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Martha Dolores Delgado Wise is a mathematician by training and a painter with more than ten years of experience and around twenty exhibitions. Her academic background includes a master’s degree in Philosophical Anthropology and a doctorate in Contemporary Philosophy.

Her work is born from the intersection of logic, image, and philosophical thought. From there, she explores how we construct the idea of objectivity and how our way of looking—what we see, what we interpret, what we take for granted—conditions what we consider true.

Through clear and reﬂective writing, the author invites the reader to exercise their gaze, to question the obvious, and to discover that objectivity is not an immediate fact, but a process that one learns to think and see.
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To my children, to my dear granddaughters Soﬁa and Valentina, and to my beloved goddaughters Monica and Pati.

When I graduated with my degree in mathematics, I delved into the logical-mathematical potentialities of Reason. I was amazed by its power to clarify and organize thought. However, I soon understood—as Gödel showed—that even the most rigorous arguments ultimately rest on assumptions. Therefore, reason alone cannot provide us with the ultimate foundations of reality. Later, during my doctoral studies in philosophy, I focused my research on the objective principles that give meaning to existence. There I discovered that when we try to trace the meaning of life solely through reason—without relying on foundational principles of objectivity—we end up falling into relativism. And relativism, frequently, opens the door to manipulation, turning the human being into an object of others’ interests and stripping them of their authenticity. But there is another path of knowledge, a more intimate and profound one, which is not reached by reasoning but by lived experiences. It is in love—as a full experience—where that other way of knowing is revealed. In it, reason and intuition are integrated coherently. After all, even the most fundamental logical principles have an intuitive root. This intuitive awakening is not about accepting any ﬂeeting thought, but about cultivating an authentic human capacity that no machine, however advanced, can emulate. It is a way of knowing nourished by a deep bond with oneself and others. That is why I give you this writing, as an offering of my own life reﬂection, with the sincere wish that it may accompany you on your path. I hope it can help you fulfill yourselves authentically, live according to your deepest motivations, and find harmony with yourselves and those who surround you. That is my greatest wish for you, and this is the way I can express it: with all my love and conviction.

With deep affection,

Martha Dolores Delgado Wise

––––––––
[image: ]


Contenido


About the author

Dedication

Introduction


THE CURRENT STATE OF THOUGHT ON OBJECTIVITY


The need to review the concept of objectivity

The Image and its epistemological value

Language, symbols, and knowledge

Approaches to objectivity


PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS AND CONTRASTS WITH OTHER CURRENTS


Creative reason

Creative intuition

The algorithms of imagination: order in chaos


CENTRAL ELEMENTS OF THE PROPOSAL


Husserl’s philosophy: essential intuition and the individual

The apprehension of reality according to Husserl and Zubiri

Ontological intuition: immediate and non-discursive knowledge

Biomimicry as an evolutionary engine: beyond natural selection

Our conceptual Image

Passive consciousness and untransformed information


PROCESS, VALIDATION AND SCOPE OF OBJECTIVE KNOWLEDGE


Unity and multiplicity: two ways of understanding reality

The need for clear language

The cycle between passive consciousness and rational conceptualization

The function of ontological intuition in knowledge

Sources Consulted
























	[image: ]
	 	[image: ]


[image: ]

Introduction



[image: ]


––––––––
[image: ]


In this work, we address a fundamental question: the possibility of objective knowledge. That is, whether we can come to know something in a shared way, beyond our personal interpretations or mental inﬂuences. In recent times, many philosophical discourses have promoted the idea that knowledge is inevitably conditioned by our mind, to the point of questioning the possibility of knowing something as it really is.

One of the central proposals is that the act of intuition, onto-logical in nature, which we will address here, must be understood as a type specific to the foundational experience of knowledge. It is often believed that such intuition is disconnected from the sensible world, but here we maintain that it is important to carefully examine what happens in that experience. To intuit does not mean to move away from the world, but to grasp the essential relationships present in the apprehension itself directly.

From this moment on, when we refer to intuition, it must be clear that we are speaking speciﬁcally of ontological intuition and not of other forms of direct knowledge, which are generated automatically as consequences and products of the mind’s own activity, and which do not correspond to pure information provided directly by nature.

