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1. Opening up the in-between: what'’s in it?

“Opening up the in-between...” Another fancy titlejeomight think, another title that
covers everything and nothing so that any papettliits special issue’s frame. Well, yes
and no. In coming up with this title at the occasmf a one-day workshop in Ghent
(Belgium) in January 2009 revolving around the woflbon Thde, we explicitly had this
double answer in mind. Yes, on the one hand we edatd bring together a range of
issues and themes as broad as possible. On the tathd, no, we did not welcome
whatever contribution people might come up withves are convinced that Ihde’s
philosophical stance, rather than focusing on &ipeheme, embraces a particular way
of revealing and interpreting the world. As ovemriygued and illustrated throughout this
issue, the relation betwedruman beings and their world takes centre stagéde’s
work: human beings and their world are viewed asually constituting each other or, in
other words, human beings are what they are thémkkhe ways in which they are
situated in their world. It is this ‘in-between’ ipb of view that also takes centre stage in
this special issue.

In his 1990 book “Technology and the Lifeworld:figarden to earth” Don lhde
nicely describes how a life in the mythical Garaérieden without technology would be
no human life at all and how —quite contrary- hurmeaistence has always already been
permeated by things and artefacts, be it Adam aredsHig leave, Galileo’s telescope or
the ultrasound image of an wunborn child. Indeediongily holding on to
phenomenology’s focus upon embodiment, and building Heidegger's existential
account of tool-use in Being and Time, Ihde arghas the human-world co-constitution
relation is almost always mediated by things, lmhtmlogical artefacts. This eventually
brings Ihde to his relational ontological trinitf‘buman-technology-world’, focusing on
the non-neutral role of materiality in a hermenewis well as an existential dimension:
on the one hand, technologies help to shape hdityrean be present for human beings,
by mediating human perception and interpretatiam;tlee other, technologies help to
shape how humans are present in reality, by medi&timan action and practices.




With the organization of the workshop and the mattion of this special issue, we
wanted participants to embrace and think from itivlsetween human—world stance. And
yes, from this point of departure, that is to saynf this perspective, one can look at a
variety of themes and issues, as will be illusttdig the breadth of scope covered by the
different contributions of this issue. So, theetitbpening up the in-between” indeed
allows one to plug in whatever issue one would tikglug in. But, on the other hand,
this title does not cover whatever, because it doatger how one addresses the issue. It
does matter from what stance one is talking; thg @faevealing the issue at stake is of
essence here. Thinking in terms of the mutual @omisihn of human and non-human
clears the way to dwell on the ‘in-between’ of taésiman/non-human poles, rather than
always already falling back to either of both sjdas it subject/object, social/technical or
real/artificial. All of the papers presented heaket up that challenge and, although
different groupings were possible, we have choseprésent them in three clusters: a
first cluster dealing with philosophical aspects tbé subject-object divide such as
embodiment, transparency and opacity; a secondjatiering postphenomenologically
refined reflections on our technologically conditéal society and finally a third cluster,
inscribing itself in Ihde’s ‘empirial turn’, gatheg empirical investigations of human-
technology-world relations.

1.1. In-between the objective and the subjective: about (re-)embodiment, transparancy
and opacity.

Setting the stagdon Ihde's own contribution “Stretching the in-between: exdiment
and beyond” stands as a paradigmatic example gfdrigcular, distinctive style of doing
philosophy. Drawing on personal experiences, lhekedbes how —over the years- he has
been confronted with his own perceptual limits iragsthe question how it is possible
after all to perceive such a thing as a perceplmat. His answer: by means of
technological, instrumental mediation such as mlediby a Buddhist brass gong that
keeps vibrating beyond Ihde’s own audible expeeerrther dwelling on this idea of
recognizing human horizons through technologicadliateon, Ihde argues that there is a
fundamental difference between the instrumentshef first and the second scientific
revolution. In the first case, embodied-perceivingnans discover particular aspects of
perception beyond perception (microscope, telescofp@sound, infrared,...) within a
wider whole body experience: so is infrared discegleas an ‘extension’ within the color
spectrum by feeling heat. With the imaging techgm@s of the second revolution
however (X-ray, gamma-wave telescopy,...) the redagniis more closely tied to
perceptions presented by the instrument. Here, Bodeies, a ‘critical hermeneutic’
interpretation is needed to understand the phenomehat is to perceive the image
gestalt and to interpret it in its beyond-expereenontext. In both the isomorphic and the
non-isomorphic case, however, bodily-perceptuallssidre involved that are acquired
through training and the development of expertMéth the idea of ‘the embodied
human’ as ‘our anthropological constant’, Ihde omgmin lays bare the core of his
philosophy, inscribing itself in an inter-relatidnantology: human-world changes are
such that for every change in a ‘world’ there isoarespondent change in the ‘human’.
The specific contribution of his oeuvre, lhde figargues, is a sensitivity to materiality
and its inclusion into the notion of intentionalitgelf.




