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Introduction  

In Matter and Memory (Matière et Mémoire; noted MM henceforth) Bergson tried to 

describe the movement of memories as a whole. He constitutes his theory of recognition 

on this disposition of memories. For Bergson relations between particular memories and 

their whole are not reducible to the mechanism of brain. But the memories seem to 

constitute a kind of system of relations. 

  We concentrate, in this presentation, on the feature of the relation among memories 

drawn in Matter and Memory, which constitute a kind of whole. Our examination will 

be led by a conception; that is integral whole or complex. We refer to an ontological 

work about part-whole relation from the point of view of the validity of extensional 

mereology, which consist principally in the algebraic and semantic formulation of 

part-whole relation: Parts of Peter Simons. The conception of integral whole or 

complex is opposed to that of sum, in so far as the former presupposes a certain kind of 

constitutive condition to integrated parts. Simons treats this conception at the end of the 

book, after a series of analysis about part-whole relations, including temporal ones. 

Several points are instructive in view of the examination of the relation among the 

memories proposed in Matter and Memory, for the memories are temporal facts and 

they seem to constitute a whole. 

 

1. Temporal Integral whole and its problem  

We begin with the multiplicity of temporal facts for Bergson. Bringing this notion in 

a controversial context about temporal integral whole, we would see the range of 

bergsonian conception of temporal connection as a condition of integrity.   

According to Time and Free Will (Essai sur les Données Immédiates de la 

Conscience; noted DI henceforth), the multitude of psychological facts constitutes a 

succession which is called duration. Or they seem to be integrated in it. There is the 

“fusion”1 of psychological states; psychological states “reflect”2 on, or pervade into3 

all concerning psychological states or entire soul. Bergson picks up also pervading 

 
1 Henri Bergson, Essai sur les Données Immédiates de la Conscience (1889), Paris, Puf, 

2007, p. 122. As the English version, we refer to; Time and Free Will, Dover Publication 

Inc., 1913.  
2 Ibidem, pp. 123-124. 
3 Ibidem, p. 99. 
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image of an object into the perceptions and the memories4. It is interpenetration here 

that characterizes the relation among the events belonging to the duration. 

Interpenetration is an antonym of juxtaposition, which characterizes spatially extended 

object, or in short, the space. An image of juxtaposition is given by “a continuous line or 

a chain, the parts of which touch without penetrating one another”5. 

  As a presentation by analogy, such a description of the multiplicity of temporal facts 

is not so obscure. We would like to sound however the nature of connectedness in 

duration, by contrasting it with two positions about integrity of the temporal facts. For 

this comparison, we define some concepts following Simons. 

  Whole, which could also be called complex, is a sort of group of parts having a certain 

constitutive condition, and opposes to the simple sum for which no such condition is 

needed6. And the integrity signifies a specific relation among the parts7. Such relation 

could be constitutive condition of a whole.  

Occurrent is a kind of temporal object which has parts, not changes inside it, can be 

extended in space, but does not dislocate in the space. For example, a marathon race is 

occurrent, having its earlier and later parts. The event, the states and the process are 

synonyms of the occurrents. Continuant by contrast, is another kind of temporal object, 

which has no temporal parts and changes, can dislocate in the space and remains 

identical passing through the occurrents. For example, living bodies, persons and 

material objects running in the race are the continuants8. In other words, a continuant 

has a maximal part which is the continuant itself, and an occurrent has a maximal part 

which itself has temporal parts9. But the regression to subordinate parts is not infinite: 

Simons suppose the instantaneous time slices as minimal temporal parts10. We add that a 

kind of identity throughout the occurrents, which a continuant retains, is called 

genidentity11. 

 
4 Ibidem, p. 7. 
5 Ibidem, pp. 75-76. 
6 Peter Simons, Parts: A Study in Ontology, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1987, pp. 

