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PRODUCTION OF PRESENCE:  
THE SUBJECTIVITY OF THE BODY IN PAIN 

 
The purpose of the study is a critical analysis of the methodological limitations of hermeneutics in 

the study of the body in pain. The task of the study is to identify the flaws of objectification of pain within 
the subject/object paradigm and to provide a theoretical substantiation for the subject/subject paradigm. 

Post-hermeneutic critique serves as the theoretical basis for the study. Key tools for analysis 
include H. U. *XPEUHFKW·V�WKHRUHWLFDO�GHYHORSPHQWV��SULPDULO\�WKH�FRQFHSW�RI�´SURGXFWLRQ�RI�SUHVHQFH�µ�
Research on the processes of metaphorization and objectification of the body in pain was conducted 
based on S. 6RQWDJ·V� HVVD\V�� SDUWLFXODUO\� WKRVH� GHYRWHG� WR� SKRWRJUDSK\�� $GGLWLRQDO� PHWKRGRORJLFDO�
orientations are provided by G. /XNiFV·� OLWHUDU\-critical theory, H. U. von %DOWKDVDU·V� WKHRORJLFDO� FULWLTXH�
of reductionism, and E. 6FXUU\·V�SKHQRPHQRORJLFDO�UHVHDUFK� 

The originality of the study lies in its articulation of the difficulties involved in hermeneutics when 
studying the body in pain, since hermeneutics turns it into an object of interpretation. The subject/subject 
paradigm has been developed theoretically ² in this framework, the ability to resist is not considered a 
mistake, but rather an ontological quality of the subjectivity of the body in pain. Additionally, the concept 
RI� WKH� ´SURGXFWLRQ� RI� SUHVHQFHµ� ZDV� IXUWKHU� GHYHORSHG� DV� DQ� HWKLFDO� LPSHUDWLYH� WKDW� WUDQVIRUPV� WKH�
research space from a field of analytical objectification into a space of co-presence and self-unconcealment 
of the phenomenon under study. 

The study identified that hermeneutic tools have methodological limitations when applied to the 
experience of physical suffering. It has been established that prioritizing interpretation and the search for 
´KLGGHQ�PHDQLQJµ�OHDGV�WR�WKH�REMHFWLILFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�ERG\�LQ�SDLQ��WUDQVIRUPLQJ�WKH�OLYLQJ�UHDOLW\�RI�SDLQ�
into passive material for theoretical constructs. It was argued that the subject/subject paradigm helps 
identify the resistance to interpreting the body in pain as a manifestation of its subjectivity. The concept of 
WKH�´SURGXFWLRQ�RI�SUHVHQFHµ�LQ�WKLV�FRQWH[W�WDNHV�RQ�DQ�HWKLFDO�GLPHQVLRQ��UHTXLULQJ�WKH�UHMHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�
LQWHUSUHWHU·V�SRVLWLRQ�RI�DXWKRULWDWLYHQHVV�LQ�IDYRU�RI�FR-presence. This allows the singularity of the bodily 
experience to be explored without dissolving it into discourse. Further research prospects are related to 
extrapolating the principles of the subject/subject paradigm and the ethics of co-presence to studying 
other forms of existential experience that resist the hermeneutic approach. 

×ø��ûï��þøûïí� body in pain, production of presence, hermeneutics, interpretation, subject/object paradigm, 
subject/subject paradigm, objectification. 

 
Introduction 
The study of bodily pain remains a difficult and relevant challenge for philosophical 

anthropology and the humanities in general, as this experience radically resists language, 
textualization, representation, and interpretation. Contemporary philosophy tends to view pain 
through the prism of meanings, symbols, or medical categories, which inevitably leads to its 
objectification. The problem LV� WKDW� WUDGLWLRQDO� KHUPHQHXWLFV�� LQ� LWV� DWWHPSW� WR� ´XQGHUVWDQGµ� WKH�
body in pain, paradoxically distances the researcher from the living reality of pain, transforming 
suffering into a passive object of analysis. 

In recent years, interest in researching the body in pain has grown within philosophical 
anthropology and phenomenology, which has resulted in a substantial state of research on the topic. 
In particular, S. Coninx, in the work Pain Philosophy: Recent Debates and Future Challenges, 
HPSKDVL]HV� WKH� QHHG� WR� UHYLVH� H[LVWLQJ� PRGHOV�� SRLQWLQJ� WR� ´VWURQJ� LQWHQWLRQDOLVW� WKHRULHVµ� DV�
solely representational approaches [Coninx, 2024, pp. 5²6]. 

J. Saliba [Saliba, 2023] turns to existential phenomenology to analyze how the body in 
SDLQ� DOWHUV� WKH� VWUXFWXUH� RI� ´EHLQJ� LQ� WKH� ZRUOGµ� DQG� UHODWLRQVKLS� ZLWK� WKH� 2WKHU�
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[Saliba, 2023, pp. 68, 77]. This transformation is accompanied by a double objectification. On the 
one hand, the body in pain transforms from an unconscious instrument into an object that resists 
and demands our attention [Saliba, 2023, pp. 73²74]. On the other hand, the Other (often a 
doctor) plays a key role in transforming subjective suffering into an objective medical category 
[Saliba, 2023, pp. 74²75]. 

In his article Pain and Sedimentation, S. Geniusas provides an additional perspective 
from the standpoint of existential phenomenology, emphasizing the temporal depth of bodily 
pain [Geniusas, 2024, pp. 15²16]. Through the prism of E. +XVVHUO·V�FRQFHSW�RI�´VHGLPHQWDWLRQ�µ�
he argues that pain is not an isolated sensory experience, but a complex layering of previous 
experience [Geniusas, 2024, pp. 21²��@�� 7KH� LVRODWHG� ´ILHOG� RI� SUHVHQFHµ� RI� SDLQ�� DFFRUGLQJ� WR�
S. *HQLXVDV�� LV� VXSSOHPHQWHG� RU� ´FRORUHGµ� >*HQLXVDV� 2024, p. 22] by previous experience 
through sedimentation, which influences the perception of new pain. This viewpoint reinforces 
arguments against hermeneutic simplification, demonstrating that the subjectivity of the body in 
pain is shaped not only by the present moment but also by the history of experience, which 
cannot be fully exhausted by external interpretation. 

