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Introduction

Few subjects have so exercised the human imagination as that of time.  Its devouring nature has been religiously depicted as the father of the gods, Chronos or Time, swallowing his children.  Some of the greatest masterpieces of literature from Shakespeare’s Sonnets to Proust’s A la rechereche du temps perdu have had it as their theme.  In science, time enters into practically every equation used to mathematically describe the world.  In philosophy, it has been a subject of speculation from the Pre-Socratics onward.  There are three main reasons for such attention.  The first is its all-pervasive character.  Everything that occurs seems to require time for its unfolding.  The second is its elusive character.  When asked, “What, then, is time?” Augustine admitted, “I know well enough what it is, provided that nobody asks me; but if I am asked what it is and try to explain, I am baffled.”
  We all have a sense of time, but the description and explanation of it are remarkably hard to get hold of.  The third is its intimate tie to ourselves.  To grasp temporal relations, we must turn inward, that is, regard our memories and anticipations.  Outside of us, it is always now.  Thus the external perception that directs itself to the world cannot “see” the past or the future.  Neither are present since the former has vanished and the latter is yet to come.  Thus, at any given moment we only outwardly see spatial relations.  As Kant expresses this insight, “time cannot be outwardly intuited, any more than space can be intuited as something in us” (KdrV, B37, Ak. 3:52). 
  Thus, I intuit time in its pastness and futurity through my memories and anticipations; regarding them, however, I cannot speak of their spatial relations.  I cannot, for example, say that a memory (as opposed to its object) is a given size or is to the left or the right of another memory.  My memories are not out there in space; they are within me.  This rather straightforward observation leads to a surprising conclusion.  As Kant expresses it, “if we abstract from our mode of inwardly intuiting ourselves ... then time is nothing” (KdrV, B51; Ak. 3:60).
  Time, in other words, seems to have its intuitable reality within us.  Our consciousness, with its memories and anticipations surrounding a central now, presents itself as a field of temporal relations.  Thus, to the point that we identify ourselves with our consciousness, questions of temporality are also questions regarding our selfhood.  This means that the continuous interest of humanity in such questions is also a self-interest.  The puzzles of time have been felt to be puzzles of selfhood.  

Methodology


Nowhere is this more the case than with Husserl’s treatment of time.  His account of the consciousness of time is, as we shall see, also an account of our self-consciousness. As a result, all the riddles, all the difficulties we have in understanding how we grasp ourselves play themselves out in Husserl’s analyses of how we come to be conscious of time.  Since these analyses involve working out how time is constituted, these difficulties extend to his conception of our self-constitution.  This cannot be otherwise given that the constitution of our self-consciousness (our self-presence through our memories and anticipations) is also the constitution of the time that is present through such memories and anticipations.  Thus, just as self-consciousness involves us in the problem of the identity (and difference) of the self that is conscious and the self of which it is conscious, so we find Husserl wresting with the issue of how far the constituting self is the same as the self it has constituted and to what extent we must, in fact, distinguish the two.  A further complicating factor is the fact that Husserl’s concept of the self is not static, but broadens and deepens over the years.  Given his identification of the constitution of the self and that of time, this forces him to revisit and continually revise his account of temporal constitution.  Thus, when his concept of our self-consciousness broadens to include not just our intellectual, but also our affective, instinctive and emotional life, our embodiment comes to play an increasingly important role in his conception of our selfhood.  With this, the question of the bodily basis of our sense of time comes to the fore.  This in turn involves Husserl in a reworking of his account of how we register, retain and anticipate experience.


As a result of these complications, Husserl’s writings on time-consciousness are varied and uneven.  He devoted only a single published monograph, The Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness, to the subject.  The compilation of this text is largely the work of Edith Stein.  She compiled it in 1917 from earlier lectures and notes at the same time that Husserl was busily revising much of this material.
  For the rest, Husserl manuscripts on time-consciousness remained unpublished until the beginning of this century.  The two chief sources here are Die Bernauer Manuskripte über das Zeitbewusstsein (1917/18), which Rudolf Bernet and Dieter Lohmar edited (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers 2001) and Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution (1929-1934): Die C-Manuskripte, which was edited by Dieter Lohmar (Dordrecht: Springer Verlag, 2006).
  As even a cursory reading of these manuscripts reveals, Husserl’s method is exploratory and tentative.  Descriptive passages are interwoven with thought-experiments.  These often consist of speculative endeavors to bring some systematic clarity to the descriptions.  Husserl’s depiction of his method in the Bernau Manuscripts is quite telling.  He writes: “As in this treatise so generally, we bore and we blast mineshafts in all possible directions.  We consider all the logical possibilities to catch sight of which of these present essential possibilities and which yield essential impossibilities, and thus we ultimately sort out a consistent system of essential necessities.”
  


Given this method of working, a mere listing of the positions that Husserl takes up on a subject can result in a catalogue of contradictory positions.  To avoid this, his statements must always be taken in context.  We have to see whether they are abandoned or form part of an ongoing investigation.  The hermeneutical work of reading this material thus involves understanding his earlier positions in terms of his later to see which have been taken up again and revised and which have been simply abandoned.  The best way of proceeding is, perhaps, to accept Husserl’s account of his work as a “motivated path,” one that has its motivation in answering certain questions.
  Thus, with regard to a particular question, if a solution put forward completely answers it, the path is at an end.  If it continues, this is either because the solution provided fails or, when successfully developed, raises new insights with regard to the original question.  This development of the sense of the question leads to new problems that have to be faced.  The hermeneutical task of tracing out this path is, thus, to see the original question, as Husserl’s insights into it deepen, as determining and determined by the path of his inquiry.  The fact that the question determines the problems that arise with given solutions does not, of course, mean that it gives the response to these problems.  A motivated path is neither causally nor logically determined.  It does not have any deductive necessity.  What motivates the path is the goal of achieving clarity with regard to a given issue.  Thus, the determination is teleological.  This means that we have to avoid a certain “either-or” attitude with regard to the stages of Husserl’s thought on an issue.  Such stages, rather, represent the organic development of an ongoing inquiry, one resulting from the steady application of a first rate intellect to an issue.  In such a development, later stages are not rejections of the earlier, no more than the adult is a “rejection” of the child, nor the bloom a “rejection” of the bud.  The hermeneutical task in reading the manuscripts is to include the earlier and later stages in the account, that is, to trace the developments that link Husserl’s positions to the motivating questions that determine the path of his thought.  