324-325. 
7 Ibidem, p. 326. 
8 Ibidem, pp. 117-118,129-132. 
9 Peter Simons, “Processes and Precipitates”, in Everything Flows: Towards a 
Processual Philosophy of Biology, ed. by Daniel J. Nicholson (Editor), John Dupre, 

Oxford University Press, 2018, pp. 50-51. Simons prefers the couple of terms 

occurrent/continuant to that of synonymous ones perdurant/endurant, because the latter 

might bring about the confusion and the former historically precedes the latter. pp. 

49-50. 
10 Ibidem, p. 51. 
11 Ibidem, p. 54. 
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  A problem arises in the case of a whole integrating occurrents. The individual events 

befalling a certain person, which are occurrents, are strung together, called his life. The 

unifying relation here is genidentity which involves a continuant. To determine the 

genidentity of this continuant, it is indispensable to determine the condition of its 

existence. The existence of an integrated object at a time consist in interrelation of the 

parts of the object. But the existence of an integrated objet over time is not so easy to 

justify. As for occurrents, the integrity consists in the connections between their 

subordinate temporal parts. The existence of an integrating continuant over time consist 

in the existence of integrated occurrents which determine the beginning and the end of it. 

It matters then the genidentity throughout the occurrents as the connection between 

occurrents. But the genidentity of this continuant cannot explain the existence of 

continuant constituted of the occurrents, because the genidentity presupposes the 

existence of the continuant itself. This situation entails two opposing attitudes. On the 

one hand, we could recognize the existence of the integrating continuant as a bare fact, 

without any explanation about it by the interconnections of occurrents. The continuant 

as integral whole would appear mysterious. On the other hand, as Hume and Russell 

have done, we could propose to replace such a continuant without any support of 

occurrents by some relation among events, such as succession, similarity, contiguity or 

causation. We could see the integrating continuant as an imitation for fictive 

genidentity12. 

We return to bergsonian duration. It seems to be constituted by multiple 

psychological states as occurrents. And Bergson does not consider the duration as a kind 

of juxtaposition. If it is constituted by the states, the states are not simply ordered in a 

linear way. In fact,  

Then it seems highly plausible that the duration is a kind of integrating continuant, 

because Bergson in his early works opposes to the reductionist view as associationist, 

who tries to explain duration or integrating act of memory by the association of 

psychological states, which consist in the contiguity or similarity of events13. Simons 

indicate that the reductionist rejects the conception of integrating continuant as a 

redundant “string on which to hang the events14”. Bergson indicate that something like 

 
12 Peter Simons, Parts: A Study in Ontology, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1987, 

pp.350-352 
13 Henri Bergson, Op. cit., pp. 117-127, Matière et Mémoire (1896), Paris, Puf, 2010, 

pp. 181-186. As the English version, we refer to; Matter and Memory, Random Shack, 

2016.  
14 Simons, Op. cit., p. 352. 
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“string of pearls” lining “distinct states” up is “intellectual representation”15, therefore it 

is “abstract unity”16. We could say that, for Bergson, the string-like continuant as 

integral whole is an imitation of the real integrity among the states.     

  The duration cannot be a continuant like a body or an animal, which is not constituted 

by occurrents, rather is involved in processes or events. In this sense the duration seems 

not to be independent of the occurrents. If it depends on the occurrents, the way of 

dependence resembles to that of electromagnetic wave on the process of propagation 

constituting it17.  

Or if the duration is independent of the occurrents, the occurrents seem to depend on 

the duration on the contrary. The relation of dependence is one of the principal subjects 

of Parts of Simons. Mathematical details aside, we pick up relevant points to present 

context. The way in which the occurrents depend on the duration must not be that in 

which an object depends on its parts, for the duration here is a whole of the states. It is 

not its parts nor other continuants involved in the occurrents. Bergson does not stand 

here in any form of atomism about the duration, including that of Leibnizian monads, or 

Aristotelian first mover18. 

The way of dependence of the states on the duration could be categorized to that of 

all parts to their least upper bound19. Simons indicate that in such a case of dependence, 

the parts depend each other. A certain part could include the other or share common part 

with other-s, whereas the atomic independent denies the dependence on its outside20. 