THE CURRENT STATE OF THOUGHT ON OBJECTIVITY
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The need to review the concept of objectivity
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This book originated as a critical response to those positions that promote generalized relativism. We want to recover conﬁdence in the possibility of knowing the world objectively. Not because we ignore that the subject participates in the construction of knowledge, but because we believe there is a more basic level, prior to any mental elaboration, from where a shareable and veriﬁable experience can depart.

Our proposal revolves around what we will call Image. This term is italicized to distinguish it from the term image, which is generally known as a conventional mental representation or simple internal representation. The Image, as we formulate it, is a sign of Nature, captured by human consciousness, before being conceptualized or interpreted.

This type of capture occurs in what we call passive consciousness. Unlike active consciousness—the one that judges, analyzes, remembers, or projects—passive consciousness simply receives. It does not elaborate, it does not transform; it only welcomes. This pure reception makes possible an experience that has not yet been modiﬁed by conscious thought. At that moment occurs what we call an undoubted passive experience: a clear, direct experience, without interference.

This experience is the starting point of the objective knowledge we propose. If one manages to capture that information in its original state, before any symbolization, then subsequent knowledge—that is, the concept—can be built on a ﬁrm foundation. We call this process obtaining the Conceptual Image.
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But it is important to clarify that this interpretive structure of knowing did not arise as a closed theoretical system.

On the contrary, the ideas emerged first as partial understandings that were progressively organized through reason. The logical system we now present was developed after many initial intuitions, direct experiences, and successive validations.
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The Image and its epistemological value
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The Image—in our technical sense—contains a relational structure that can remain intact if it is not deformed when translated into language, or into a concept. This is crucial because what gives it its objectivity does not depend solely on logic or empirical verification, but also on the fidelity with which the original form of the received information is preserved.

When we speak of translating the Image into a concept, we do not propose an arbitrary or artistic process. The conceptual translation must maintain the relationships that integrated the Image. If that structure is lost or its balance is altered, there is no longer any possible objectivity. Therefore, the concept, to be valid, must “return” to its Image: each concept must return to its Image, which is immersed in the passive consciousness, which contains the relationships that gave rise to it.

This articulation between pure apprehension and conceptual structure allows us to think of an objective and intersubjective knowledge. Inter-subjectivity here does not depend on consensus or common language, but on the fact that all human beings share a nature capable of receiving the same Images. This means we can jointly verify whether a concept reflects the original information.

Furthermore, this conception rescues a forgotten dimension of experience: ontological intuition as a legitimate source of knowledge. It is not about vague emotions or subjective impressions, but about an organized apprehension that has not yet been distorted. Intuition, in this framework, is a privileged mode of access to reality, provided that it can be translated into adequate conceptual terms.

This approach also forces us to review the mind's role. While we recognize its creative capacity and its role in cultural development, we also affirm that the mind can interfere with objectivity when it prematurely or improperly transforms what it receives.

Therefore, a practice of passive attention, of openness without interpretation, is necessary to be able to grasp the Image.

	[image: ]
	 	[image: ]


[image: ]

Language, symbols, and knowledge
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One of the axes of this book is the link between the Image and the symbols. Throughout the history of thought, the symbol has been seen as a tool to represent the invisible, the abstract, or the spiritual. In our proposal, the symbol serves a key function: it can bridge intuitive experience and conceptual elaboration.

But for this to happen, the symbol must preserve the relational structure that the Image brought with it. If the symbol is interpreted arbitrarily or detached from the original experience, it becomes an obstacle. Instead, when it maintains ﬁdelity to the structure it received, the symbol can help communicate the Image through the concept.

This point has important consequences for both philosophy and psychology. From a philosophical point of view, it allows us.
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to think of an epistemology that is not based solely on logic or consensus, but on a correspondence in form between what comes from the world and what reaches consciousness. And from psychology, it opens the possibility of studying symbols not as random cultural inventions, but as structured reﬂections of Images accessible to all human beings.