Motivating Questions


The most fundamental of these questions is that of the status of time.  Is time objective or subjective?  Is it “out there” as part of external reality or does it have a merely subjective existence?  Kant’s denial of its reality apart from “our mode of inwardly intuiting ourselves” is not limited to him and his successors.  As early as Aristotle’s Physics, doubts about time’s objective reality began to arise.  They involve the fact that time, understood as an extended magnitude, includes the past and the future.  Yet neither the past nor the future can be said to exist.  In Aristotle’s words, the past “has been and is not,” while the future “is going to be and is not yet” (Physics, p. 60).
  Thus, the only part of time that does seem to exist is the present.  The present’s existence, however, is one of continual dissolution.  It cannot remain now and be a part of time.  As Augustine put this, “if [the present] were always present and never moved on to become the past, it would not be time but eternity.”  Its being, thus, includes its perishing—that is, its becoming part of the non-being of the past.  This makes Augustine ask: “how can we say that even the present is, when the reason why it is is that it is not to be?” (Confessions 1964, p. 264).  In spite of this qualm, Augustine decided that only this perishing, continually changing present is objectively real.  Extended time, the time that includes the past and the future, is not “out there.”  He thus writes, “It is in my own mind, then, that I measure time.  I must not allow my mind to insist that time is something objective” (ibid, p. 276).  Husserl, in his 1905-09 lectures, attempts to describe this inner apprehension of time.  His view is that an impression’s remaining with us in short-term memory is a matter of its being serially retained.  Thus, first we have an impression, then we retain it, thus preserving it from vanishing into the past with its moment.  This retention (or “primary memory”), if it is not itself to vanish into the past, must at the next instant be retained.  Thus, from an impression, we move on to a retention of it, and then to a retention of this retention, and so on in a serial fashion, the result being a chain of retentions of retentions.  The issue that arises here is how far this subjective account of time can be carried off.  At each “new” moment, the retentional process works to retain the contents, both original and retained, of the “previous” moment.  Does the very mention of the terms “new” and “previous” imply the before and after of time?  If it does, then does Husserl’s account presuppose an objective time in the order of the before and after?  An associated question concerns his assumption, which he shares with Aristotle and Augustine, that only the present exists.  Can this equation of being and presence be phenomenologically justified or is it a necessary “metaphysical” assumption that phenomenology must make in order to proceed?


A related question concerns the presence of the past as past. Assuming that only the present exists, how do we grasp the past as past?  Augustine terms the past that we do apprehend  “a present of past things,” a present that exists as “memory” (Confessions 1964, p. 269).  The things have departed, but their images in memory remain present.  The objection to this view is aptly stated by Husserl: “... since I cannot compare the not-now, which no longer exists, with the now [i.e., the present memory image], how in the now can I know the not-now?” (Pdiz, p. 34).  The difficulty is not just that of comparing the present image with the vanished past; it involves the fact that if the past is apprehended as a present image, then it is not apprehended as past.  What we confront here is the unique character of primary memory.  Such memory, if it is to be distinguished from a direct, sensuous perception, must apprehend the past as past.  It must somehow “see” what no longer exists as no longer existing.  It is this original apprehension that, according to Husserl, prevents us from having to compare the not-now with the now to justify our claim to know the not-now.  Grasping the not-now directly, we need not compare it with anything else.  Thus, to avoid the difficulty, we must talk of a perception that grasps the past directly and not through some present image.  The questions here are: Can we do this, and if so, how?


A further set of questions concerns our grasp of temporally extended events.  For Husserl, the apprehension of any sort of extended event, such as a melody, involves the synthesis of both our retentions of its notes and the protentions (the short-term anticipations) these retentions awake in us.  In fact, every object that shows itself first from one side and then from another—every three-dimensional object—involves a similar synthesis in which we gain a picture of the object as a whole by retaining and grasping together its experienced and anticipated features.  Here we may ask: what is involved in this “grasping together” (or temporal synthesis) of retentions and anticipations?  How can these synthesized elements merge together to present a single object rather than simply presenting us with a collection of disparate presentations?  In other words, how do we move from the retained and protended impressions to a grasp of an enduring object?  Such questions point to the issue of an object’s “constitution.”  They underline the fact that constitution is a temporal process.  Given that all perception involves the gathering and grasping together of temporally dispersed content-filled moments, without temporal synthesis we would  have no objects to perceive.  Thus, the locus of these questions is perception as a subjective performance.

Another set of questions concerns the temporality of the consciousness that grasps the enduring object.  As Husserl realized, an account of the consciousness of time must also include an account of the duration of the consciousness that grasps time.  From the early lectures on time to the late C-manuscripts, he seeks to clarify the relation between the temporality of consciousness and that of its objects.  What drives his analyses are the questions that arise once we say that the placing of objects in extended time requires the action of temporal synthesis.  Given that there is “a duration of perception,” does the synthesis responsible for this have its own duration?  What is the origin of this duration?  Must we recur to the action of a prior synthesis to explain it?  If so, don’t we wind up in an infinite regress, one where a temporal synthesis, in having its duration, requires the action of prior temporal synthesis, and so on indefinitely?  In the Bernau Manuscripts, the question of such a regress is repeatedly raised.  We will thus have to present and critically appraise Husserl’s response to it.