Seeking for this kind of independent to the whole, Husserl and Whitehead construct 

their formal mereological system. Husserl tries to construct the continuant as integral 

whole, but the nature of interconnection between parts is not sufficiently clarified21. 

Whitehead tries to construct the system of minimal occurrents interconnected by their 

common point-like parts, combining mereological system with topological one22. 

 
15 Henri Bergson, La Pensée et le mouvant(1934), GF Flammarion, 2014, Paris, p. 76. 
16 Ibidem, p. 207. 
17 Simons, Op. cit., p. 352. 
18 Ibidem, pp. 319-320. 
19 Ibidem, pp. 320-322. 
20 Ibidem, pp. 340-341 
21 Ibidem, pp. 339-342. 
22 Ibidem, pp. 92-98, 335-336. It is difficult, however, from technical viewpoint, to 

deduce atomic or point-like parts from simple part-whole relation. To obtain such a 

point-like part, the relation between parts must be reformed using such concept as 

‘connection between parts which have a point as their common part and each of which 

has respectively its interior’. In this way mathematical intervals must be obtained, with 

the relational whole which would be constituted from them. Simple mereology is not 

enough to form such a concept of connection. A sort of fusion between mereology and 
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It would matter for Bergson something like continuant independent from occurrents 

which depend on each other sharing common parts. Bergson repeatedly indicate the 

heterogeneity of the duration. It could not be constituted from homogeneous minimal 

occurrents. According to Simons, as to the multitude of occurrents, they cannot be 

regarded as simple points of space-time, because they form in many ways the natural 

and artificial kinds. One cannot imagine simple sum-occurrent of them. The occurrents 

could be parts of more embracing whole. If, for example, the whole is “expanding”, 

changing in general, it cannot be occurrent anymore. So, the whole in this case must be 

continuant23 

  When the question is about the nature of continuance of existence throughout change, 

the identity of this existence and the unity of the whole of process and events get nearer. 

Bergson often confirms the unity in the duration rather than its identity. But he seems to 

recognize the invariance of the relation in spite of the replacement of states, when he 

talks about the interpenetration of states. On the other hand, the relational system which 

permits the continuant to continue to exist, to maintain some characteristic feature of 

itself throughout change, is, according to Simons, the structure. So, we will examine 

how the structure of duration is. This examination will permit us to approach the 

structure of memories. 

 

2. Structure of duration 

  Simons devotes the last several pages to the structure. His view is somewhat too 

mathematical to apply immediately to the duration and the memory for Bergson. We 

seize here the outline of the conception of the structure sketched by Simons, which 

contains instructive points when we examine the invariant feature of the duration and 

then, of the memory. 

  We begin with the definition of some technical terms. The structure in general is 

defined as a sequence constituted of the domain of parts, and the relations, like 

mathematical structures such as group, ring or vector space which are constituted of 

domain and scheme of constitution. The sequence characterizes the structure. In this 

sense, the structure is the relation of relations. Simons specifies the structure relevant to 

integral whole in interpreting the constituents of sequence as corresponding to the 

factors of phenomenal world. For the first, the domain of objects is supposed. The first 

relations are called determinables, which correspond to the features or states of objects, 

 

topology is needed. Cf. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, New York, The 

Free Press, 1978, pp. 267, 294-301. 
23 Ibid., p. 134. 
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such as mass, volume, color and so on. Determinable is a kind of function, which 

indicates the value of object. For example, the mass (determinable) of pendulum 

(object) is 25gm (value). The object constitutes the argument for the determinable as a 

function, and its value is called determinate. When the domain is discrete topological 

space, the arguments are taken to be the positions (points or instants) in topological 

space. The determinables for them are called S-determinables, for which “S” means 

“state”. If dereminates (values) are assigned to a group of S-determinables for a domain 

of positions, this assignment is called configuration24. 