In this sense, the symbol acquires an epistemological function. It can serve as a witness to an original experience if it remains faithful to it. Hence, the practice of translating Images into concepts is also an exercise in symbolic discernment: one must know when a symbol reﬂects reality and when it does not.

Human creativity also comes into play. When someone has a deep intuitive experience, they can generate new concepts that did not exist before. This happens because the Image, being shareable, can be expressed in multiple ways, provided its internal relationships are preserved.

Therefore, this book also defends the value of art, scientiﬁc discovery, and philosophical inspiration as legitimate forms of knowledge. The essential thing is to maintain the invisible thread connecting those expressions to the Image from which they emerged.

Thus, even novel ideas can be objective if their root is a genuine ontological intuitive experience.

During the 20th century, two ﬁgures are key to our inquiry: Husserl, with his phenomenology of consciousness, and Cassirer, with his theory of symbolic forms. Both thinkers affirmed that knowledge is not merely a reflection of what is given but a meaningful construction that relies on the internal structures of consciousness.

However, while Husserl sought a universal science of consciousness, we propose something more subjective yet deeply grounded.

empirical: a qualitative experience that can only be communicated by those who have fully lived it. It is not about closed knowledge or dogmatic metaphysics, but a veriﬁable proposal that starts from an experience accessible to all.

As Cassirer points out in his Philosophical Anthropology, the main goal of philosophy has been self-knowledge. This statement seems key to us: knowing the world objectively implies, first, recognizing how our minds work as we receive information. Therefore, this study focuses on the contents of consciousness, not as isolated entities, but as relational networks that can be perceived directly.

In particular, this book focuses on two fundamental aspects:
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1. The content of consciousness that preserves the relational sensations coming from apprehension, and which has been little explored in epistemology.

2. The content of consciousness that can be expressed in a subjective and intersubjective way, which allows sharing Images without losing their structural validity.

In summary, the basis for an epistemological project that recovers objectivity without denying subjectivity is proposed. Our commitment is not to eliminate the role of the subject, but to understand how it can access reality without distorting it. The key lies in passive consciousness, the Image and the structural ﬁdelity of the concepts derived from it.

If we take as a starting point that the human mind is not only a symbol processor but also a receiver of relationships from reality, then we must expand our concept of objectivity.

Objectivity cannot be limited to an intersubjective agreement or a pragmatic consensus. It is something that has a prior experiential root: information that is presented to us directly, before any interpretation.

This approach implies a profound change. Instead of assuming that the mind actively generates knowledge from internal structures, we propose a receptive dimension of consciousness—passive consciousness—that allows it to receive information directly from Nature, without filters or imposed structures.This information is not chaotic or formless: it is composed of organized relationships, with a balance and form that can be maintained if they are not deformed during conceptualization. This is what we call the Image. And it is important to differentiate it from common mental representations. The Image is not a mental elaboration, but an organized apprehension that has not yet been transformed by symbolic thought. In this sense, it has an epistemological character: it can serve as a basis for knowledge if it remains faithful to its original structure.

That is why we affirm that knowledge can be reconstructed as a double chain: ﬁrst an intuitive grasp of the Image, then a conceptual formulation coherent with that Image. When this correspondence is achieved, we speak of Conceptual Image.

This procedure requires an attitude of openness, of “suspension” of the usual mechanisms of interpretation. It is not about eliminating the active mind, but about postponing its intervention. In this moment of pause, a clear, direct, undoubted experience can emerge: an experience in which the information has not been deformed, which we will call “undoubted passive experience”. That is the experience we seek to recognize as a starting point for objective knowledge. As we said before, every concept must return to its image, which is immersed in passive consciousness and contains the relationships that gave rise to it.

To affirm this is not to deny that the mind interprets, but to recognize that there is a moment prior to all interpretation. In that moment, what Nature has to tell us can be grasped. That is why we insist that this epistemological model is not just another simple theory, but an experiential proposal: it can only be fully developed from the direct experience of the person living it.

In this way, returning to the definition of metaphor, a phrase can be transferred to a context different from the one in which the author originally expressed it. In that case, although it might have moved away from the author’s mental thought, said expression can be fortunate in the context of another investigation. Of course, if the original phrase belongs to an author, even if it were given a different meaning, it is mandatory to give credit.