A related set of questions concern the distinction Husserl makes between the temporal object and the phenomena through which we grasp it, that is, our impressions, retentions and protentions.  A momentary impression cannot be said to endure over time; neither can the momentary retentions and protentions.  Similarly, we cannot speak of impressions, retentions, and protentions as changing over time.  Since each occupies only a moment, none has the “time” to change.  This means we cannot speak of their change as fast or slow—i.e., as accomplishing much or little over some given time period.  Such considerations are behind Husserl’s claim: “Time-constituting phenomena are evidently objectivities fundamentally different from those constituted in time.  They are neither individual objects nor individual processes, and the predicates of such objects or processes cannot be meaningfully ascribed to them” (Pdiz, p. 75; Br. p. 79).
  This claim raises a number of questions about the ontological status of these time-constituting phenomena.  If we cannot apply the predicates of individual objects to them, what is the nature of their being?  Given that such phenomena compose the field of consciousness, what about its status?  Are we led to Husserl’s conclusions that the being of consciousness is fundamentally different from that of its objects, that in some sense it forms a region of “‘absolute’ being” distinct from what is constituted through its syntheses (Ideen I, p. 159)?
  More generally, we may ask whether an account of how we apprehend time must necessarily separate the apprehending consciousness from the reality it apprehends.  If it does, what does this do to the self-apprehension of this consciousness?  If apprehension directs itself towards individual objects, how can consciousness grasp the pre-individual, time-constituting phenomena that make it up?  At issue here, as Husserl realized, is nothing less than the status of his descriptions of the temporal process itself.  How are they to be understood?

Finally, we come to the question of the self or subject.  Since the subject appears as a field of temporal relations, the constitution of time is also its constitution.  What is the subject’s role in such constitution?  For Husserl, this question is often posed in terms of the ego, understood as the center of our selfhood.  The conception of this center changes as Husserl’s phenomenology broadens out to include more and more of our experiential life.  Originally he believed that “the phenomenologically reduced ego” is no more than a “bundle” of its acts and experiences.  It is founded on their “contents and the laws they obey” (LU, 3:390).
  Even when he comes to admit the ego’s non-founded character, its status remains ambiguous with regard to the syntheses that give us our sense of time.  As a temporal center—that is, as occupying the now between past and future, it seems to depend on such syntheses.  At its basis is a passive temporalization that occurs  “without the action of the ego” (Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 179).
  Yet Husserl also wants to see the ego as an agent.  At times, this leads him to assert that the ego directs the temporal process, that temporalization is the “accomplishment of the ego” (ibid., p. 181).  At issue here is the ego’s relation to the processes of temporalization.  Is the ego a result of such processes or does it direct them?  Is there a perspective from which the ego can be seen as an agent and yet as dependent on temporalization?  

These questions receive a new impetus when Husserl engages in a series of investigations of the body’s role in the ego’s agency. As part of this, he analyzed the ways our bodily sensations--the kinesthesia--function in our grasp of objects.  The conclusion he came to was that external perception and perception of one’s body “proceed in a unity of an intentionality” in which both are conjoined (Ms. C 16, p. 40b, March 10, 1932; CMs, p. 229).  My perception of an object, for example, a coin, includes my perception of my finger’s closing about it.  The intention I have to “see” this coin is fulfilled not just by the “optical data” giving its shape.  Its fulfillment includes the “kinesthetic data” of my fingers holding it.  This conclusion has an obvious implication for the attempt to posit a disembodied ego.  Given that such kinesthesia supply an essential part of its perceptual material, the ego, qua perceiving, implies the body.  Its perception is through its embodiment.  I perceive the coin, for example, through the fingers closing about it as well as through focusing my eyes as I bring it closer to me.  To reverse this, the sensed coin, with its feel, weight, color, distance from my eyes, etc., implies an embodied perceiving.  Sensations from the embodied subject, the kinesthesia, form an essential part of the material through which the coin presents itself.  They underlie its appearing sense as having such and such a feel, weight, color, and so forth.  This mutual implication leads Husserl to examine the body’s role in temporalization.  To the point that the ego is a temporal structure, the question thus becomes how to understand its agency in temporal constitution as a function of its embodiment—in Husserl’s terms, as a function of the affecting contents that first awaken it.  

The chapters that follow will systematically pursue these issues.  First, however, they need to be set in their historical context.  This can be done by reviewing the positions of the authors who shaped the questions and problems that Husserl confronted when he began his investigations.  A thorough investigation of these positions would require several monographs.  Fortunately, such completeness is neither required nor necessary when the point is to set the stage for Husserl’s inquiries.  Thus, Husserl’s perspective, rather than the current scholarly consensus on the positions of these authors, will determine the first chapter’s approach.  Its effort will be limited to giving the historical background of the issues that determined Husserl’s motivated path.  

Chapter 1 

Predecessors

§1. Aristotle


“Aristotle’s essay on time,” Heidegger writes, “is the first extensive interpretation of this phenomenon that has come down to us.  It has determined all subsequent interpretations of time” (SZ, p. 26).
  The “essay” occupies two chapters of Aristotle’s Physics (10-11 of Book IV) and attempts to answer the question: in what sense does time exist?  Is it, in fact, something that can exist on its own or does it have some other type of being?  Aristotle begins by giving a series of aporias that undermine the conception of time as self-subsisting.  The first shows that time’s parts cannot be said to exist.  The past does not exist since it “has been and is not” and the future cannot claim existence since “it is going to be and is not yet.”  What about the present, that is, the now?  This certainly exists, but we cannot say that it is a part of time.  A part measures the whole, which is made up of its parts.  Thus, while we can say how many parts make up a whole, we cannot tell how many nows make up a stretch of time.  That we cannot indicates that the now is analogous to the point in a line.  Neither nows nor points can be summed up to give a definite quantity (Physics, p. 61).  In fact, the very notion of the now’s existence seems problematical.  The now is constantly expiring—that is, lapsing into pastness.  Aristotle asks: When does the now cease and become a past now?  It cannot have “ceased to be in itself”—that is, in its now—”for then it existed.”  But it also cannot have “ceased to be in some other now”—that is, in a past or future now—for in this second now it did not exist and, hence, could not cease to exist.  If we say that it did exist (and cease) in this second now, then this now would be simultaneous with the first in which it existed.  In fact, the first now “would exist simultaneously with the innumerable ‘nows’ between the two” (Physics, p. 62).  We also have the problem of the now’s identity.  Is the now the same or always different?  In one sense, it is always now.  In another, the now is always different: it is the now of a different event.  How can the now be both the same and different?  