 Then Simons explains the sameness of the configurations. If between two 

configurations, there is a continuous one-to-one mapping from a domain of positions to 

another, in short, the mapping here is homeomorphic, and two configurations involves 

the same determinables, and finally the determinates are equal for corresponding 

positions of two homeomorphic domains, then the configurations are taken to stand in 

perfect correspondence.  

To treat looser correspondence, Simons introduce the concept called distribution. It is 

assignment of particular values to each position on a single S-determinable. The 

distributions which are exactly alike are called equal. If all their S-determinables have 

equal distributions, two configurations stand in perfect correspondence. When the 

distributions are not equal but similar in various way, they have common attributes. For 

example, if two reproductions of a master are such that one is half size of the other and 

is in black and white, then the S-determinables distance and hue are different between 

two. But S-determinables such as the proportions between corresponding stretches and 

darkness of corresponding points remain constant. A different similarity is obtained by 

keeping the size and color the same but reserving the picture as in a mirror. The 

common attributes to similar distributions are considered to be determinables, whose 

values, i. e. determinates are called D-determinables. Now suppose that for two 

configuratins there is one-to-one continuous mapping between their two domains and 

these conifgurations contain the same S-determinables. If for these configurations, the 

distributions are similar for some S-determinables, in other words, the distributions are 

alike in value of some D-determinables, then the configurations simply correspond to 

each other, without standing in perfect correspondence. The kind of correspondence is 

determined by the topological nature of domains, S-determinables and relatively similar 

D-determinables of S-determinables25.  

  For each specific correspondence, an equivalence relation is determined on 

 
24 Ibidem, pp. 343, 357-358. 
25 Ibidem, pp. 358-359. 
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configurations. Then the configurations in an equivalence class under this equivalence 

relation have something in common. The thing which these configurations have in 

common is called Gestalt. If the operation or mapping from one configuration into 

another are called transposition, the Gestalt is invariant through all transpositions26.  

  Bergson picks up the melody in DI, as an instructive example of the characteristic 

relation of interpenetration between the states constituting the duration. He says that the 

melody would change as a whole when some of its tones are extraordinarily prolonged27. 

In other words, the melody remains more or less identical while prolongations of its 

tones remain in an “ordinary” range. To this extent the melody is identical, and its 

identity consists in the sameness of the length of the tones. It must be remarked that 

Bergson describes here the comparison of at least two performances of melodies. He 

treats only the case of distinction between the former melody and the latter. But first 

melody could be identified to the second. It seems as if the tones constitute a whole in 

so far as it is recognized to be identical with, similar to, or different from the one which 

was heard. And if the identity of melody expresses the tightness of the whole of the 

woven by interpenetrating tones, the recognition of the melody would relate intimately 

to the interpenetration between the tones.  

In that respect the analysis of the structure by Simons is instructive. It is precisely the 

melody which is taken by Simons (following the indication of Ehrenfels) as the 

“clearest example of Gestalt”, which is invariant through the transpositions between the 

configurations. In this case the configuration is certain tone sequences. Performance at 

different tempi, on different instruments, with different dynamics and in different keys 

is transposition between the configurations. Throughout these transpositions, some 

D-determinables keep the same values over configurations: the relative lengths, 

successive intervals of the tones. The limits of these values are supposed to be wide 

enough, so as to allow the variations within them28. The Gestalt could be of a continuant, 

and continuant could change inside the limits of the Gestalt29.  

  If we could see in the character of melody in Time and Free Will the relative 

invariance of the configurations which constitute an equivalent class, throughout the 

variations of the distributions in some S-determinables, then the structure of the melody 

as an integral whole consist in such invariance. And because the equivalence is 

recognized through the comparison among the configurations, the invariant structure of 

 
26 Ibidem, p. 359. 
27 Henri Bergson, Essai sur les Données Immédiates de la Conscience (1889), Paris, 

Puf, 2007, p. 75. 
28 Simons, Op. cit., p. 359. 
29 Ibidem, p. 360. 
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melody could be actualized by the recognition. 