An important theoretical basis for revisiting the methodology of humanities research is 
DOVR� SURYLGHG� E\� WKH� GLDORJXH� EHWZHHQ� �� U. Gumbrecht and T. Shchyttsova on the 
´SRVWOLQJXLVWLF� WXUQµ� >*XPEUHFKW & Shchyttsova, 2022]. In it, the respondent problematizes the 
GRPLQDQFH�RI�´FRQVWUXFWLYLVPµ�DQG�WKH�VXEMHFW�REMHFW�SDUDGLJP��LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�VXEMHFW�FRQVWLWXWHV�
the world from the outside [Gumbrecht & Shchyttsova, 2022, pp. 126²128]. Instead, he argues 
for the need to transition to the concept of embodied self-reference, where a person is always 
already included in the world and is part of it [Gumbrecht & Shchyttsova, 2022, pp. 126²128]. 

The originality of this study lies in the development of a subject/subject paradigm in 
studying the body in pain. While J. Saliba and S. Geniusas remain within the descriptive 
approach, the work adapts H. U. *XPEUHFKW·V�FRQFHSW�RI�´SURGXFWLRQ�RI�SUHVHQFHµ�DV�D�WRRO�IRU�
overcoming hermeneutic reductionism. In this context, resistance to theorising the body in pain 
is examined not as a mistake, but as a form of ontological self-unconcealment that necessitates a 
shift in the research approach, from analytical objectification to the ethics of co-presence. 

The purpose is to critically analyze the methodological limitations of hermeneutics in the 
study of the body in pain. The main tasks include studying the mechanisms of objectification of 
pain within the subject/object paradigm, the theoretical development of the subject/subject 
paradigm, and development of H. U. Gumbrecht as the basis of co-presence, which allows 
preserving the subjectivity of the body in pain. 

Statement of basic materials 
The cover of the English edition of Materialities of Communication 

[Gumbrecht & Pfeiffer, 1994] displayed an illustration chosen from the book La Machine 
$QLPDOH�� /RFRPRWLRQ� 7HUUHVWUH� HW� $pULHQQH� E\� (�-J. Marey [Marey, ����@�� (QWLWOHG� ´0DUH\·V�
0\RJUDSK�µ� WKH� GUDZLQJ� GHSLFWV� D� IURJ�ZLWK� HOHFWULFLW\� SDVVLQJ� WKURXJK� LWV� GLVVHFWHG� OHJV�� 7KH�
results of the experiment were recorded by a nearby myograph. In his book, E.-J. Marey 
DFFRPSDQLHV�WKH�LOOXVWUDWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FRPPHQWDU\��´,Q�)LJ� 3 the frog is represented in 
the experiment, fixed, by means of pins, on a piece of cork. The brain and spinal marrow have 
been previously destroyed, so as to extinguish all voluntary movement and sensibility. Although, 
to all appearance, the animal is dead, it will nevertheless retain for several hours the circulation of 
the blood, and the power of motion under the influence of electric discharges. An electric 
H[FLWDWRU� FRQYH\V� WKH� FXUUHQW� IURP� DQ� LQGXFWLRQ� FRLO� WR� WKH� QHUYH� RI� WKH� IURJµ�
[Marey, 1879, pp. 32²��@��7KH�IURJ·V�ERG\��GLVVHFWHG�E\�WKH�UHVHDUFKHU��DV�LQGLFDWHG�E\�WKH�WLWOH�RI�
WKH�FROOHFWLRQ��VHUYHV�DV�DQ�LOOXVWUDWLRQ�RI�´PDWHULDOLWLHV�RI�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�µ 

,Q�WKH�DFW�RI�GLVVHFWLRQ��WKH�UHVHDUFKHU�YLHZV�WKH�IURJ·V�ERG\�DV�D�UHSRVLWRU\�RI�PHDQLQJ��
7KDW� LV�� WKH� UHVHDUFKHU� YLHZV� WKH� IURJ·V� ERG\� DV� D� SKHQRPHQRQ� WKDW� LV� ´FRQWULEXWLQJ� WR� WKH�
FRQVWLWXWLRQ� RI� PHDQLQJ� ZLWKRXW� EHLQJ� PHDQLQJµ� LWVHOI� >*XPEUHFK & Pfeiffer, 1994, p. 398]. 
$IWHU� WKH� H[SHULPHQW�� WKH� IURJ·V� PDWHULDO� UHDOLW\ ² its body ² becomes, at best, something 
secondary and, in any case, insignificant. 
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7KLV�NLQG�RI�PDWHULDOLW\��LQFOXGLQJ�WKH�KXPDQ�ERG\��ZDV�´D�FHQWUDO�SRLQW�RI�UHIHUHQFH�IRU�
WKH� UHVHDUFK� SURJUDP� QDPHG� ¶PDWHULDOLWLHV� RI� FRPPXQLFDWLRQ·µ [Gumbrecht & Pfeiffer, 
1994, p. 394]. The assertion that materialities of communication are consistently ignored in acts 
of interpretation and other hermeneutic practices is a central theme in the book. Many years later, 
H. U. Gumbrecht described it as an intellectual-Oedipal emancipation from the primacy of 
interpretation and hermeneutics at his alma mater and in the humanities in general at that time 
[Gumbrecht, 2007]. 

H. U. *XPEUHFKW·V�DUWLFOH�WLWOH��´$�)DUHZHOO�WR�,QWHUSUHWDWLRQ�µ�IURP�WKH�DIRUHPHQWLRQHG�
collection refers to E. +HPLQJZD\·V� QRYHO�� ´$� )DUHZHOO� WR� $UPV�µ� KLQWLQJ� DW� WKH� OLPLWHG�
LQVWUXPHQWDO�SRWHQWLDO�RI�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�DV�D�PHWKRGRORJLFDO�IRXQGDWLRQ�IRU�UHVHDUFK��7KH�DUWLFOH·V�
leitmotif is what H. U. *XPEUHFKW�FDOOV�´D�UHLQWHJUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�ERG\�LQWR�RXU�PRGHOV�RI�KXPDQ�
self-UHIHUHQFHµ�>*XPEUHFKW & Pfeiffer, 1994, p. 391].  