A concept is rational insofar as it applies rationality to its communication. Therefore, we affirm that, for the objective validation of each concept, it must return to its original Image, forming thus the Conceptual Image.

This direct experience we speak of is not exclusive to those dedicated to philosophy. It can occur in everyday, artistic, scientiﬁc, or personal contexts. The essential thing is that the subject is available to receive the Image without altering it. Sometimes this availability occurs spontaneously; other times it requires an exercise of receptive attention.

At this point, it is important to differentiate our proposal from both empiricist and idealist models. Empiricism maintains that knowledge comes exclusively from the senses, but it does not distinguish between passive apprehension and conceptualized perception. For its part, idealism considers that all knowledge depends on the structures of thought.We say: there is a form of knowledge prior to both—that of direct apprehension—which occurs as a relational structure received as a form that the world around us transmits.

In many current discourses, it is claimed that reality is a construction. We propose that consciousness can receive structures prior to any construction. We do not deny that the mind constructs, but we affirm that not everything is construction: there is something received, something given, something original and foundational, that can be known.

In methodological terms, this implies that the philosophy of knowledge must include the study of passive consciousness as a space of objective reception. If this level is omitted, there is a risk of falling into complete relativism, where it is no longer possible to distinguish between the objective and the illusory.

Hence, the urgency of rethinking objectivity not as absolute neutrality or as “absence of subject,” but as structural fidelity to received information. And this ﬁdelity is only possible if the relational balance of the Image is maintained when formulating the concept.

Our position maintains that objectivity depends on considering the entire process, from capture to expression, and it must be reversible: the concept must be able to return to the Image and ﬁnd its meaning there again. If this correspondence is lost, the objectivity of knowledge is lost as well.

This type of return requires a special form of validation. Internal system coherence or social consensus is not enough. Deep veriﬁcation requires comparing the concept with the relational structure that gave rise to it: the Image. Only then can it be said that knowledge is truly objective.

One of the most relevant consequences of this epistemological proposal is that ontological intuition recovers its legitimacy as

a path to knowledge, not as an opposition to reason, but as its complement. As stated before, this type of intuition is neither irrational nor mystical, but a structured way of grasping original relationships before they are transformed by discursive thought. When we observe how many discoveries arise in science, philosophy, or art, we see that they are not born from strict logical deduction. In many cases, what occurs first is a moment of structural intuition: a global, relational, non-verbalized grasp with a high degree of internal coherence. Only later is that formulated into words, equations, representations, or systems.

For example, the so-called “eureka moment” or the sudden inspiration of many creators is not accidental. They are manifestations of a human capacity to grasp complete relationships without having elaborated them rationally, step by step. Such an eureka is different from sudden occurrences integrated by the mind that reach it as an appearance of evidence, but whose nature is fallible, as they do not arise, strictly speaking, from ontological intuitions.

Therefore, if we manage to translate those perceptions, ‘even if subjective’, the eurekas, into concepts, without losing their structure, the knowledge derived from there can be communicable, veriﬁable, and useful. The condition for this is not to have modified the received structure, nor to have interpreted it through prejudices, interests, or premature conceptual filters.

In other words, knowledge can be subjectively lived and objectively shared if the relational balance of the original Image is preserved.

This position also allows for the unification of two worlds that are usually treated separately: experience and rational knowledge. Instead of opposing them—as if experience were irrational and knowledge-logical—here we propose that experience contains a potential rationality that can be developed without losing its objectivity.

Thus, knowledge is not born of a purely logical operation, nor of an external imposition of data, but of an interaction between what is received and what is elaborated, in which fidelity to the initial structure is the measure of objectivity.

This idea also transforms our way of understanding science. It would no longer be just about testing empirical hypotheses, but about verifying whether scientiﬁc concepts respect or not the original relationships perceived intuitively by the great discoverers. In that sense, science, art, and philosophy would have a common foundation: ﬁdelity to the structure received as an Image.