But we must distinguish the thought of Bergson from the one which tries to seize 

behind the sensation something numerical or spatial. For example, one of the founders 

of topology, H. Poincaré, sees in subconscious infinitesimal sensations the empirical 

basis for mathematical continuum. Poincaré insists that it is possible, starting from this 

basis, to constitute the mathematical continuum, and then the metric space30. The 

duration for Bergson would be a certain way of connection between states, rather than a 

mysterious and amorphous “soul or pure ego31”. Bergson must not allow, however, 

mathematical structure itself to be embedded in the duration. We cannot ignore the 

hostile attitude of Bergson against mathematical and constructive way of understanding 

integral whole of the duration. Bergson does not recognize the relation of containing 

and contained to the states of duration32. For him, this relation belongs exclusively to 

the space. Bergson distinguishes the succession of sensation itself from the measuring 

of their intensity. He discerns, behind the measuring of the intensity of sensation, its 

spatial counterpart; the extension of corporal reaction, or the degree of the physical 

excitation33. The qualitative modification of the sensation cannot be reduced to the 

spatial relation. The very concept of ‘intensity of sensation’ is a sort of compromise 

reposing on the assimilation between the modification of sensation and the spatial form 

for the assigning of the measurable value34. Thus, for Bergson, the spatial nature of 

domains, on which the invariant structure is constituted, is eliminated.  

Simons admit that the continuant founding the relation of genidentity is an 

abstraction, which is constructed from occurrents through the relation of equivalence35. 

But occurrents must present such an equivalence which permits us to construct some 

relation of identity. Bergson seems to show that the duration would resemble in a way to 

invariant structure. It should be that the duration seems analogous to invariant structure 

because of the equivalence functioning in the duration. Considering the elimination of 

spatial nature of domain, we have to confirm the basis for invariant structure, whose 

basis is analogous to mathematical one but not spatial. It seems that this is confirmed in 

 
30 Henri Poincaré, La Science et l’hypothèse (1902), Paris, Flammarion, 1968, pp. 

47-60. 
31 Peter Simons, Parts: A Study in Ontology, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1987, p. 

352. 
32 Bergson, Op. cit., pp. 2-3. 
33 Ibidem, pp. 3, 15, 35-36, 54.  
34 Ibidem, p. 54. 
35 Peter Simons, “Processes and Precipitates”, in Everything Flows: Towards a 
Processual Philosophy of Biology, ed. by Daniel J. Nicholson (Editor), John Dupre, 

Oxford University Press, 2018, p. 55. 
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the theory of recognition in MM.  

 

3. Invariance in recognition 

If a melody is identified because of an equivalence relation of their sequences of 

tones, the transposition among the configurations standing in an equivalence relation 

has a similar characteristic to the recognition.  

To emphasize the nature of bergsonian explanation of the recognition, we compare it 

with an explanation of the recognition by the distribution of probability, which depends 

on the accumulation of a large amount of the past data. This comparison seems to be 

justified, for we know that the reaction of a machine with the program of deep learning 

gets more and more accurate as this kind of probabilistic tool equipped to this machine 

gets more and more precise through enormous errors. In this sense, it would be 

remarkable that, formalized by the mathematical theory of measure and that of the 

integral, the system of possible worlds for probability approaches to the algebraic 

structure like lattice. The recognition of the perception suggests the reaction, supplying 

the past similar cases. From the probabilistic viewpoint, among the possible reactions, a 

reaction could be chosen according to the distribution of frequency of the past similar 

cases. In other words, each case forms an equivalence class of sample points, and the 

case whose number of sample points is largest is chosen among the cases similar to 

these reactions.  

Such a perspective is easily connected to the conception about the invariant structure 

with discrete topological domain. We will examine bergsonian theory of recognition in 

MM from the point of view of invariant structure, whose domains are not spatial. 

According to MM, every event is accumulated as it unfolds36. That is, the past 

conscious states are accumulated as soon as it has taken place, according to the order of 

development. These accumulated psychological states, in so far as they are not 

recognized, are called the “pure memory”37. They must be the states, so they could be 

seen as occurrents. They are the past temporal states accessible from the present time. 