In this context, H. U. *XPEUHFKW� UHIHUV� WR� '�� (�� :HOOEHU\·V� SUHIDFH� WR� WKH� (QJOLVK�
edition of F. A. .LWWOHU·V�´'LVFXUVLYH�1HWZRUNV�����������µ�>:HOOEHU\� 1990] to define the limit 
beyond which hermeneutics and interpretation lose their universal applicability and remain blind 
to a certain extent. This limit is the inability of hermeneutics to adequately work with the body in 
pain. D. E. Welbery characterizes F. A. .LWWOHU·V�SRVW-KHUPHQHXWLF� VWXGLHV�DV� IROORZV��´:KRHYHU�
ZRXOG�ORRN�IRU�WKH�ERQGV�RI�VROLGDULW\�WKDW�RULHQW�.LWWOHU·V�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�ZLOO�ILQG�WKHP�KHUH��LQ�LWV�
unmistakable compassion for the pathos of the body in pain. Hermeneutics would appropriate 
this corporeal singularity in the construction of a meaning. Post-hermeneutic criticism, however, 
draws its responsibility precisely from the unassimilable otherness of the singular and mortal 
ERG\µ�� >:HOOEHU\� 1990, pp. xv²xvi]. In other words, significant methodological issues may be 
present in certain types of research for which hermeneutics is chosen as the research method, and 
these issues are not always recognized by those who choose it. For instance, when studying the 
body in pain, interpretation as a hermeneutic practice through the concentration of redundant 
meaning may distance the researcher from the phenomenon under study. This distance formally 
manifests as a loss of empathy for the phenomenon under study. The presumption of an objective 
researcher is inconsistent with the phenomenon under study and complicates, rather than 
VLPSOLILHV��´GLUHFWµ�ZRUN�ZLWK�LW��,Q�WKH�DFW�RI�LQWHUSUHWLQJ�WKH�ERG\�LQ�SDLQ��PHDQLQJ�DSSHDUV�DV�D�
redundancy. This redundancy stands in the way of getting closer to the phenomenon under study. 

It could be argued that this is due to the methodological basis of hermeneutics. Any 
phenomenon that is the focus of hermeneutic research is, by definition, not self-sufficient, at 
OHDVW�ZLWK�UHJDUG�WR�PHDQLQJ��)RU�KHUPHQHXWLFV��WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�XQGHU�VWXG\�FRQWDLQV�´YRLGV�RI�
PHDQLQJµ� D� SULRUL�� (YHQ� LI� WKHUH� DUH� QR� ´REYLRXVµ� YRLGV�� KHUPHQHXWLFV� RIIHUV� PHDQLQJ� DQG�
JHQHUDWHV�´UHGXQGDQF\�RI�PHDQLQJ�µ�7KH�UHVHDUFKHU·V�GHVLUH�WR�ILOO� LQ�YRLGV�LQ�D�WH[W�DOLJQV�ZLWK�
the hLVWRULFDO� DQG� SKLORORJLFDO� GHVLUH� WR�ZULWH� FRPPHQWDULHV�� SURPSWHG� E\� ´WKH� HPSW\�PDUJLQV�
DURXQG� WKH� WH[Wµ� >*XPEUHFKW� 2003, p. 8]. From a hermeneutical perspective, redundancy of 
meaning cannot usually be classified as true redundancy. 

The paradox of the hermeneutic approach is its inability to identify its own redundancy. 
What appears as an artificial layering of redundant meanings in the context of ´livingµ pain is, for 
hermeneutics itself, a necessary procedure of ´semantic complementation.µ If its methods identify 
any phenomenon as having ´voids of meaning,µ then those gaps must be filled. Consequently, 
hermeneutics creates meaning even when a phenomenon is self-sufficient and does not require 
interpretation. This makes its instrumentation blind to the ontology of pain. In hermeneutics, the 
absence of meaning is considered a deficit that must be corrected. Therefore, the principles of 
semantic complementation and redundancy of meaning could be assumed as methodological 
presumptions of hermeneutics. When hermeneutic interpretation is applied to a self-sufficient 
phenomenon, one that does not require additional meaning, it offers nothing but redundant 
meaning. This is precisely what happens when interpretation encounters the body in pain.  

D. E. Welberry describes another methodological limitation of hermeneutics: the 
disregard for the singularity of the body in pain experience. Hermeneutics generally has two 
approaches to dealing with the singularity of the phenomenon under study. 
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The first approach is to reduce the singularity of the phenomenon under study to a generic 
concept, which is known as the inductive method. This hermeneutic mechanism is based on the 
assumption that the singular phenomenon under study is merely one manifestation of a larger 
system. This statement implicitly assumes that the phenomenon under study is insignificant and 
ephemeral compared to the larger system to which it belongs. 

Such a type of hermeneutic mechanism also includes reducing the singularity of the 
phenomenon under study to its specific aspect, i.e., a reductive (deductive) mechanism. It is 
EDVHG� RQ� WKH� DVVXPSWLRQ� WKDW�� WR� XQGHUVWDQG� WKH� ´HVVHQFHµ� RI� D� SKHQRPHQRQ�� WKH� UHVHDUFKHU�
PXVW�EUHDN�LW�GRZQ�LQWR�LWV�FRPSRQHQWV�DQG�LGHQWLI\�WKH�PRVW�´HVVHQWLDOµ�RQH� 

H. U. von Balthasar [Balthasar, 1968] points out the methodological vulnerability of the 
inductive-reductive approach when examining unique events, such as the Christian truth of 
GLYLQH� UHYHODWLRQ�� +H� RXWOLQHV� WZR� W\SHV� RI� UHGXFWLRQ�� ´FRVPRORJLFDO� UHGXFWLRQµ�
[Balthasar, 1968, pp. 11²24], which reduces the phenomenon to manifestations of the larger 
V\VWHP��LQGXFWLRQ���DQG�´DQWKURSRORJLFDO�UHGXFWLRQµ�>%DOWKDVDU� 1968, pp. 25²42], which reduces 
the phenomenon to the personal dimension (deduction/reduction]. His conclusion that a singular 
HYHQW�FDQQRW�EH�UHGXFHG�´WR�WKH�ZRUOG�LQ�JHQHUDO��QRU�WR�PDQ�LQ�SDUWLFXODUµ�>%DOWKDVDU� 1968, p. 7] 
is a methodological precedent for reflecting on how hermeneutics loses the body in pain. 