In her contribution, “Technology and the body: tljien)possibilities of re-
embodiment”’ Helena De Preestegoes in depth into the issue of embodiment, drgwin
extensively on philosophical as well as cognitivgesce sources. In her attempt to
answer the age-old question to what extent we temhnhologize’ our bodies, De Preester
argues for a more rigorous distinction between b®dgnsions and incorporation of non-
bodily objects into the body, calling the latteeat re-embodiment’. Discussing three
categories of extensions/prosthesis, i.e. limbgcegmion and cognition, she suggests
conditions of possibility for re-embodiment thakder radical alterations in the motor
and/or sensory constitution of the human subjegtedsas in its subjective experience.

Yoni Van den Eedés paper “In between us: on the transparency aratigp of
technological mediation” puts forward an attempadheory of technological mediation
as such. Taking the differentiation between ‘what we pereieand ‘what we don'’t
percieve’ when we use a technology as a heurissiciiment, Van Den Eede pins down a
most important characteristic of technological raéidn: its appearance as either ‘there’
(opaque) or ‘not there’ (transparent) — while itstdl there. In putting forward a broad
analysis of technological mediation in terms ofaftsparency’ and ‘opacity’ within
several theoretical frameworks such as Ihde’s pestpmenology, Latour’s ‘actor
network theory’ and Feenberg’s ‘critical theorytethnology’, he distills an essential
contradiction between transparency of use andpgeaeacy of social origins and effects.
In this sense, Van den Eede’s paper also congtitutdce bridge between papers of this
first cluster, focusing on user aspects of techgyland those of the next cluster that deal
with the societal context of science and technalogy

1.2. In-between the technical and the social: thoughts and afterthoughts on our techno-
scientifically conditioned society

What does an in-between perspective on humans laeid world bring about in
conceiving the relation between science and sdCiktyan attempt to sketch the contours
of an answer to this multi-facetted question in lpaper “In-between science and
politics”, Karen Francgois draws on the work of Bruno Latour who prefers peak in
terms of human and non-human actants weaving thid wbogether with Latour, she
traces the categorisation of science and politesklto Plato’s allegory of the cave.
Referring to Plato’s representation of the socialrlds and the world of truth as
completely separated domains, she argues how saethatomous thinking makes us
politically impotent vis-a-vis the typically hybridtuman-non-human issues in our techno-
scientifically textured societies. Francois furthdnaws on the Latourian notions of
‘matter of fact’ and ‘matter of concern’ to makelaa for a ‘politics of concern’ in which
both humans and non-humans are represented.

The next two papers, respectively by Goeminne aréd?s, take this discussion
to a more concrete level in explicitly relating itheontribution to the discourse on
sustainable development, noting that the latterthkan so little notice of the later post-
positivist developments in contemporary thoughtsornce and technology. It is indeed
striking that conceptions of technology as med@timman-world relations have hardly
raised any attention, leaving sustainability disseuhopelessly torn apart between
technophobia and technophilia.

In his article “Postphenomenology and the politidssustainable technology”,
Gert Goeminne argues that this gap has been maintained frorpltilesophical side as




well: whereas post-positivist thought has taken midiae unworldly, representationalist
account of science and technology and replaceditit & practice-inspired image of
science and technology as culture, its politicaui has been mainly restricted to an
unravelling of the interwoven techno-scientific asakcio-political aspects of scientific
and technological practice. In elaborating on atr@hal normativity based on Rudolf
Boehm’s notion of topical truth, Goeminne tries éaxpand postphenomenology’s
political reach beyond Ihde’s recognition of thennweutral, ambivalent character of
science and technology. Grounded in the ‘found&ss foundation” of
postphenomenology’s relational ontology, he showw lthe concept of topical truth
opens up a rich field for normative inquiry rangiingm the grindingly ordinary of our
everyday practices to the presumable isolated aviendds of science and technology in
the making.