To understand this duality, we must speak of the now’s relation to the mind.  Doing so, we can say that it is always now for us, but our now is constantly different insofar as a different content fills it.  Aristotle makes this point by observing that as long as our now is filled with different content, we have a sense of time.  When there is no difference of content, the now does not change and we have no sense of time.  In his words, “when the state of our minds does not change at all, or we have not noticed its changing, we do not think that time has elapsed…. So just as, if the ‘now’ were not different but one and the same, there would not have been time, so too when its difference escapes our notice the interval does not seem to be time” (Physics, p. 62).  The obvious example here is that of dreamless sleep.  Awakening from it, we “connect the earlier ‘now’ with the later and make them one” (ibid.).  This happens because our sense of time is dependent on our mind’s registering change.  This sense thus requires both a mind and something changing.  That it does require both indicates that time, rather than being self-subsistent, has a relational type of being.


If it did not involve a relation to us, then we could say that time is the same as the change or movement that we register.  But if time were the same as movement, then with multiple movements, time would be multiple.  Each movement is present in the moving thing (or in the “place” where it is), but “time,” Aristotle notes, “is present equally everywhere and with all things” (Physics, p. 62).  Its universality points back to us, that is, to our registering these movements.  This does not mean that time’s features are independent of the movement we register.  As Aristotle observes, our sense of time is continuous because movement is continuous, and movement is continuous because the magnitude or stretch along which something moves is continuous (ibid., p. 63).  Our sense of the “before” and “after” are equally dependent on movement—specifically on the successive positions a body occupies as it moves.  It is by virtue of our registering these relative positions when we register movement that we can say “before” and “after” in a temporal sense.  The substrata of the before and after, what underlies them, are the different positions occupied by the body as it moves.  In Aristotle’s words, “we distinguish ‘before’ and ‘after’ primarily in place; there we distinguish them by their relative position.”
  This means that when nothing moves, we do not apprehend time.  When something does move, its present place is registered “after” the place it came from.  As Aristotle puts this: “we apprehend time only when we have marked motion, marking it by before and after; and it is only when we have perceived before and after in motion that we say time has elapsed” (Physics, p. 63).  In this apprehension, each marked place is a substrate for a now and the elapsed time is what exists between them.  


What we commonly do is mark these places by numbering them.  Thus, our sundials and clocks have numbers on their faces.  The shadow or pointer passes through them.  We look at the face of a clock and see, for example, the hour pointer at “4.”  We look again and the pointer is at “5.”  The two numbers are in different positions.  “4” is before “5” as we move clockwise around the dial.  Aristotle, thus, asserts, “when we do see a ‘before’ and an ‘after,’ then we say that there is time.  For time is just this—the number of motion with respect to the before and after” (Physics, p. 63).  In other words, having noticed the pointer on two different numbers, one spatially before the other, we say that so many hours have elapsed.  We can do this because the clock’s numbers increase in the direction of motion.  “Before” and “after” have, in this way, been translated into co-present spatial positions marked by an ascending number system.  


This translation allows us to get rid of the aporias that Aristotle began with.  They all revolve around our taking time as self-subsistent.  Thus, Aristotle first demonstrates that this view is impossible because of what it implies—namely, the non-existence and non-elapsing of time.  He then shows that the now, rather than being something in itself, occurs in our apprehension of the positions occupied by the moving body.  Thus, the now is always different insofar as the positions that the moving body occupies along its path are different.  It is the same insofar as, relative to itself, this body does not move, but remains in its own position.  As Aristotle puts this, “The now [that is the same] corresponds to the body that is carried along, as time [as a succession of different nows] corresponds to the motion [that is, to the different places making up the motion] (Physics, p. 64).  Thus, the fact that it is always now for us comes from the continuous presence of the body.  Insofar as the body does not change position relative to itself, the now remains.  In other words, the moving body’s internal lack of change (its remaining the same as it moves) is registered as a lack of time, i.e., as an internally unchanging now.  Similarly, its change with regard to its environment is registered as time, that is, as the change of position of this now.  What we have here is a dual perspective in which the body’s presence is regarded both as unchanging and as changing.  Aristotle makes use of an another duality of perspective to explain how we can take the now as both the end of the past and the beginning of the future.  The present position of the body is like a point on a line.  The point is the end of one segment and the beginning of the other.  Similarly, the now that registers the present position of the moving body is the end of the succession of nows that registered the positions before this and the beginning of the succession of nows that will register the positions it will occupy after this (ibid.).


As Heidegger observes, underlying this analysis is a certain ontology.  In it, “a being is interpreted in its Being as ‘presence.’  It is understood in terms of a definite mode of time, the present.”
  This ontology shows itself not just in the view that limits existence to the present.  It also comes forward in what we mean when we say that the now registers the positions of the body: the past nows registering the body’s past positions, the present now its present position.  What we register is the body’s presence.  The now, in other words, is the body’s presence to the mind.  Thus, nowness and presence are synonymous.  Both indicate being’s presence to us.
  Behind this view is Aristotle’s belief that the actuality (energia) of a thing is where it is at work (en ergon). Thus, the actuality of the teacher is “in” the student.  This is where he actualizes his being as a teacher.  Without students, he cannot be a teacher in the sense of realizing this ability. The same holds for color.  Without eyes with color vision, there is no color.  There remains only the physical phenomena—e.g., the electromagnetic waves—that we register as color.  Similarly, without the mind to register the shifting presence of a body as a changing (and numerable) nowness, there is no time.  There is only the body’s motion. 
  Given this, we have to say that just as the being of color is its presence to the eye, so the being (the actuality or energia) of time is presence to us. 