The second approach to hermeneutics and interpretation in their work with the 
singularity of the phenomenon under study is the allegorical-metaphorical approach. In her essay 
´$JDLQVW�,QWHUSUHWDWLRQ�µ�6� 6RQWDJ�GHVFULEHV�LW�DV�IROORZV��´7KH�LQWHUSUHWHU�VD\V��¶/RRN��GRQ·W�\RX�
see that X is really ² or, really means ² $"� 7KDW� <� LV� UHDOO\� %"� 7KDW� =� LV� UHDOO\� &"·µ�
[Sontag, 1966, p. 5]. This approach suggests that the body in pain as a singular phenomenon 
DOOXGHV� WR� RU� UHIHUV� WR� DQRWKHU� SKHQRPHQRQ�� ,Q� WKLV� FDVH�� WKH� ´WUXHµ� FRQWHQW� DOZD\V� UHPDLQV�
outside the phenomenon that is present. In such conditions, the singular phenomenon under 
study is implicitly more of a starting point than a self-sufficient entity. Therefore, the task of 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�DQG�KHUPHQHXWLFV� LV� WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKDW� WKH�´WUXHµ�PHDQLQJ�RI�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�
H[LVWV�´RXW�WKHUHµ�UDWKHU�WKDQ�´KHUHµ�LQ�LPPHGLDWH�SUHVHQFH� 

,Q�WKLV�ZD\��D�FHUWDLQ�´LQWHUSUHWLYH�ZRUOGµ�LV�FUHDWHG ² through the search for the meaning 
RI�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�XQGHU�VWXG\�EH\RQG�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�LWVHOI��´7R�LQWHUSUHW�LV�WR�LPSRYHULVK��
to deplete the world³LQ�RUGHU�WR�VHW�XS�D�VKDGRZ�ZRUOG�RI�¶PHDQLQJV�·�,W�LV�WR�WXUQ�the world into 
this ZRUOG���¶7KLV�ZRUOG·��$V�LI�WKHUH�ZHUH�DQ\�RWKHU�µ�>6RQWDJ� 1966, p. 7]. 

If the second hermeneutic approach to dealing with the singularity of the phenomenon 
under study ² in this case, the body in pain ² is allegorical and metaphorical, then S. 6RQWDJ·V�
ZRUN�LV�ODUJHO\�FRQFHUQHG�ZLWK�GHPHWDSKRUL]DWLRQ��)RU�H[DPSOH��´,OOQHVV�DV�D�0HWDSKRUµ�IRFXVHV�
RQ� ´OLEHUDWLRQ� IURP� PHWDSKRUVµ� RI� WKH� VLFN� ERG\� LQ� SDLQ�� ´0\� SRLQW� LV� WKDW� LOOQHVV� LV� not a 
metaphor, and that the most truthful way of regarding illness ² and the healthiest way of being 
ill³is one most purified of, most resistant to, metaphoric thinking. Yet it is hardly possible to 
WDNH�XS�RQH·V�UHVLGHQFH�LQ�WKH�NLQJGRP�RI�WKH�LOO�XQSUHMXGLFHG�E\�WKH�OXULG�PHWDSKRUV�ZLWK�ZKLFK�
it has been landscaped. It is toward an elucidation of those metaphors, and a liberation from 
WKHP��WKDW�,�GHGLFDWH�WKLV�LQTXLU\µ�>6RQWDJ� 1978, pp. 3²4]. 

,Q� ´5HJDUGLQJ� WKH� 3DLQ� RI� 2WKHUVµ� >6RQWDJ� 2003], an important work in this context 
written under the impression of photographs of American soldiers torturing Iraqi prisoners, 
S. Sontag explores the reduction and alienation inherent in photography as a metaphorization of 
WKH� ERG\� LQ� SDLQ�� ´/LNH� DOO� KHU� ZULWLQJ� RQ� SKRWRJUDSK\�� WKH� HVVD\� VKRZHG� KRZ� D� VXEMHFW� WKDW�
might have seemed intellectual or abstract ² the separation of the person from the image of the 
person, of the thing from its metaphors ² FRXOG�EUHDN�SHRSOH·V�ERGLHV��DQG�PDNH�WKHP�VFUHDP�µ�
[Moser, 2019, p. 530]. 

According to S. Sontag, photographs are both metaphorized and alienated because they 
´REMHFWLI\µ�ZKDW�LV�GHSLFWHG��,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��WKH\�´WXUQ�DQ�HYHQW�RU�D�SHUVRQ�LQWR�VRPHWKLQJ�WKDW�
FDQ�EH�SRVVHVVHGµ�>6RQWDJ� 2003, p. 81]. S. Sontag writes about the objectification of the body in 
SDLQ��ZKLFK�LV�DQ�DOLHQDWLRQ�IURP�LWV�´PHDQLQJ�µ�2QH�RI�WKH�PDLQ�PHFKDQLVPV�RI�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�LV�
the transformation of the phenomenon into what it means through metaphorization. 
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In general, it should be emphasized that the process of metaphorization occurs in three 
steps: alienation, packaging, and appropriation [Sontag, 1977, pp. 3²4]. Alienation involves 
DEVWUDFWLQJ�WKH�´HVVHQWLDOµ�IHDWXUHV�RI�ZKDW�LV�GHSLFWHG��RU�VWXGLHG���3DFNDJLQJ�LQYROYHV�FUHDWLQJ�D�
specific image that incorporates the previously abstracted features of the subject. Appropriation 
is the use of the packaged image as an arbitrary element in discourse. Metaphorization of the 
ERG\�LQ�SDLQ�WKURXJK�DOLHQDWLRQ��SDFNDJLQJ��DQG�DSSURSULDWLRQ�PDNHV�LW�SRVVLEOH�WR�´PRYH�RQµ�RU�
´OHDYHµ�WKH�ERG\� LQ�SDLQ��2QH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�WKLV�SURFHVV� LV� WKH�WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�RI�D�SKRWRJUDSK�
into a political message. For example, a photograph could be used to convey a political message: 
´$QG�DOO�SKRWRJUDSKV�ZDLW�WR�EH�H[SODLQHG�RU�IDOVLILHG�E\�WKHLU�FDSWLRQV������!�$OWHU�WKH�FDSWLRQ��
DQG�WKH�FKLOGUHQ·V�GHDWKV�FRXOG�EH�XVHG�DQG�UHXVHG�µ�>6RQWDJ� 2003, p. 10]. 