Another fundamental aspect of this approach is that objectivity is not opposed to dialogue, but makes it possible. If all human beings can grasp the same structures from passive consciousness, then we can also verify together whether our concepts correspond to those structures. This leads us to a new form of intersubjectivity, not based on persuasion, but on convergence toward a common experience.

In fact, disagreements often do not arise from different perceptions but from poorly constructed concepts or distorted interpretations.

If we manage to return to the original Image and rework the concepts from there, we might discover more agreement than it seems. What separates us is not so much the experience, but the way we represent it.

This has ethical consequences. An epistemology grounded in fidelity to what is received fosters a deep respect for the real, the other, and shared experience.

The other ceases to be an enemy to be convinced or an obstacle to be refuted. They become an interlocutor with whom one can verify common structures.

This attitude opposes both postmodern relativism—which denies any possibility of shared objectivity—and dogmatism—which imposes a single vision without attending to the other's experience. Our epistemological model, instead, proposes a path of encounter between consciousnesses through the Image.

Even in contexts such as art, poetry, or spirituality, there can be objectivity if what is expressed maintains the structural form of the lived experience. It is not about reducing these languages to scientific concepts, but about recognizing that they can also embody fidelity to what is received.

This vision also promotes a different relationship with technology. Nowadays, we tend to attribute objectivity to everything a machine produces. But we forget that if technology coincides with the objective, it is because the human being had already recognized it. The technology can process data, but it cannot grasp Images, because it lacks passive consciousness. Therefore, only a human being can verify whether what technology produces maintains fidelity to reality.

Thus, instead of blindly relying on technique, this approach invites human consciousness to remain the ultimate criterion of objectivity, because it is the only one that can live that original experience.

In summary, this book proposes an epistemological model based on three fundamental principles:
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1. There is a form of original information that consciousness can receive directly, without modifying it. We call this form Image.
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2. Knowledge can be objective if the concepts we formulate preserve the relational structure of that Image. When this occurs, we speak of a Conceptual Image.

3. The validation of knowledge does not depend only on consensus or internal logic, but on its ability to return to the Image and verify that it maintains the structure that was received.

These three principles reconﬁgure our understanding of objectivity. It is no longer an unattainable ideal or an unquestionable external datum, but a structured experience that can be shared if it is translated with ﬁdelity. This vision does not eliminate subjectivity, but includes it as a means of access to the real.

That is why we say that “the correspondence between Nature and the ontological intuition of the human being allows us to verify if our ideas coincide with the original information. This veriﬁcation does not take place in the laboratory or in discourse, but in experience. And when that experience is expressed conceptually without being deformed, we have objective knowledge.

This book is structured into four main parts, each of which develops an essential aspect of the proposal:
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1. The ﬁrst part examines in detail the current state of thought on objectivity, pointing out both its limits and its possibilities, contrasting it with our position.

2. The second part focuses on the elements that supported our theory.

3. The third part focuses on the elements that characterize our proposal and differentiate it from other currents, highlighting its focus on passive consciousness, relational structure, and the Conceptual Image.

4. The fourth part exposes the process of obtaining objective knowledge, from the capture of the Image to its conceptual validation. As well as the differences with other approaches.
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This journey does not seek to found a new philosophical school or establish a closed system, but to open a path of research based on direct experience. Whoever has fully lived this experience will know what we are talking about. Whoever has not yet lived it will ﬁnd here the keys to approach it.
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Approaches to objectivity
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This chapter aims to propose a philosophical journey that allows for the reasoned defense of the possibility of objective knowledge. The intention is not to fall into a naive vision or absolutist claims, but to propose an intermediate and solid perspective. Here, the term “objectivity” is not used in its common sense —as a synonym for impartiality or emotional coldness—, but in a technical sense: it refers to a type of knowledge that can be shared, discussed, and veriﬁed by different people, even when they think differently from each other or come from diverse cultural contexts.

The search for objective knowledge is not new. Since the times of Greek philosophy, it has been debated what it means.

to know something “objectively”. For example, for Plato, authentic knowledge could not be based on what we perceive through the senses, since the senses can easily deceive us. He claimed that objectivity resides in the Ideas—immaterial, perfect, and eternal entities—that can only be grasped through rational thought.