Erik Paredis picks up on this, coming from his particular pedpe of
sustainability transition studies. In his paper stinability transitions and the nature of
technology”, Paredis gives a comprehensive anttaribverview of the different views
on technology embraced by different approachesistagable development. He further
draws attention to the lack of discussion about la&ure of technology within the
sustainability community, leaving the place mairtty an outdated instrumentalist
position. However, Paredis sees a glimmer of hopedent research that focuses on the
notion of sustainability transitions, sketching tlater's sensitivity to constructivist
approaches to socio-technical systems. While thgssdaused a leap forward in grasping
how radical changes in socio-technical systems ém@md how these insights may be
useful in advancing societal transitions towardstanability, Paredis argues that a more
explicit engagement is urgently needed with theitipal dimension of sustainable
technology, both from the side of sustainabilignsitions research as well as from the
side of philosophy of technology.

In a final paper of this second clust&pbert Scharff critically questions the
enthusiastically embraced idea that a post-positiviperspective, be it
postphenomenological or other, allows to overcome-@d dichotomies. In his article
“Displacing epistemology: being in the midst of laoscientific practice”, Scharff
bluntly asks: Howdo we becomepost-positivist about science, or about anything else —
once we realize that this issue must be considenedresolved from the standpoint of
life, that is, while remaining in the midst of tlysf? Scharff approaches this question by
reanalysing the ‘Erklaren-verstehen’ debate aldmg figures of Dilthey, Husserl and
Heidegger. He thereby takes as a starting pointtiigavery existence of the debate itself
is an issue, arguing that it cannot be solved epistogically. Along these lines, Scharff
suggests that the question about what philosopbidahtation is adequate to think about
what is real and what we should do about it shdaddome an inherent part of the
philosophical questioning itself. In other wordse Isays, before we plunge into
postphenomenological explorations of what theranid how we know it, we must have
some ‘preparatory’ reflection on the question ofatvit means to ‘be’ a thoroughly
contextualized, historically determinate philosaathiquestioner ... of anything. Thinking
that we can move beyond age-old subject-objectotiichies by merely ‘chosing’ to
think post-positivistic about something, he finallyarns, might well end up into a
symptomatic affirmation of what we claim to surpass



1.3. In-between the real and the artificial: empirical explorationsin art, architecture and
media.

The last four contributions of this special issukistrate the breadth of scope
postphenomenology may aspire to cover by showing the latter allows to understand
art, architecture and media as forms of human-waddemblages in the sense of
engaged, situated practices.

In his contribution “The screen as an in-betwe&utbrecht Vanderbeeken
makes an attempt to develop a philosophical arglgéithe impact of the rise of
audiovisual media and popular Western televisioltugel in creating a new mediated
world, blurring the boundaries between what we @eeas ‘real’ and ‘virtual’. Drawing
on examples of so-called ‘augmented reality’ andxé&d reality’, he argues that the
screen can be conceived as a virtual invader irdaily lives, manipulating the relation
between onlooker and the world in a double mannherediates our perception of reality
and it generates a new reality in a new mediatedir@amment. In this sense,
Vanderbeeken’s take on the screen as an in-betweald be seen as a concrete
application of the transparency theory put forwerdhe paper by Yoni Van Den Eede.
Juxtaposing Badiou’s ‘passion for the real’ and ekig ‘passion for the virtual’,
Vanderbeeken concludes that the laid-back enjoyrokescapism in a clean virtuality
now seems to be counterbalanced by the excitenenwell as the anxiety for the
inescapable encounter with a fusion of the realthadsirtual.

How new media affect our engagement with the wixld vital question, agrees
Ike Kamphof in her paper “Webcams to save nature: online spacaffective and
ethical space”. In the line of lhde’s postphenoategical view that the intentionality of
things only manifests itself within a particulareusontext, Kamphof argues that media
and users form assemblages of technologies an@$atdicontexts of doing something.
Therefore, she follows up on lhde’s plea to ‘domdraenology’: her exploration of the
workings of conservation websites and how thesebeannderstood as providing caring
spaces constitutes an empirical case study onttheakand affective transparency of
webcam-mediated engagement with the animal wordis@ered as affective and ethical
spaces, Kamphof concludes, conservation websitesondy be understood when the
intimate, dynamic and always practical relatiorusérs and technology is recognized.

In their paper “Performing phenomenology: negot@tpresence in intermedial
theatre” Kurt Vanhoutte and Nele Wynantsalso pick up on lhde’'s emphasis on the
empirical nature of his philosophy as they argue hdermedial theatre could be seen as
a way of staging postphenomenological researchanalyzing ‘W (Double U)’, a
performance by a multidisciplinary team of artiatel researchers called ‘CREW’, they
show how the use of immersive technologies in tih@ext of a live stage, gives rise to a
dialectics between an embodied and a disembodiespgetive to the perceived world.
Mounting an omni-directional camera on the headsnmaf ‘immersants’ and swapping
the latter’s visions, a rupture is installed betwé®e embodied and the perceived world.
In this way, W (Double U) can indeed be regardedaasuly postphenomenological
experiment, which allows both the immersants ad a&l CREW’'s members to play
around with technology and perception as well 8saton.