Overall, it can be argued that hermeneutics and interpretation are essentially 
´DSSURSULDWLYHµ� DQG� KDYH� D� UHGXFWLRQLVW-inductive and allegorical-metaphorical nature. In the 
interpretive process, the experience of bodily singularity is reduced, induced, allegorized, or 
metaphorized into a partial, general, approximate, or metaphorical meaning. 

7KH�PHDQLQJ�REWDLQHG�E\�´JHQHUDOL]HG�UHGXFWLRQµ� LV�KLJKO\�PRELOH�DQG�WUDQVSRUWDEOH��,W�
can be attached to a broader set of meanings and used to briefly represent the entire scope of a 
phenomenon. Thus, this unit of meaning is a building block in an unlimited set of models. 

Hermeneutics has enormous descriptive potential because its fundamental processes are 
rooted in alienation. This alienation and the search for meaning equivalent to any phenomenon 
HQVXUH�KHUPHQHXWLFV·�XQLYHUVDOLW\�ZKLOH�SURYRNLQJ�LW�WR�LJQRUH�WKH�VLQJXODULW\�RI�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�
under study. Hermeneutics and interpretation are unable to adequately work with the body in 
SDLQ�GXH�WR�WKHLU�WHQGHQF\�WR�´VKLIWµ�DWWHQWLRQ�DZD\�IURP�WKH�FRQFUHWH�SUHVHQFH�RI�SDLQ�WRZDUG�D�
common denominator of pain. When working with the body in pain, hermeneutics and 
interpretation nevertheless offer the allegory of thorns or the metaphor of an eternally suffering 
world. In any case, the focus shifts away from a specific phenomenon, leaving the sufferer 
behind. In such cases, researchers do not focus on the phenomenon under study as a whole, but 
rather on its metaphor, analogy, generic concept, or component. 

The thesis about the methodological inadequacy of hermeneutics is consistent with 
E. 6FDUU\·V�FRQFHSW�SUHVHQWHG� LQ�KHU�ZRUN�´7KH�%RG\� LQ�3DLQµ� >6FDUU\� 1985]. E. Scarry defines 
physical suffering as more than just a painful sensory experience; she describes it as a total event 
RI� ´WKH� XQPDNLQJ� RI� WKH�ZRUOGµ� WKDW� GHVWUR\V� WKH� YHU\� DELOLW\� WR� VSHDN� >6FDUU\� 1985, p. 4, 29]. 
Hermeneutics relies on meanings and symbols. Intense pain, however, is radically anti-
KHUPHQHXWLF�� ,W� UHWXUQV� WKH� VXEMHFW� WR� D� SUHYHUEDO� VWDWH� ZKHUH� WKH� DELOLW\� WR� YHUEDOL]H� RQH·V�
condition disappears [Scarry, 1985, pp. 4²�@��7KHUHIRUH�� DWWHPSWV� WR� LQWHUSUHW�SDLQ�DV� ´WH[Wµ� DUH�
flawed from the outset since, in its ontology, pain is a destructive power that eliminates the 
possibility of textuality. Pain simplifies the complex world of a human being to a pure, non-
alternative bodily presence that resists any external attribution of meaning 
[Scarry, 1985, p. 35, 56]. 

Hermeneutics represses the resistance of the body in pain using the mechanism of 
´REMHFWLILFDWLRQ�µ� ,W�ZRXOG� EH� KHOSIXO� WR� GLVWLQJXLVK� EHWZHHQ� KRZ� SKRWRJUDSK\� REMHFWLILHV� DQG�
how viewing photographs objectifies compared to how objectification occurs in hermeneutics. In 
SKRWRJUDSK\�� ZKHQ� ZH� DUH� ´UHJDUGLQJ� WKH� SDLQ� RI� RWKHUVµ� >6RQWDJ� 2003], we turn it into an 
object. This mechanism works as follows. First, there is the direct act of photographing and 
´FDSWXULQJµ�WKH�SDLQ�RI�RWKHUV��6HFRQG��LW�LV�YLHZLQJ�WKH�UHVXOWLQJ�LPDJHV��7KHUHIRUH��LQ�UHODWLRQ�WR�
photography, objectification is a second-order interpretation, or an interpretation of an 
interpretation. Second-order interpretation is a common way of using interpretation as a primary 
hermeneutic practice. 

Hermeneutics also uses objectification of the phenomenon under study. In this context, 
objectification is the transformation of the phenomenon under study into an object ² that is, the 
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�RI�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�XQGHU�VWXG\�LQWR�D�FRPPRQO\�XVHG�´REMHFW�RI�VWXG\�µ�,Q�RUGHU�WR�
understand the problem of transforming the phenomenon under study into an object of study, one 
must first understand the epistemological structure within which this transformation occurs. 
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H. U. *XPEUHFKW� WHUPV� WKLV� HSLVWHPRORJLFDO� VWUXFWXUH� WKH� ´VXEMHFW�REMHFW� SDUDGLJP�µ�
tracing the genealogy of the separation of subject and object to a more fundamental division of 
WKH�´REVHUYHG�DQG�LQWHUSUHWHG�ZRUOGµ�LQWR�WKH�´VSLULWXDOµ�DQG�WKH�´PDWHULDOµ��´$W�DQ\�HYHQW��WKH�
world that the observer observed and interpreted was supposed to be purely material. Of course, 
WKLV�GLFKRWRPL]DWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�¶VSLULWXDO·�DQG�¶PDWHULDO·�LV�WKH�RULJLQ�RI�DQ�HSLVWHPRORJLFDO�VWUXFWXUH�
RQ� ZKLFK� :HVWHUQ� SKLORVRSK\� ZRXOG� IURP� QRZ� RQ� UHO\� DV� WKH� ¶VXEMHFW�REMHFW� SDUDGLJP·µ�
[Gumbrecht, 2004, pp. 24²25]. 