This presence is not just numerable; for it to be fully actualized, it has to be enumerated.  Time, as “the number of motion with respect to the before and after,” depends upon a mind capable of counting.  To drive home this point, Aristotle lists the features of time that are explained by number.  Time, even though it may measure faster or slower motion “is not fast or slow, no more than any number with which we count is fast or slow” (Physics, p. 65).  Similarly, just as there is no maximum number, there is no maximum time.  Just as a greater number can include a lesser, so “a time greater than everything in time can be found” (ibid., p. 66).  Moreover, just as the same number can be used to count different objects, for example, “five” horses or “five” cows, so the same time, taken as the number of motion, can be used with regard to different motions.  In other words, as a number, time can be the same everywhere.  The qualities of number also explain the fact that we use time to measure motion and motion to measure time.  In Aristotle’s words, “As we know the size of a group of horses by their number, and their number by using a single horse as a unit, so we measure a movement by the time it takes and time by means of a movement as a unit.”
  Thus, to count horses, we must use a single horse as our unit; similarly to count or “tell” the time, we enumerate motion by time and time by means of a standard unit of motion.  For example, using a clock, we say that the trip to the store takes five minutes, and we determine this time by taking the movement between two dots on the minute hand as a unit and counting up five of these.  That we can do this turns on the relation of number to the unit.  To enumerate, you have to choose a unit.  The fact that we enumerate time by units of motion signifies for Aristotle that time simply is the “number of motion.”  In our example, the unit of time is the minute.  It determines the movement that will determine time of the trip to the store.  Here, as Aristotle writes, “time measures a movement [for example, the trip to the store] … by determining a movement [e.g., that of the minute hand from one dot to the next] which will ‘measure’ the whole movement” (ibid.).  Ultimately, of course, motion is determinative.  Thus, the minute is itself determined by the progress of the minute hand from one dot to the next.  Without this movement, we would have no basis for the measurement.   


For a modern reader, there seems to be a certain circularity in explaining time by movement.  We understand movement as velocity, that is, as the distance traveled per unit of time.  Since velocity includes time in its concept, to explain time by velocity is to explain time in terms of time.  Similarly, if we understand movement as velocity, the successive positions the body occupies are already spatial-temporal positions—this spatial position at this time, the next spatial position at the next time.  This means that the “before” and the “after” of movement, as marked by these positions, are themselves inherently temporal.  To use them to explain time is to explain time by time, which is to engage in a circular explanation.  Given this, we have to say that for Aristotle’s account to work, we have to think of movement apart from time.  To do so is to think of it as sheer change, sheer otherness.  Aristotle suggests this when he asks what time might be in the absence of a mind or soul.  If no one were there to count, could time as “the number of motion with respect to the before and after” still exist?  Aristotle doubts this.  The only thing that would be left would be motion or movement.  In his words, “it is impossible for there to be time unless there is a soul.”  What would remain would be “only that of which time is an attribute,” namely, movement (Physics, p. 70).  The suggestion, here, is that such movement would have to be thought of apart from time.  This is like thinking color apart from the eye or sound apart from the ear.  The attributes of sound that we concretely experience, are only realized through the ear.  If we abstract from this experience, we only have pressure ridges of air molecules being propagated through the air.  Similarly, if we abstract from time, that is from our regarding events as processes going on in time and thus as persisting through time, all continuity is lost.  What remains is sheer otherness: a “this, this, this…” without any comparison of the before and after.  


Aristotle’s account has two great strengths.  The first is that, in reducing time to “the number of motion,” it avoids the paradox of time consisting of non-entities, that is, a past that is no longer and a future that is not yet.  Reduced to number, both the past and the future continue to be.  They remain as numbered positions on, for example, the sundial.  In this regard, the key position is that “what is in time is so in the same sense as what is in number is” (Physics, p. 66).  It is in it as numerable.  Thus, “to be in number means that there is a number of the thing and its being is measured by the number in which it is.”  For example, a group of horses are in number insofar as they are numerable and can be counted.  Similarly, something is in time if “it can be measured by time.”  But to measure time is to enumerate the before and the after—and this can include the past and the future.  Concretely this involves reducing time to the observations we make using time-pieces.  This, of course, is precisely how scientists handle time.  They record the times of events.  


The second great advantage of Aristotle’s position is that it makes time objective, that is, something common to a number of people.  Reduced to the positions of the hands of a clock (or the shadow of a sundial), time becomes available to all.  This public availability actually involves a translation.  This can be put in terms of Kant’s assertion that “time cannot be outwardly intuited, any more than space can be intuited as something in us.”  His point, as I noted, is that we cannot see the past or the future in external perception.  To regard them and, hence, grasp time, we have to turn inward to our memories and anticipations.  Given this, Kant concluded that “if we abstract from our mode of inwardly intuiting ourselves ... then time is nothing.”  Now, this argument, which seems so straight-forward, contains a surprising conclusion: It implies that time is essentially private.  Thus, my memories and anticipations are available only to me.  I must turn inward to regard them.  Since other subjects only appear through my external perception, their presence is reduced to the now.  Such presence, by definition, does not allow me any access to their past and future, that is, what they remember and anticipate.  Given this, how can we gain a sense of common time?  How do we coordinate our private senses of time so that we can, for example, attend a meeting “on time”?  Regarded in these terms, Aristotle’s insight is that to make time a common object, we have to translate it into what we can outwardly intuit.  Time must be translated into spatial terms.  Thus, Aristotle translates the temporal before and after, which we register and remember, into the spatial before and after of motion.  Numbering this, his contemporaries got the readings of the sundial for daylight time.  The motion they numbered was not just that of the shadow, but also that of the sun.  For larger periods, they relied on the heaven’s recurring motions.  Aristotle’s insight is that the numbers on the sundial (or those on our modern timepieces) are items that we have collective access to through our external perception.  As such, they become our objective, common time.  This objective time is the numbers we read off these dials.  As Heidegger observes, Aristotle’s account is “the conceptual expression” of “the common understanding of time.”
  We normally understand time in terms of the numbers on our watches.  Doing so, we translate temporal relations into spatial relations and tend to take time itself as a present entity—i.e., “as just one being among others” (SZ, p. 26).
  