Finally, Soren Riis paper “Dwelling in-between walls: the architealr
surround” takes us on a tour of some of the magineattic buildings in the world arguing
that lhde’s philosophy of technological mediatiooultl be employed to construct a




topology of architecture based on human experiefies’ post-phenomenological
approach to architecture consists in showing howdimgs can be understood as
consubstantial human-technology wholes, which fraxgerience and thus help reveal
different new worlds. To conclude his endeavours Rhallenges all of us to experience
one and the same built environment in a sequen@nodunters based on lhde’s four
different relations to technology. And so our thbisgwander off and we imagine taking
the elevator to the top of the Eiffel tower eanytihe morning and looking out over Paris
as the city wakes up (embodiment relation) afteictviive descend and gaze at the tower
from a distance and try to read its material lamguaevealing a sense of laté"i@ntury
French culture and its industrial momentum (herméoeelation). Around noon we buy
some cheese and wine and have a pick-nick at Cldmmiglars enjoying the tower’s
shadow (background relation) after which we feetrgized to climb its 1665 steps,
actively engaging with this microcosmos of stedfe(dy relation). Who ever said that
philosophy is just armchair theory?

2. Science, technology and social change: afterthghts on the question of
perspective

Being scientific researchers ourselves, we are lgegmcerned by an apparent lack of
both intellectual space and a sense of necessibynnacademic research circles to deal
with issues of human well-being and topical sotiet¢devance. Here, the focus is on
becoming competent in a particular field of reseaoompetency being measured by the
number of publications. In this context, fundamenssues of human existence are
regarded as ‘soft’ questions as compared to thel"mesearch questions of science and it
is our impression that ‘soft’ issues of human vielng only seem to become a theme for
the scientist as a hasty afterthought late in g @vhen the ‘hard’ work of science is
done. Under the ideal of ‘freedom of research’,rthe-interestedness in social relevance
is even regarded as a necessary condition for goietice, claiming that the benevolent
societal impact is something that will eventuallppen, as the necessary outcome of a
supposedly unidirectional flow leading from scietgeociety.

This disquieting observation is in our view miedrby an analogue pattern of
thought within policy circles. Intensive experiens@h policy preparatory research in
sustainability issues has repeatedly shown uswhanhever policy turns itself to science,
this is almost always governed by a quest for aquivecal framing of problems as well
as for unequivocal solutions to these problems.tldil is motivated by the same one-
dimensional frame of thought that separates scidinom society and in which
knowledge is disconnected from the initial problemeethods and questions through
which the scientists were intentionally involvedttwiheir research objects. A parallel
observation can be made with respect to the re&technology.

Digging deeper into this, one eventually stumblg®n the age-old question of
perspective through which humans, be it scientetssts, designers or politicians, are
involved with their world. It is also the same qti@s of perspective that runs through all
the contributions of this special issue. From dgsaphical study of rubber hand illusions
over a socio-political investigation of the role tethnology in sustainability transitions
to the live staging of intermedial theatre: all pepppresented here take the question of
perspective at heart. As mentioned in the intraduactthis has been our very objective.
Connected through a particular way of addressingsue we have brought together here




people -call them philosophers- that dig deep ite metaphysical and ontological
foundations of our society as well as people -tadim politicians- that think about
transforming our society through media, art, asgdtiire or sustainable development
policy. We are really convinced of the creative gmial present in the tension ‘in-
between’ the philosopher, thinking about the wodldd the ‘politician’, willing to act in
the world, the ‘in-between’ tension being provideg the question of perspective. It is
our hope that this special issue may spark furthess-disciplinary dialogue on science,
technology and social change.

In this respect, we finally want to draw the re&lattention to the open-peer
commentary approach adopted here. This speciat issmprises two volumes, the first
one containing the original papers we have brigfhgsented above, the second
containing two peer-commentaries per paper folloea final reply by the author. In
this way, we have striven to open up the scientifebate beyond the contours of
traditional peer review. Taking stock of the difet commentaries and replies, the
guestion of perspective is perhaps even more prmtlin present here as authors were
challenged to rethink as well as rephrase theimtpof view’. This leaves us with the
pleasure to thank all contributors for their constive attitude as well as their patience in
seeing this special issue come real. And real it is