7KH� SURSRVHG� YLHZ� RI� WKH� GLFKRWRP\� EHWZHHQ� WKH� ´VSLULWXDOµ� DQG� WKH� ´PDWHULDOµ�
consistently aligns with the division outlined in S. 6RQWDJ·V� HVVD\� ´$JDLQVW� ,QWHUSUHWDWLRQ�µ�
QDPHO\�� WKH� GLYLVLRQ� LQ� WKH� ´:HVWHUQ� FRQVFLRXVQHVV� RI� DQG� UHIOHFWLRQ� XSRQ� DUWµ� LQWR� WKH�
FRPPRQO\� XVHG� ¶IRUP·� DQG� ¶FRQWHQW·�� 6� 6RQWDJ� FDOOHG� LW�� ©����!� WKH� RGG� YLVLRQ� E\� ZKLFK�
VRPHWKLQJ�ZH�KDYH� OHDUQHG� WR�FDOO�´IRUPµ� LV�VHSDUDWHG�RII� IURP�VRPHWKLQJ�ZH�KDYH� OHDUQHG� WR�
FDOO� ´FRQWHQW�µ� DQG� WR� WKH� ZHOO-intentioned move which makes content essential and form 
DFFHVVRU\ª�>6RQWDJ� 1966, p. 4]. 

These two views converge in the title of G. /XNiFV·V� ERRN�� ´6RXO� DQG� )RUPµ�
>/XNiFV� ����@��+HUH��´VRXOµ�UHSUHVHQWV�ZKDW�+� U. *XPEUHFKW�FDOOV�´WKH�VSLULWXDO�µ�DQG�´IRUPµ�
represents what S. 6RQWDJ�DOVR�FDOOV�´IRUP�µ 

H. U. *XPEUHFKW� PHQWLRQV� WKLV� ERRN� ZKHQ� GLVFXVVLQJ� WKH� ´ORVV� RI� WKH� ZRUOGµ ² the 
growing separation between the detached observer and the interpreted world: the loss of the 
´ZRUOG�UHIHUHQFHµ�>*XPEUHFKW & Shchyttsova, 2022, p. 132; Gumbrecht, 2004, pp. 46²49]. 

For G. /XNiFV�� WKH� ´ORVV� RI� WKH� ZRUOGµ� DSSHDUV� WR� EH� VLPLODU� WR� WKH� JDS� EHWZHHQ� WKH�
´VRXOµ�DQG�´IRUP�µ�RU�EHWZHHQ�WKH�´,µ�DQG�WKH�´ZRUOG�µ�,Q�VHDUFK�RI�WKH�GLVWDQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�
´,µ� DQG� WKH� ´ZRUOG�µ� DQG� TXHVWLRQLQJ� ZKHWKHU� WKLV� GLVWDQFH� DFWXDOO\� H[LVWV�� KH� FDPH� WR� WKH�
IROORZLQJ�TXHVWLRQ��´:KHUH�LV�WKH�GLYLGLQJ�OLQH�EHWZHHQ�GUHDP�DQG�UHDOLW\��WKH�¶,·�DQG�WKH�ZRUOG��
GHHS�PHDQLQJ�DQG�IOHHWLQJ�LPSUHVVLRQ"µ�>/XNiFV� 2010, pp. 129²130]. 

,W� VKRXOG� EH� HPSKDVL]HG� WKDW� WKH� VXEMHFW�REMHFW� SDUDGLJP� XVHV� ´REMHFWLILFDWLRQµ� DV� LWV�
main instrument. This is a type of optics that considers the spiritual and meaningful side of a 
SKHQRPHQRQ�WR�EH�´YDOXDEOH�µ�ZKLOH�WKH�PDWHULDO�DQG�IRUPDO�VLGH�LV�FRQVLGHUHG�´RI�OLWWOH�YDOXH�µ�
Creating an object of study from the phenomenon under study requires considering the object as 
DQ�´RUGLQDU\µ�SKHQRPHQRQ�LQ�WHUPV�RI�ERWK�LWV�PDWHULDO�DQG�IRUPDO�DVSHFWV��+HUPHQHXWLFV�DQG�
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ� FDQ� KHOS� WKLV� LQLWLDOO\� LQFRPSOHWH� SKHQRPHQRQ� MRLQ� WKH� ´KLJKHUµ� VSLULWXDO� DQG�
meaningful sphere by applying the aforementioned mechanisms. 

In the subject/object paradigm, the researcher defines the phenomenon under study as 
WKH�REMHFW�RI�VWXG\��7KLV�GHILQHV� WKH� UHVHDUFKHU·V� UROH�DV�DFWLYH�DQG� WKH�REMHFW·V� UROH�DV�SDVVLYH��
Thus, the researcher implicitly assumes that the initiative in interacting with the object of study 
lies with the researcher. This perspective ignores the possibility that the phenomenon under study 
could take the initiative and have intrinsic subjectivity. The expression of the subjectivity of the 
SKHQRPHQRQ�XQGHU�VWXG\�LQ�LQWHUDFWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�UHVHDUFKHU�FDQ�EH�HLWKHU�D�´VHOI-XQFRQFHDOPHQWµ�
RU�D�´VHOI-FRQFHDOPHQWµ�RI�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�WR�WKH�UHVHDUFKHU� 

Under normal conditions, the birth of anything in the interaction between two subjects 
occurs as a voluntary movement toward each other. In the subject/object paradigm, violation of 
reciprocity in the self-unconcealment of the object of study is compensated by the application of 
research force. Here, it would be reasonable to mention S. 6RQWDJ·V� FLWDWLRQ�RI�6� :HLO·V� DUWLFOH�
´/·,OLDGH� RX� OH� SRqPH� GH� OD� IRUFHµ� >:HLO� ����@�� ZKLFK� VWDWHV� WKDW� ´YLROHQFH� WXUQV� DQ\ERG\�
VXEMHFWHG� WR� LW� LQWR� D� WKLQJµ� >6RQWDJ� 2004, p. ��@�� �Q� RWKHU� ZRUGV�� DSSO\LQJ� IRUFH� WR� D� VXEMHFW�
turns it into an object.  