The weakness of the account comes from its silence regarding the subjective aspects of our apprehension of time.  No real explanation is provided of our ability to register and enumerate motion.  Aristotle’s treatment of the past and future occurs without any mention of how we come to have a sense of these temporal notions.  Surely, without our ability to remember, we could not have a sense of the “before.”  Neither could we be able to distinguish it from the “after.”  Somehow, our memory marks things as past, distinguishing them from what we presently perceive.  A similar subjective performance seems to be involved in our grasp of the future.  Such a grasp must involve expectation and fulfillment, that is, our sense that what we expected actually occurred.  Without this, how could we have a sense of the future advancing towards us?  A further problem concerns Aristotle’s association of the now with the moving object.   As I cited Aristotle, “The now [that is the same] corresponds to the body that is carried along, as time [as a succession of different nows] corresponds to the motion [that is, to the different places making up the motion] (Physics, p. 64).  The now that remains for us, the now in which we perceive, is here taken as the presence of the moving body, while the nows that depart correspond to the places it has departed from.  How do we separate the body from such places?  What are the subjective performances that allow us to distinguish an object from its context?  Aristotle is silent on these issues.  Yet without understanding them, we lack the necessary basis for understanding how we enumerate the “before” and the “after.”  What is lacking, then, in Aristotle’s account is an explanation of the basis for the common understanding of time. 

§2. Augustine

To achieve such an explanation, we have to turn to Book XI of Augustine’s Confessions.  If Aristotle’s focus is on external perception, Augustine turns inward in his book of confessional reflections.  In doing so, he influenced Husserl’s own introspective method.  As Rudolf Bernet writes, “The personal copy of the Confessions kept at the Archives shows that Husserl carefully read Book XI.  This is not surprising since in his phenomenological description of internal time-consciousness he is so inspired by the observations and implicit presuppositions of Augustine’s analysis of time that one may candidly speak of Husserlian ‘marginalia’ to Augustine.”
  Among such “marginalia” are the understanding of the past and future in terms of our consciousness of them.  There is also the understanding of the present, which contains these consciousnesses, as having a certain distension—that is, as being the place where time has its extension.  Along with this comes the characterization of the now as what Husserl will later come to call “the living present.”  This is the now that “lives” in the passage of the future to the past.  The temporal distention that characterizes now is, in other words, one that flows; the now being the place of this passage.

Augustine’s starting point is the basic presupposition that we saw at work in Aristotle.  This is the equation of being with presence and that of presence with the now, understood as a temporal moment.  Augustine begins by rehearsing the aporias that follow from this equation if we try to give time an independent, non-relational being.  Thus given that “the past is no more and the future is not yet,” we have to deny the existence of the past and the future (Confessions 1993, p. 15).
  Even the present has a problematic existence: Its very being involves its passing away.  It is now, that is, existent, but only momentarily.  This fleeting quality, Augustine argues, is essential to it.  In his words, “if the present were always present and never flowed away into the past, it would not be time at all, but eternity. But if the present is only time because it flows away into the past, how can we say that it is?” (ibid.).  Obviously, if to be is to be present, we cannot even speak of the duration of time.  Thus, we cannot speak of a long past since “it could be long only while it was in existence to be long.  But the past no longer exists; it cannot be long because it is not at all” (ibid., pp. 15-16).  The same holds with regard to the future.  As for the present, this “has no extent of duration at all.”  It is only “that point of time which cannot be divided into the minutest parts of moments” (ibid., pp. 16-17).  This last, of course, is Aristotle’s point that the present is not a “part” of time.

Aristotle’s response to these aporias is, as we saw, to reduce time to “the number of motion.”  As countable numbers, both the past and future continue to be and continue to express duration as a definite quantity.  To enumerate time is to see it as measuring motion in terms of given unit.  As Augustine expresses this, “time measures a movement … by determining a movement which will ‘measure’ the whole movement” (Confessions 1993, p.16-17).  We enumerate time by looking for a unit movement, say that of a minute hand, that will measure the whole movement.  As Augustine suggests, the difficulty with this solution is that it depends on the unit’s movement being regular.  We say that the time elapsed is the same for each minute (each movement of the minute hand from one dot to the next).  But how do we know this?  If we attempt to determine this by a smaller movement, say that of a second, the difficulty reoccurs.  In speaking of sundials, the ancients had recourse to the sun’s movement.  Yet the counting of this movement cannot, per se, be time.  Suppose, Augustine writes, the “sun went round in a space of time equivalent to twelve hours” as opposed to twenty-four.  The counting of the movement in the daylight by using a sundial would be the same, but we would be aware “that the sun would in the one case have made its journey from east to west in a shorter time” (Confessions 1993, p. 22).  We have, in other words, an internal sense of the length of time quite apart from enumeration.  

To understand this sense, we have to turn to Augustine’s twofold response to the aporia.  He avoids the paradox of time consisting of non-entities, first, by observing that the past and future are present (and, hence, existent) within us.  He writes: “my boyhood, which no longer exists, is in time past, which no longer exists.  But its likeness, when I recall it, is in my memory” (Confessions 1993, p. 18).   Similarly, the likeness of the future is present in our expectation.  As present likenesses, both exist.  Thus, for Augustine, “there are three times, a present of things past, a present of things present, a present of things future.  For these three exist in the mind, and I find them nowhere else: the present of things past is memory, the present of things present is sight, the present of things future is expectation” (ibid., p. 19).  Augustine’s second way of avoiding the paradox is to note that when we measure time, we are not faced with measuring an extended, co-present quantity consisting of a nonexistent past and future.  We are measuring a passage through a present now.  To show this, he brings up the sense of time required to speak the long and short syllables of Latin.  The long are twice the length of the short.  How does the speaker know this?  What is he measuring?  It is, Augustine claims, “time in [its] passage” (ibid., p. 24).   He goes on to explain, the voice “begins to sound, it sounds and goes on sounding, then it ceases…. Only while sounding could it be measured for then it was, and so was measurable.… by its passing it was spread over a certain space of time which made it measurable: for the present occupies no space” (ibid., p. 24).  As before, the ontological premise is that only what is present exists.  What is present is the now.  The now, however, exists in passing away.  It “is” in its constant passage to the not-now.  Given this, time only exists in such passage and, hence, can only be measured as something existent in this passage.  Our inner sense of the duration of time must, then, be of this passage.

Conjoining these two responses, we have to assert that the passage of time from the future through the present to the past is in our minds.  It is there that we measure it.  It is there that it makes an impression on us.  As Augustine expresses this conclusion:

It is in you, O my mind, that I measure time…. What I measure is the impress produced in you by the things as they pass and abiding in you when they have passed: and it is present.  I do not measure the things themselves whose passage produced the impress, it is the impress I measure when I measure time.  Thus, that is what time is, or I am not measuring time at all” (Confessions 1993, p. 25).

