character.

Secondly, the same object can change over time and, thus, take up new predicates: the same apple tree can fower and subsequently lose its fowers; it can be full of apples and then lose all its apples and leaves in t h e Fall; if set on fre, the apple tree can eventually burn up. Now, even if we have already removed every subjective character and kept only the ontological or objectual traits, a distinction needs to be made between the permanent object, which remains in itself the same while its objectual accidents vary (the same apple tree, be it fowering, full of apples, bare or burnt to ashes) and the object considered together with its successive phases (the fowering apple tree, the apple tree full of apples, the bare apple tree, the tree burnt to ashes). These different objects considered at different instants (with different instantaneous states) constitute what Husserl calls "the object in the how of its [singular and instantaneous] determinations" (Gegenstand im Wie seiner Bestimmtheiten) 48 . They belong to the sense and are opposed to the object sic et simpliciter (Gegenstand schlechthin), which appears as the same through the different successive phases. As a consequence, this multiplicity of objectual senses extended over time, and endowed with individual and ephemeral predicates, relates to the invariant unity of "the pure X in abstraction from all predicates" (das pure X in Abstraktion von allen Prädikaten) 49 : every sense or noema relates, with all its temporary determinations, to a pure and indeterminate bearer, substrate or henchman, so to say-the Kantian substance as a relation-category or the Aristotelian matter construed as a pure determinable. From this point of view, it is possible to understand the enigmatic claim to the effect that "the tree sic et simpliciter can burn up", but "the sense-the sense of this perception, something belonging necessarily to this perception-cannot burn up" 50 . The noematic sense, considered in every instantaneous phase, is an aspect with an identity sub specie aeternitatis-like an instantaneous picture of the object taken by a camera. We are confronted here, once again, with the structural opposition between the one and the many, which indeed cuts across all the distinctions between sense and object.

Finally, a third abstraction is necessary to the extent that the same object, considered according to an invariable mode of givenness (for example, perception), is given through a multiplicity of modes of subjective apparitions: thus, the same and unchanging cube can be perceived from a distance or close up, from this or that point of view, in its front or rear parts, exposed to a strong light or to a dimmed illumination, in the dark, regarded by a clear-or a short-sighted person, etc [START_REF] Husserl | Cartesianische Meditationen und Pariser Vorträge, Husserliana I[END_REF] . The object can therefore be considered "in the how of its modes of [instantaneous] givenness" (Gegenstand im Wie seiner Gegebenheitsweisen) [START_REF] Husserl | [END_REF] ; in other words, the instant-noema presents itself in such an individual form, at such a determinate distance, exposed to such a defnite illumination and with a determined degree of intuitive fullness. Now, the point is that all these instant-noemata (which in their fowing multiplicity are nothing else but modes of subjective apparitions of the same unchanging object) do refer precisely to the object that appears through them. We can thus perform a third abstraction so as to exclude all the modes of subjective givenness through which the same objectively unchanging object shows or announces itself [s'esquisse ou s'expose]. Now the opposition is between the object sic et simpliciter and the subjective aspects as subjective and instantaneous noematic senses.

The opposition between "sense" and "object" is at all three levels the same structural opposition between the one and the many and it corresponds to Frege's distinction : if for the latter, indeed, a plurality of expressions or of senses can refer to the same denotation, here a multiplicity of different noematic senses has the intentional function of bringing to the fore one and the same object in its own identity. The noematic sense is-to a different degree-the mode of apparition or of exposition of the one object, be it through different modes of apprehension (perception, imagination, memory, etc.), by means of temporary predicates characterizing the object in its successive phases or, fnally, through the modes of subjective givenness (distance, perspective or illumination, etc.). This is why the noematic sense is to be identifed with the object "considered in its how" (Gegenstand im Wie) 53 : it can be the object taken in the how of its modes of apprehension (the opposition being, in this case, to the object in its pure quidditative and ontological character); the object considered together with the totality of its temporary properties (opposed to the same and permanent object as an X or as an indeterminate substrate able to take up compatible predicates one after the other); fnally, it can be the object taken in its mode of instantaneous givenness (the opposition being now to the object as a whole that announces itself through these instantaneous aspects, like the cube regarded together with all its unilateral aspects).

As for the "object sic et simpliciter", it is not something absolutely external to the order of sense: it is a simple layer of the noematic sense. Understood in a minimal sense, the noema is nothing else than the pure and simple bearer of every determination that can be given to intuition, and thereby the pole of every mode of subjective givenness; on the contrary, in some maximal sense of the term, the noema is an Idea in Kantian sense, that is to say, the Idea of an object completely determined in all respects by means of adequate givenness 54 . In this respect, then, the object itself is an Idea in the infra-conceptual and infra-linguist sense. The Idea is not to be understood here as a concept to which no object of intuition would correspond (the Kantian sense of the term); rather, it is obtained by means of a passage to the limit in the multiplicity of the intuited aspects and sides of the object and hence refer to the object itself as though the latter were determined through a unilateral or complete givenness, i.e., through an intuitive presentation of the endless multiplicity of its aspects. And this is just a pure and simple Idea, an ens rationis which will never be realized. Why, then, is it so diffcult to accept the paradoxical notion of a non-ideal sense? How can we explain the origin of such natural assimilation of the objectual sense to the ideal meaning? Or of the reduction of the noema to the layer of conceptual logos? There are several reasons, most of which concerning the things themselves and not some argumentative mistake. They all would allow us to uncover the essential diffculties of transcendental phenomenology (but this would take far beyond the scope of the present paper).

54 Ibid., 331 ( §143), when it comes to the noetic level, "perfect givenness is nevertheless predestinated as 'Id ea' (in Kantian sense) [als 'Idee' (im Kantischen Sinne) ist die vollkommene Gegebenheit vorgezeichnet]", as an absoluetely determined system of endless process of continuous appearing. Also at the noematic level the object is perfectly given as an Idea in Kantian sense.
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