We set aside the problem of subordinate parts of accumulated states as occurrents, but 

Begson seems to us to treat this problem in the framework of the recognition, therefore, 

of the equivalence relation.  

When it matters the recognition, the given perception plays a role of starting point. 

And the perception is a kind of construction of invariant structure of actions in the 

 
36 Henri Bergson, Matière et Mémoire (1896), Paris, Puf, 2010, p. 86. As the English 

version, we refer to; Matter and Memory, Random Shack, 2016. 
37 Ibidem, p. 142. 
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physical world. The physical actions are selected by the complicated sensorimotor 

nervous system which displays the alternatives of reaction38. The reaction is open 

because of the complexity of nervous system. It is sensori-motor or self-conservative 

nervous system that explains the equivalence relation. This equivalence constitutes the 

integral whole of selected actions as perception. 

In the case of physical action, the structure consists of the equivalence class of 

physical reaction. Bergson explains along this line the integration in the perception. 

Bergson, rejecting in MM the idea of material particle, supposes at the lowest material 

level something like vibration constituted of the action and reaction39. It is a kind of 

duration whose unexpected renewing is reduced to minimum and whose past is 

constantly repeated40 or whose moments deduce to each other41. Thus the equivalence 

of reactions sustains the fundamental level of vibration. This fundamental material level 

seems to be a continuant. As we have seen it, Simons indicates that the material 

temporal parts can be without support of any continuant of material medium. The 

vibration constituted of the actions must be like electromagnetic wave without material 

medium supporting it. In fact, Bergson appreciate, in MM as well as in DI, the idea of 

vortex atom of Thomson as a physical theory to refer to, which is about a sort of 

relational system without particle42. And anyway, this level would be a kind of invariant 

structure whose domains are not spatial but whose mapping is explicitly one-to-one. 

If we draw a line of demarcation between the invariant structure of the bare physical 

reactions and that of perception, it concerns the way of dependence. Simons indicates 

that the electromagnetic wave depends on the process of propagation. He indicates also 

that the invariant structure of perception depends on the self-conservative system of the 

body which constitutes the functional whole, and in which the equivalent class may 

consist43. But the self-conservative system does not seem to totally depend on bare 

physical actions. On this point must rest the stake of the philosophy of life of Bergson. 

Bergson’s theory is not materialist because he saw an irreducible difference between 

the physical actions and the psychological memory. They seem to share however the 

common status of the occurrents. The distinction consists mainly in the mode of 

integration or the invariant structure over the occurrents. In each case, the structure is 

 
38 Ibidem, pp. 42-45. 
39 Henri Bergson, Matière et Mémoire (1896), Paris, Puf, 2010, p. 227 ff.  
40 Ibidem, pp. 250-251. 
41 Ibidem, pp. 248-249.  
42 Ibidem, p. 225. 
43 Peter Simons, Parts: A Study in Ontology, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1987, pp. 

347-348. 
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characterized by the equivalence relation which constitutes it. The occurrents for 

recognition are duplicates, “shadows” of perceived actions which are produced 

simultaneously with them44. And the relation of equivalence for memory is totally 

different from that of perception and of electromagnetic wave. 

The human recognition is considered to be the projection of the past case over the 

perception in MM, and this past case is considered to be similar to one of the reactions 

indicated by the perception. For the recognition, every accumulated past psychological 

state resembles to the present perception in some respect45. Each state has equal right to 

attach to the perception46. So, between an accumulated state and a perception, the 

“encounter” could take place47. Such encounter seems to come from pure contingency 

or otherwise from mysterious force48. According to Bergson, these accumulated states 

are in this sense analogous to the atoms in the doctrine of Epicurus49. 

Bergson does not let the contingence as such, nor recognize the mysterious affinity 

between the states. Rather Bergson starts from the resemblance as a relation 

(“rapport”)50 or as a whole. Then he goes to individuals which resemble to each other51. 