In contrast, Aristotle, a disciple of Plato, proposed a different vision. For him, it was not necessary to separate oneself from the sensible world to reach knowledge. He considered that the “forms” of things were present in real objects, and that knowing consisted of updating those forms in our mind upon coming into contact with them. That is, it was not necessary to look for essences in another world, but they could be found in the reality that surrounds us, provided we were capable of recognizing them.

During the Middle Ages, some thinkers developed an intermediate position known as moderate realism, which held that.

There is a structural correspondence between human thought and the world. This conception allowed for the idea that our thoughts are not mere inventions but reflections of certain regularities in reality.

However, this balance between thought and the world was profoundly altered with the arrival of modernity. In that period, the emphasis shifted radically: the subject—that is, the person who knows—came to occupy center stage. With this transformation emerged a new problem: that of representation.

The key question then became: how do we know if what we think actually coincides with what happens in reality?

Philosophers such as Descartes, Kant, and others attempted to answer this challenge. Despite their differences, they all agreed on a fundamental point: the knowledge we attain is mediated.

by mental structures, that is, we do not access things directly as they are, but rather interpret them through the frameworks provided by our mind.

This way of thinking made it common to state that we do not know reality as it is, but rather our representations of it. This idea deeply marked the history of Western philosophy and led to understanding objectivity as a correspondence between what we think and what happens in the world. If our ideas faithfully reflected the facts, they could be considered objective. This conception, known as representational realism, dominated especially in the scientiﬁc realm, where it was believed that theories should describe the world with the greatest possible accuracy.

However, this vision was strongly challenged starting in the 20th century. Philosophers such as Richard Rorty and Jacques Derrida began to question whether there existed a “pure” experience, not mediated by language or by previous cultural schemas. Rorty, for example, argued that knowledge is not a mirror of reality, but a way of describing it using linguistic structures. For him, what we call “objectivity” is not a copy of the world, but a socially constructed way of talking about things.

Derrida was even more radical in his proposals. According to his approach, no concept has an isolated meaning: every concept always arises in relation to other concepts. This implies that there is no absolutely neutral or indisputable starting point. Although these positions are provocative and stimulate new ways of thinking, they also tend to deny in advance the possibility-

The possibility of a solid objectivity, since everything remains subject to interpretation and language.

In the realm of science, the questioning came from another path. Thomas Kuhn, for example, introduced the concept of paradigm to explain that science does not advance simply by accumulating data, but operates within certain interpretive frameworks shared by scientiﬁc communities. These frameworks determine what is considered relevant, observable, and valid. According to Kuhn, what an era understands by “objective” depends largely on the dominant paradigm.

Paul Feyerabend, for his part, was even more critical. He stated that there is no single valid scientific method and that many important advances in the history of science occurred precisely when accepted rules were broken. For him, what we call objectivity is conditioned by social practices, consensus, and cultural conventions, rather than by an independent objectivity.

Despite the forcefulness of these criticisms, we believe they do not eliminate the possibility of thinking about a legitimate form of objectivity. Rather, they invite us to reformulate it. It is no longer a matter of asking whether

our ideas faithfully reflect an unquestionable external reality, but also explore whether it is possible to preserve the structure of an experience when translating it into concepts. Our proposal is oriented precisely in that direction.

Currently, many people feel a growing distrust regarding the possibility of achieving objective knowledge. If all experience is mediated by mental, cultural, or linguistic filters, how can we speak of a shared experience? What sense does it make then to speak of “reality”? These questions are not merely theoretical: they affect our way of relating to the world, to others, and to ourselves.

From the perspective we develop here, we propose to recover a form of structural realism. This does not deny the mediations that inevitably cross our experience, but affirms that there is an organization in the experience itself that can be

recognized. It is not about seeking absolute objects, independent of all interpretation, but about identifying coherent relationships that present themselves in a stable way in our experience of the world. Therefore, instead of speaking of “object”, we prefer to speak of what we have called Image here.