Time, then, exists as this ongoing impress of things in the mind, an impress that leaves their impressions or likenesses behind.  In containing these likenesses, which are present as memories, the mind has a kind of extension in the now, one where the past and present are co-present.  What about the future?  How can we speak of its presence in the mind, given that the things that will pass have not yet left their “impress” on the mind?  According to Augustine, its presence is that of anticipation.  We anticipate by projecting forward the past, a long anticipation being one that projects forward a long past.  As he describes this: “If a man decides to utter a longish sound and settles in his mind how long the sound is to be, he goes through that space of time in silence, entrust it to his memory, then begins to utter the sound, and it sounds until it reaches the length he has fixed for it” (ibid., p. 26).  

The point of these descriptions is that the passage of time is from expectation to memory by way of present experience.  This passage is actually a subjective performance.  There is time, Augustine asserts, “only because, in the mind which does all this, there are three acts.  For the mind expects, attends and remembers: what it expects passes, by way of what it attends to, into what it remembers” (Confessions 1993, p. 26).  As an example of this subjective performance, he brings forward the reading of a psalm.  Here, the

whole energy of the action is divided between my memory, in regard to what I have said, and my expectation, in regard to what I am still to say.  But there is a present of attention, by which what was future passes on its way to becoming past.  The further I go in my recitation, the more my expectation is diminished and my memory is lengthened, until the whole of my expectation is used up when the action is completed and has passed wholly into my memory (ibid., pp. 26-27).

Thus, the action of the mind is that of expecting, registering and retaining.  As the passage I earlier quoted suggests, what we here expect, register and retain is the “impress” of the words that are being read.  By virtue of this action, the mind itself has a quasi-extension in the now.  This does not mean that its now is itself extended—i.e., has a measurable temporal duration.  Non-extended in time, this now, however, does contain the “likenesses” of what the mind has registered, what it is now registering, and what it will register.  Through this content, it contains “the extendedness” of time, such extendedness being that “of the mind itself” (ibid., p. 24).  This content, of course, is not static.  It constantly flows.  Insofar as time is such content, the passage of this content is the passage of time through the non-extended now that the mind constantly occupies.
  This now or present can be said to be “alive” insofar as it constantly has a different content.  As such, it is the forerunner of Husserl’s “living present,” the present that is both lasting and streaming in that, remaining now, it hosts a constantly streaming content.  


Despite Augustine’s implicit criticism of Aristotle’s account, his own view need not be regarded as opposing it.  What Augustine has provided is, rather, a subjective basis for the Greek philosopher’s description.  Thus, Aristotle’s definition of time as “the number of motion with respect to the before and after” presupposes that we have a sense of the “before” and “after.”  This, however, requires memory and anticipation.  What Augustine has done is to give an account of these faculties insofar as they give us the ability to distinguish the “before” and “after” and, hence, enumerate motion.  Remaining faithful to Aristotle’s equation of being and presence, he thus provides a subjective basis for that translation of time into space that results in time’s being common and objective.  This, of course, does not mean that Augustine’s account is not without its own problems.  Chief among these is the fact that having reduced the past and future to their present “likenesses” in our minds, he provides no explanation of how something present can yield our sense of something not present, be this the past or the future.  Our ability to apprehend the past as past is not explained by referring to things’ impressing the mind as they pass and this impress remaining after their departure.  Given that impress is present, how would we distinguish its apprehension from that of the impress made by a present perception?  As regards the future, we cannot really speak of its presence in terms of impressions.  By definition, nothing has yet come to pass to leave the “impress” of future things on the mind.  To speak of its presence as that of the past projected forward, which Husserl will also do, has a good sense insofar as we do anticipate on the basis of our past experience.  But this does not per se solve the problem of the “presence” of the future in the mind or how we can move from the apprehension of a present content to a grasp of what is not present, but only will be such.  

§3. Kant

Husserl’s interest in Kant is directly verifiable.  His copies of the Critique of Pure Reason in Leuven’s Husserl Archives are underlined and often heavily annotated.  As Iso Kern documents, with the exception of a single academic year, Husserl lectured on Kant continually from 1890 to 1927.  By 1905, the date of his Winter Semester lectures on time, he had twice given lectures on Kant’s Prolegomena (1897-98, 1899-1900) and three times lectured on the Critique of Pure Reason (1898, 1900-01, 1902).
  Since Edith Stein in her editing of Husserl’s text of the 1905 Winter Semester lectures inserted later texts next to earlier ones, any assessment of the influence of Kant on Stein’s 1917 text must take account of the fact that Husserl continued to lecture on the Critique of Pure Reason in 1905-06, 1909-10, and 1911-12.

In this Critique, Kant fills in the lacunae in Aristotle’s and Augustine’s analysis of time.  Aristotle, I noted, does not provide an account of how we gain a sense of the “before” and the “after.”  He also does not explain our ability to grasp the moving body.  Thus, Aristotle asserts, “The now corresponds to the body that is carried along, as time corresponds to the motion” (Physics, p. 64), making a distinction between the now that remains (which corresponds to the body) and the nows that depart (which correspond to the different places making up the motion ).  But he provides no information on how we are able to grasp an enduring object, an object that remains now for us as it moves.  What is problematic in Augustine’s analysis is, as noted, his account of our grasp of the past as past.  The “impress” that remains of a past event is itself present.  How can a present apprehension of a present “impress” yield anything but a present perception?  It is a mark of Kant’s genius that he saw the interconnection of these issues.  He realized that we could not grasp an enduring object, distinguishing it from its background, without also grasping the past as past.  This is because the apprehension of an object involves the synthesis (or connection) of the temporally disparate perceptions we have had of it, thus requiring a grasp of its past perceptions.  This is obvious in our apprehension of a moving object.  To grasp its motion, we must not only perceive it at the present moment, but hold in our mind our past perceptions of it.  We must also recognize these past perceptions as past and, indeed, grasp the degree of their pastness.  Otherwise, our sense of its motion could have no ordered “before” and “after.”  Kant’s insight, then, is that the question of the synthesis through which we apprehend an object is one with the issue of our apprehending time.  Both are aspects of the same subjective performance.  