9LROHQFH�FDQ� WXUQ� WKH�ZRUOG� LQWR�D�´ZRUOG�RI�REMHFWV�µ�RU�D�VWDWLF�ZRUOG� WKDW� LV� HDV\� WR�
manipulate. A dynamic world of subjects would be extremely difficult to manipulate. Not only 
would managing such a world be operationally complex, but the subjects would also be able to 
express their resistance. Repressing this resistance requires the use of force. In an article cited by 
S. Sontag, S. Weil argues that the total conversion of a human being into an object is the 
definition of murder [Weil, 2014, p. 2]. Living flesh demonstrates its life through an elementary 
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VWDUWOH�UHVSRQVH��´$�SLHFH�RI�OLYLQJ�IOHVK�PDQLIHVWV�OLIH�DERYH�DOO�WKURXJK�VWDUWOH�UHVSRQVH��D�IURJ·V�
OHJ��ZKHQ�VXEMHFWHG� WR�DQ�HOHFWULF�VKRFN��VWDUWOHV������!µ� >:HLO� 2014, p. 5]. The appearance of a 
frog through whose legs an electric shock passes is symptomatic of the theme of the creation of 
the object of study in the subject/object paradigm. Consequently, by revisiting E.-J. 0DUH\·V�
drawing, we can ascertain its suitability as an illustration for the subject/object paradigm. In that 
paradigm, the researcher should view the world, particularly the natural world, as a world of 
REMHFWV�� RU� ´ER[HV� ZLWK� PHDQLQJ�µ� ,Q� RWKHU� ZRUGV�� WKH� WKLQJV� RI� WKH� ZRUOG� DUH� ´ILOOHG� ZLWK�
PHDQLQJ�µ�DQG�WKH�UHVHDUFKHU�FDQ�OLEHUDWH�WKDW�PHDQLQJ�E\�DSSO\LQJ�HQRXJK�IRUFH� 

Implicitly, a researcher of the subject/object paradigm must also presume the object of 
study is indifferent. This implies a view of the object of study in which the object does not (and 
FDQQRW�� KDYH� LWV� RZQ� LQWHQWLRQDOLW\�� ,JQRULQJ� WKH� SKHQRPHQRQ·V� LQWULQVLF� LQWHQWLRQDOLW\�
FRQWULEXWHV�WR�WKH�UHVHDUFKHU·V�ORJLF�EHLQJ�´LQMHFWHGµ�LQWR�WKH�UHVHDUFK�UHVXOWV�� 

In summary, in the subject/object paradigm, objectification of the phenomenon under 
study by creating an object of study makes it passive, static, and indifferent. This also makes it 
suitable for interpretation and division into content and form, or spiritual and material. 

Fundamentally, work on the problems of the subject/object paradigm should not be 
EDVHG� RQ� DWWHPSWV� WR� ´PRGLI\µ� WKLV� SDUDGLJP�� EXW� RQ� DWWHPSWV� WR� JR� RXWVLGH� LWV� ERXQGDULHV�
[Gumbrecht, 2004, pp. 56²57]. A fundamentally different paradigm, opposite to the 
VXEMHFW�REMHFW� SDUDGLJP�� FRXOG� EH� WKH� ´VXEMHFW�VXEMHFW� SDUDGLJPµ� >%\NK� 2025, pp. 322²323]. 
According to the subject/subject paradigm, the phenomenon under study is also an active subject 
of the research process. In other words, the phenomenon under study ² such as the body in pain 
² is not passive, static, or indifferent. This approach could overcome the deep division of the 
phenomenon under study into spiritual and material, or spiritual and material, and it could open 
up the potential for a different interaction with the phenomenon under study than that found in 
the subject/object paradigm. 

In light of this, it is reasonable to wonder what the study of the body in pain would have 
been like if it had been based on the subject/subject paradigm instead of the subject/object 
paradigm. The answer to this question can be found in H. U. *XPEUHFKW·V� UHIHUHQFH� WR�
G. /XNiF·V�ERRN�´6RXO�DQG�)RUPVµ� LQ�KLV�ZRUN�HQWLWOHG�´$WPRVSKHUH��0RRG��6WLPPXQJ��2Q�D�
+LGGHQ�3RWHQWLDO�RI�/LWHUDWXUHµ�>*XPEUHFKW� 2012]. Discussing G. /XNiF·V�OLWHUDU\-critical theory, 
H. U. *XPEUHFKW� ZULWHV�� ´/XNiFV� GHPDQGHG� WKDW� HVVD\V� GHYLDWH� IURP� WKH� ¶VFLHQWLILF·� JRDO� RI�
ILQGLQJ�WKH�WUXWK��¶,W�LV�ULJKW�IRU�WKH�HVVD\LVW�WR�VHHN�WKH�WUXWK�·�/XNiFV�ZURWH��¶EXW�KH�VKRXOG�GR�VR�
LQ�WKH�PDQQHU�RI�6DXO��6DXO�VHW�RXW�WR�ILQG�KLV�IDWKHU·V�GRQNH\V�DQG�GLVFRYHUHG�D�NLQJGRP��WKXV�
will the essayist³one who is truly capable of seeking the truth³find, at the end of his way, what 
KH�KDV�QRW�VRXJKW��OLIH�LWVHOI�·µ�>*XPEUHFKW� 2012, p. 17]. $FFRUGLQJ�WR�*��/XNiFV��IRU�DQ�HVVD\LVW��
the phenomenon under study is not a static and completely permanent phenomenon that only 
needs to be described. On the contrary, the phenomenon under study is unknown in advance 
because it is dynamic. Also, the phenomenon under study appears in the essayistic mode as 
VRPHWKLQJ�WKDW�FDQ�H[SUHVV� LWV�UHVLVWDQFH�� WKDW� LV�� LW� LV�QRW� LQGLIIHUHQW��7KH�HVVD\LVW·V�DWWHPSWV�WR�
ILQG�ZKDW�´KH�FDPH�IRUµ�DUH�XQVXFFHVVIXO�EHFDXVH�WKH\�DUH�JXLGHG�E\�D�SUHGHWHUPLQHG�´JRDO�µ 

+RZHYHU�� WR� ILQG� ´OLIH� LWVHOI�µ� WKH� UHVHDUFKHU-essayist must provide subjectivity to the 
phenomenon under study. Only then will they discover something they might not have suspected 
existed ² something that does not fit into their predetermined framework. It is under such 
conditions that the phenomenon under study self-unconceals to the researcher. Thus, in the 
direct interaction between the researcher and the phenomenon under study, something emerges 
that did not exist before. In other words, research becomes a space for the interaction between 
the researcher and the phenomenon under study, and a place for the birth of something that did 
QRW� H[LVW� EHIRUH�� ,Q� WKLV� ZD\�� UHVHDUFK� EHFRPHV� D� SODFH� WR� ´WR� EULQJ� IRUWKµ� WKLQJV�
[Gumbrecht, 2004, p. 17] or a place for the production of presence. 