But the relation of resemblance is not mathematical one, such as the distribution of 

frequency or numerical value. In MM, the unlimited and contingent similarity among 

the accumulated states is restricted, on the one hand, by the beginning of possible 

reaction indicated by the sensorimotor nervous system; the sensorimotor system 

suggests some possible reactions which are going to appear. The past similar states are 

projected on these beginning of possible reactions52. This tendency to the reaction is 

called “motor diagram (schème moteur)”53 

In MM, “every perception spontaneously prolongs itself into appropriate reactions 

[…]”54. In this case, the psychological life is reduced to the sensorimotor aspect. For 

Bergson, this reduction means that the whole of memories could assimilate to the motor 

 
44 Henri Bergson, L’Énergie Spirituelle (1919), Paris, Puf, « Quadrige », 2009, p. 130. 

« Nous prétendons que la formation du souvenir n'est jamais postérieure à celle de la 

perception ; elle en est contemporaine. Au fur et à mesure que la perception se crée, son 

souvenir se profile à ses côtés, comme l'ombre à côté du corps. » 
45 Henri Bergson, Matière et Mémoire (1896), Paris, Puf, 2010, p. 182. 
46 Ibidem, p. 185. 
47 Ibidem, p. 183. 
48 Idem. 
49 Ibidem, pp. 182-183. 
50 Ibidem, p. 182. 
51 Ibidem, pp. 183-184. 
52 Ibidem, p. 187. 
53 Ibidem, p. 126. 
54 Ibidem, p. 185. 
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diagram. To the sensorimotor aspect, the pragmatic character is added. Motor diagram is 

the result of extraction of the utilizable sides from experience. It is the storage of helpful 

reactions in the form of habitude55. 

In the recognition, on the other hand, the whole of accumulated states can assimilate 

to, or “enter, undivided, into” 56  the diagram. The recognition has therefore a 

characteristic similar to the act of bringing the data for arguments. Motor diagram is 

something like function with argument. If this analogy is permissible, recognition seems 

to constitute an equivalent class of similar acts of bringing of past event to the similar 

motor diagrams. The class contains immediate development of motor diagram to the 

reaction. 

This analogy gives us a static view of invariant structure of recognition. Recognition 

constitutes an invariant structure among similar acts of data bringing to a similar motor 

diagram. The invariance is through the transposition among the domains of past events. 

This view is too static, because similar acts of bringing past event to a motor diagram 

must converge on a reaction.  

   

4. Structure of whole of the memory 

The whole of the memory shows two dynamic aspects. The one is voluntary 

movement among the domains of past events; the other is automatic movement inside 

the domain. Thank to these movements, similar acts of bringing past event to motor 

diagram converge on a reaction.  

The whole of the memory has its “planes”57. To each plane corresponds its way of 

cutting up to the definite parts which is characteristic to the plane58. What is cut up here 

is the occurrent, and the whole as continuant must remain indivisible. How then is the 

access to each plane? Bergson assumes the “effort”59 of “an expansion of the entire 

consciousness”60or of the memory which is “always present in its entirety to itself”61, 

and spreads out over the “wider surface”62 containing the detail to bring closer to the 

perception (the “surface” is no other than what is called the “plane”63). As we have 

 
55 Ibidem, p. 186. 
56 Ibidem, p. 184. 
57 Ibidem, p. 189. 
58 Ibidem, p. 190. 
59 Ibidem, p. 191. 
60 Ibidem, p. 184. 
61 Ibidem, p. 191. 
62 Idem. 
63 Idem. 
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already seen, “expanding” whole of occurrents must be continuant, so the expansion of 

this “surface” corresponding to that of consciousness or memory explains the 

replacement of “plane” referred to. 

Then according to Bergson, one can access to “planes” of memory with appropriate 

effort of expansion of the consciousness. At the extremities of such an effort, one 

reaches respectively the plane containing the minutest details and the plane assimilated 

immediately to the motor diagram. Each plane is characterized by the number of 

“dominant memories”64, to which lean other memories of the plane. The augmentation 

and the diminution of “dominant memories” consist in the expansion and the 

contraction of the memory65. Bergson compares the dominant memories of the plane 

with the stars or shining points and the other memories with a vague nebulous mass. 