This Image should not be understood as an external thing or as a vague idea. It is a lived relational form: something that manifests itself in our consciousness, but that is not reduced to a product of the mind. It has an internal coherence that others can also recognize, provided that this relational structure is maintained.

A key author who has inﬂuenced this vision is Ernst Cassirer. In his work Philosophy of Symbolic Forms, he maintains that human beings do not relate to the world through raw or unprocessed data, but through what he calls symbolic forms. These are structures of meaning that we use to organize what we experience. Language, myth, art, and science are examples of these symbolic forms.

Language, myth, art, and science are examples of these symbolic forms.

Cassirer does not fall into extreme relativism: he does not say that any way of knowing is equally  valid.Rather, he proposes that each symbolic form expresses a specific way of apprehending reality.

reality. Thus,Thus, there is no single path to knowledge, but rather multiple paths that can be legitimate if they preserve their internal coherence and their capacity to express lived experience can be legitimate if they maintain their internal coherence and their

capacity to express lived experience.

From this same perspective, Cassirer affirms that our interpretation of reality is always mediated by the symbol. And he goes further: he argues that we can only experience being through symbols and culture.

In other words, for him, knowledge is not possible without a prior symbolic structure that allows us to organize and give meaning to what is presented to us. This symbol functions as a kind of a priori—in the Kantian sense — that makes thought itself possible.

This approach allows us to think about knowledge in a way that is not limited to logical analysis or empirical observation. What Cassirer proposes is a recovery of the experiential dimension of knowledge, without thereby renouncing the use of reason. It is not about seeking absolute objectivity, but about examining how people organize their experiences and express their relationship with the world.

Cassirer believes that symbols have an essential function: they are not only a tool for communication, but also a way to make visible what would otherwise be invisible. According to him,

Symbols condense meaning and project it toward understanding, allowing human beings to grasp what is before them. Therefore,

Symbolic representation is much more than an ornament or cultural decoration: it is a mode of knowledge.

From his perspective, both symbols and images originate in lived experiences. However, these experiences are not limited to the rational. They also involve emotions, cultural contexts, and ways of life. Thus, human experience is always imbued with multiple layers of meaning and sense, which intertwthrough language, art, religion, thought, and other symbolic manifestations.

Cassirer insists that what is presented to our consciousness can only be understood through the symbol. This symbol operates, then, as a

knowledge, without thereby renouncing the use of reason. It is not about seeking absolute objectivity, but about examining how people organize their experiences and express their relationship with the world.

Cassirer believes that symbols have an essential function: they are not only a tool for communication, but also a way to make visible what would otherwise be invisible. According to him, symbols condense meaning and project it toward understanding, allowing human beings to grasp what is before them. Therefore, symbolic representation is much more than an ornament or cultural decoration: it is a mode of knowledge. 

Hence, its similarity to the Kantian a priori: just as Kant said that certain structures of the mind make experience possible (such as time and space), Cassirer points out that the symbol is what makes it possible to interpret that experience.

From this perspective, the symbol becomes a form of shared objectivity, a kind of meeting point between different subjectivities. The symbolic allows us to structure what we live, give it form, and in doing so, create a common ground for understanding. That is why, in Cassirer's thought, the objective is not opposed to the subjective,

but arises from an intersubjectivity mediated by symbolic forms. Culture, then, is not an obstacle to knowing, but the medium through which knowledge becomes possible.

Another fundamental contribution that nourishes our proposal comes from Edmund Husserl's phenomenology, which introduces a key notion: intentionality. This term does not refer here to “having intention” as will, but to the fact that all consciousness is always consciousness of something. That is, the mind is not an empty screen, but an activity directed toward objects, even if those objects are not physical things. This idea revolutionized the way of understanding the relationship between thought and the world.

Thanks to intentionality, Husserl explained that knowing is not simply the passive reception of an impression from the outside but rather entails an active orientation toward what appears before us.

This orientation allows for the capture of structures in experience that go beyond the sensible and organize our perception of the world.