This paradigm may be suitable for studying the body in pain. Approaching such a 
SKHQRPHQRQ� ZLWK� SUHGHWHUPLQHG� ´JRDOVµ� FDQQRW� HVFDSH� WKH� VXEMHFW�REMHFW� SDUDGLJP� DQG��
WKHUHIRUH��FDQQRW�DYRLG�LQMHFWLQJ�WKH�UHVHDUFKHU·V�ORJLF�LQWR�WKH�UHVHDUFK�UHVXOWV��7UDQVIRUPLQJ�WKH�
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body in pain into an object of study is unhelpful because the body in pain becomes passive, static, 
and indifferent. However, providing the body in pain subjectivity brings the researcher closer to 
the phenomenon under study through empathy. 

Any attempt to study the phenomenon of the body in pain within the subject/object 
paradigm must appeal to the tools of hermeneutics. The textualization of the body in pain poses 
WKH�ULVN�RI�UHGXFLQJ�LWV�OLYLQJ�VLQJXODULW\�WR�D�VKDGRZ�´LQWHUSUHWLYH�ZRUOGµ�RI�PHDQLQJV��ZKHUH�WKH�
immediate reality of pain is replaced by an abstract description or metaphor. Thus, any 
conventional research writing within the subject/object paradigm risks re-objectifying the 
phenomenon under study, turning it into a passive object. Any attempt to modify these tools 
FRXOG� OHDG� WR� DQ� HSLVWHPRORJLFDO� FROOLVLRQ�� DQ� DWWHPSW� WR� JR� EH\RQG� WKH� ´SULPDF\� RI�
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQµ�ZLWKLQ� WKH� VXEMHFW�REMHFW� SDUDGLJP�JHQHUDWHV� D� QHZ� OD\HU� RI� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ� WKDW�
potentially nullifies the intention to go beyond its limits. 

The solution to this collision may lie in changing the basis of research within the 
subject/subject paradigm when studying the body in pain. In this paradigm, research is not 
regarded as a repository of static meaning, but rather as a dynamic space for the production of 
presence. Appealing to the essayistic mode outlined by H. U. Gumbrecht through the prism of 
G. /XNiFV·� OLWHUDU\-FULWLFDO� WKHRU\�� VXFK� UHVHDUFK�FDQ� UHMHFW� D� VWULFWO\�GHILQHG�´VFLHQWLILF�JRDOµ�RI�
VHHNLQJ�WUXWK�DQG�LQVWHDG�RSHQ�XS�WR�WKH�FRQWLQJHQF\�RI�´OLIH�LWVHOI�µ�,Q�WKLV�DSSURDFK��UHVHDUFK�LV�
a dialogical space where the phenomenon cannot be fully dissected analytically, yet it keeps its 
intentionality and potential of resistance. Research is transformed into a field of interaction 
between subjects, where the subjectivity of pain is not suppressed by structure, but is given the 
RSSRUWXQLW\� IRU� ´VHOI-XQFRQFHDOPHQWµ� GXH� WR� WKH� UHVHDUFKHU·V� UHIXVDO� WR� FODLP� SRZHU� WKURXJK�
interpretation. In this context, research functions as an event space rather than a description. 

It is worth considering the criticism of the excessive binary opposition between the 
subject/object and subject/subject paradigms. A total rejection of objectification may seem 
naive. However, the proposed distinction does not aim to fully deny the instrumental potential or 
validity of objectification; it aims to expose its limitations as a heuristic tool, particularly in the 
humanistic study of extreme experience. When it comes to the body in pain, mechanistic 
reduction not only simplifies the phenomenon, but also transforms living suffering into material 
for external interpretations. Essentially, accepting the subjectivity of pain is accepting its 
ontological status as an event. This requires researchers to reject power through interpretation in 
favor of ethical co-presence. 

In the outlined concept, resistance is considered as the ability to block, distort, or destroy 
the theoretical framework applied to it. According to E. Scarry, for example, the body in pain 
´GRHV�QRW�VLPSO\�UHVLVW� ODQJXDJH�EXW�DFWLYHO\�GHVWUR\V� LWµ� >6FDUU\� 1985, p. 4]. Thus, granting the 
ERG\� LQ� SDLQ� WKH� VWDWXV� RI� D� ´VXEMHFWµ� FDSDEOH� RI� LQLWLDWLYH� LV� DQ� DFW� RI� SKHQRPHQRORJLFDO�
RSHQQHVV�IURP�WKH�UHVHDUFKHU��,Q�D�ZD\��LW·V�D�PHWKRGRORJLFDO�VDIHJXDUG�WKDW�PDNHV�WKH�UHVHDUFKHU�
FRQVLGHU�PLVPDWFKHV�EHWZHHQ�WKHRU\�DQG�GLUHFW�H[SHULHQFH�QRW�DV�D�´PLVWDNHµ�WKDW�QHHGV�WR�EH�
fixed (objectified), but as a moment of truth (self-unconcealment) where reality breaks through 
the grid of interpretations. 

In conclusion, it should be noted that hermeneutics has a basic methodological limitation 
when it comes to working with the body in pain. The traditional epistemological subject/object 
paradigm unavoidably reduces the phenomenon under study: living suffering is transformed into 
a passive object of study that is analyzed to extract abstract meaning. This approach, which is 
based on alienation and metaphorization, disregards the unique nature of the experience of the 
body in pain. It often replaces the immediate reality of pain with safe allegories or metaphors. 

An alternative approach to studying the body in pain is the subject/subject paradigm. In 
WKLV�SDUDGLJP�� WKH� UHVHDUFKHU� UHMHFWV� WKH� LQWHUSUHWHU·V�GRPLQDQW�UROH�RI� OLEHUDWLQJ�PHDQLQJ�IURP�
the things of the world. Instead, the researcher engages in dialogical interaction, in which the 
phenomenon under study resists interpretation and unconceals its own intentionality. Accepting 
the subjectivity of the body in pain may also give back an ethical dimension in research: the 
ability to not just interpret the body in pain, but to empathize with its living, unreduced presence. 
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