The effort of expansion of consciousness is in this analogy the vision with “more and 

more powerful telescopes”66. 

Bergson considers the planes of the whole of memories to be results of the expansion 

or contraction of the whole itself. So, the whole of memories diminishes or augments 

the degree of distinction among the states. But the integration of the whole of memories 

is not that of the states passing by. The integration of the whole of memories does not 

need the same temporal interval as that in which the original states are experienced. In 

the integrated whole, the memories are experienced in more or less abbreviated form. 

And the planes of the whole must be distinguished by some temporal feature. According 

to the description of MM, the feature characterizing each plane is its “dominant 

memories”. These memories seem to appear successively. They are diversely fine 

according to the plane to which they belong. So according to their fineness, they could 

have respective temporal feature. Though Bergson does not indicate it clearly in this 

context, we must consider, referring to the other passages of MM67, that the planes, 

being in most cases impossible to display entirely, are distinguished by their rhythmical 

aspect. The analogy of shining points, nebulous mass and telescope must be interpreted 

as temporal development. For example, rough rhythm is replaced by fine one, thanks to 

the effort of expansion of the rhythm.  

Finally, each plane has the tendency to adapt itself to the frame presented by the 

motor diagram. On the one hand, the motor diagram is an extremity, on the side of 

actuality and utility, of the whole of memories. So, the whole of memories interiorizes 

 
64 Ibidem, p. 190. 
65 Idem. 
66 Ibidem, pp. 184-185. 
67 Ibidem, p. 232. 
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an attraction from the motor diagram68. On the other hand, the whole of memories 

presses itself toward the motor diagram, so as to insert the largest possible part of itself 

into it69.  

Bergson describes the resulting two movement of the whole of memories with a bit 

kinematic terms. It is for the first the movement by which the whole of memories 

contracts without dividing to fit the frame of motor diagram; this movement is called 

“translation”70. And secondly it is the movement by which the whole presents its most 

useful side; this is called “rotation” upon itself71. It would be remarked that the 

movements called by precisely these same names characterize the symmetric 

mathematical and physical system, conserving certain value invariant with these 

operations.  

We now summarize these descriptions and try to understand the bergsonian theory of 

recognition as a dynamical theory of invariant structure. Bergson supposes the grades of 

minuteness of memories characterized by the rhythms. He substantializes these grades 

calling them “planes”. These planes are the domains of memories, which are the 

arguments of the function of motor diagram. But among the planes such a simple 

homeomorphism cannot be found, that we saw in the invariant structure explained by 

Simons. The transposition (mapping) among the domains is expansion of entire memory 

and contraction of the whole to motor diagram. It could be represented analogically, 

with a divergent or convergent form as triangle, or as precisely done by Bergson himself, 

as cone. By these domains themselves, the assignment of arguments is done. This is 

each act of recognition.  

So the transposition among the domains takes a form of effort of expansion or 

automatic contraction. These moving apparatus constitute a whole of system of 

recognition as a dynamic invariant structure. This structure explains indeed the 

recognition, but it needs the intervention of the whole of memories. In this sense the 

dynamic invariant structure is of such a whole. 

We close our examination of bergsonian theory of memory returning to the structure 

of duration of psychological states. The relation of interpenetration is explained by the 

dynamic structure of recognition. When in the given sequence the states seem to 

interpenetrate, the states provide us more details which are not shown at first. These 

details must be brought from the planes of memories. And this exhibition of details is 

 
68 Ibidem, p. 187. 
69 Idem. 
70 Ibidem, p. 188. 
71 Idem. 
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precisely of duration, because the recognition as an effort of expansion among the 

planes cannot be executed outside the passage of time. The dynamic invariant structure 

of recognition explains in this way that of the duration of psychological states.   

  