Furthermore, Husserl developed a method called phenomenological reduction, also known as epoche. It consists of suspending habitual judgments—our beliefs, opinions, previous interpretations—to observe experience as it is given, without ﬁlters. This attitude is fundamental to the approach we propose here, as it allows us to set aside pre-established concepts and attend to what is shown in its purest form.

In our proposal, we update that idea under the notion of passive consciousness, which is a mode of attention focused on the structure of what is lived. This consciousness does not seek to control or interpret what appears, but to let the experience express itself by itself, in all its complexity. It is a form of apprehension that precedes judgment, comparison, and conceptual elaboration.

On the other hand, Husserl also reflected on signification, that is, on how we give meaning to what we perceive. He pointed out that expressing the meaning of something also implies a certain degree of imagination. Fantasy, in his theory, is not a distraction but a tool that accompanies the construction of meaning. Even so, he recognized that personal representations can coexist in words and signs that are not always necessary to understand the message. For this reason, he distinguished between fantasies and mental representations, assigning them different functions in the process of knowledge.

When Husserl describes what he calls psychic experiences, he refers to the processes by which sensible signs (such as a word, a gesture, or a representation) become laden with subjective meaning. This dimension constitutes what he calls the life-world (Lebenswelt): a plane of everyday experience in which we coexist with objects and meanings that, although we do not always examine them consciously, deeply structure our way of being in the world.

In this context, mental representation acquires a relevant role. Although it may not be “objective” in the strict sense, it remains an essential part of how we experience the environment. For Husserl, the life-world is not a simple set of objective data but a lived reality, laden with meaning from the subject's point of view.

From our point of view, however, it is necessary to draw a distinction between two types of content: on the one hand, those accepted by intuition according to Husserl; on the other, those that, in our proposal, are recognized as part of the Image. This differentiation becomes central when addressing the problem of objectivity.

Husserl stated that, to intuit an essence, we must suspend judgment and “return to the things themselves.” This implied momentarily disconnecting from both the world and the active “self”—the one that constantly interprets and organizes—to reach a plane on which pure essences are revealed. In his own words, it is about setting aside the ground upon which our habitual gaze rests, to observe what appears without taking anything for granted.

––––––––
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During this process, the philosopher uses a form of extended memory that allows him to integrate certain elements of the immediate past into consciousness. These elements—which have not yet been organized or interpreted—become cognitive content that is, material that can be analyzed to reach a deeper understanding of what is presented.

Unlike this methodology, our proposal does not seek to abstract essences from existing representations but rather to return to a form of passive consciousness to grasp what we call Image. This Image is a form of direct, immediate knowledge in which the original relationships among the perceived elements are preserved without being mediated by active consciousness.

In other words, we propose a variant of the epoché that goes further than the simple suspension of judgment. It also requires suspending all action arising from active consciousness, since such activity tends to modify the experience and adapt it to known categories. Instead, what we seek is to access the experience as it is given, in its primary relational structure, without any conceptual elaboration.

This type of apprehension is not carried out through a rational process that selects, abstracts, and generalizes, as occurs in traditional phenomenology. Rather, it is a non-mediated apprehension, a non-perceptual act that brings the subject into direct contact with the relationships present in the lived experience. The Image then emerges as a structured figure that reflects the order inherent in the experience itself.

In the Husserlian vision, the lived experience consists of that which presents itself to consciousness as a phenomenon. The subject, by organizing these experiences, transforms them into objects of knowledge. But from our perspective, the interest is less in individual objects than in the relationships established among them.

The important thing is not “what” is perceived, but how the elements of the phenomenon are linked to each other.

Husserl studied how phenomena are constituted from multiple components. Sometimes, something that presents itself to us as a whole can turn out to be only a part, and vice versa: a part can be inseparable from a larger set. This interdependence between the parts and the whole is, for Husserl, a path to reach knowledge. We do not deny this observation, but we propose a different approach.

From our point of view, the fundamental thing is to grasp the original relationships as they are given, before consciousness begins to organize them actively. This difference marks a crucial starting point in the way we conceive objectivity.

The perspective we are developing differs from the classical phenomenological tradition represented by Husserl, and
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PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS AND CONTRASTS WITH OTHER CURRENTS
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