Kant’s account of this performance occurs in the context of his “transcendental deduction” of the categories of the understanding.  The categories are the basic concepts, such as “substance and accident”  and “cause and effect,” that we use to understand the world.  To “deduce” these categories is to show our right to use them, especially our right to presuppose them in our employment of the understanding.  How can their “apriori,” unquestioned character be justified?  Kant’s strategy is to understand the categories as rules for connecting perceptions.  Thus, in making the judgment, “the  stone is heavy,” we connect the subject “stone” with the predicate “heavy.”   In doing so, we are employing the category of substance.  This gives us the rule for connecting the different perceptions we have of an object in terms of what underlies such perceptions.  The rule, broadly stated is that what underlies the perceptions is not itself a perception, but rather a point (an “X” ) of their unification.  Thus, our temporally dispersed perceptions of the stone’s heaviness as we pick it up, lift it and hold it refer to this X.  So do our perceptions of its color and shape as we regard it from different sides.  As an object, the stone is none of these perceptions, but rather that which they refer to.  Our experience of the stone (or, indeed, of any object) is, thus, not direct, but rather through the synthesis of our perceptions, that is, through a connection that makes it possible for us to posit a common referent with regard to them.  Now, if we can show that the synthesis by which we grasp an object must follow this rule, we have, in fact, deduced the apriori status of this rule.  The same holds for the rules Kant gives in interpreting the other categories.  Such rules are apriori, not because they somehow exist prior to or apart from experience, but rather because they designate the ways in which we must connect this experience—that is, the perceptions composing it—to experience objects and their relations.  In other words, these rules or categories are apriori because they can never be contradicted by any experience we could possibly have of objects.  It is in this sense that Kant writes, “If, therefore, we seek to discover how pure concepts of understanding are possible, we must inquire what are the apriori conditions upon which the possibility of experience rests” (KdrV, A96, Ak. 4:75; NKS 129).

For our purposes, it is not necessary to consider the particular conditions (or rules) that correspond to the particular categories.  We need only consider the basic conditions of which they are specifications.  These are the conditions for what Kant calls “synopsis,” that is, our ability to connect and, hence, “view together” the temporally dispersed perceptions composing the intuition of an object.  Suppose, for example, we pick up an object and view it successively from different sides.  How is it that we say that it is one and the same object?  A similar question occurs when we see a moving object against a shifting background and continue to identify it as the same object.  How do we take the momentary perceptions of this object and connect them so that we can speak of its ongoing perception?  Kant names the act involved, “the synthesis of apprehension.”  In his words, “Every intuition contains in itself a multiplicity ... In order that a unity of intuition may arise out of this multiplicity, it must be run through and held together.  This act I name the synthesis of apprehension” (KdrV, A99, Ak. 4:77; NKS 131).  

For this act to succeed several conditions must be met.  The first is that we must temporally distinguish the impressions composing this multiplicity.  Thus, the apprehension of an object involves a “multiplicity” of temporally distinct impressions.  This apprehension, Kant writes, would be impossible “if the mind did not distinguish time in the succession of impressions [Eindrücke] following one another” (ibid.).  In other words, the impressions must be given distinct temporal locations.  They have to be inserted into definite positions in successively given time.  The second condition is that of reproduction.  As Kant expresses its necessity, “... if I were to lose from my thought the preceding [presentations--Vorstellungen] ... and not reproduce them when I advance to those which follow, a complete presentation [Vorstellung] would never arise ...” (KdrV, A 102; Ak. 4:79).  The requirement, then, is that of making co-present the impressions or presentations which, according to the first condition, we must distinguish according to successive temporal positions.  If we did not distinguish them, we might take what we have reproduced as something new.  So regarded, it would not be recognized as the same as what we earlier experienced.  

Here, we should note that the “reproduction” Kant is speaking of is distinct from the empirical reproduction that occurs through association.  Empirically, “one presentation can, in accordance with a fixed rule, bring about a transition of the mind to the other” (KdrV, A100, Ak. 4:78; NKS 132).  For example, I see Peter and I think of Paul, whom I associate with Peter.  Doing so, I reproduce an earlier presentation of Paul.  According to Kant, this “reproductive imagination, whose synthesis is entirely subject to empirical laws, the laws, namely, of association  … contributes nothing to the explanation of the possibility of a priori knowledge” (KdrV, B152; Ak. 3:120).  This is because it depends on things that we happen to experience together and hence happen to associate.  By contrast, the reproductive act that Kant is speaking of here is actually productive.  It produces time in the distinction of its moments.  Thus, without our reproducing our previous impressions, we would be limited to the now.  Their reproduction is what first gives time its extension by making what was now present again.  Given that without this act, no objective experience is possible, it functions as an apriori condition of knowledge.
  


For reproduction to fulfill its productive function—that is, produce time in the distinction of its moments—a third condition must be met.   We must be capable of recognizing that the reproduced content is the same as the content originally given in the past.  In Kant’s words, “Without the consciousness that what we think is, in fact, the same as what we thought a moment before, all reproduction in the series of presentations would be useless” (KdrV, A 103; Ak. 4:79).  The example Kant gives is that of counting.  When we lose our count, we forget whether or not we have counted some item.  In Kant’s words, to successfully count, I have to identify the reproduced items, “which now hover before me” with those that have already “been added to one another in succession” in my act of counting.  Without this, “I would never know that the total is being produced through this successive addition of unit to unit.”  I would forget that the items that I reproduce are the same as those already counted (ibid.).  An even deeper necessity for this constituted consciousness comes from the fact that without it, we could not temporally distinguish the reproductions of what had occurred from the presentations we are presently experiencing.  In other words, without the consciousness that the reproduced is the same as what was previously given, the reproduced would appear as something new.  Now, the consciousness that a reproduction is not a new presentation is a consciousness that what it reproduces—i.e., its content—is something not new or past.  Implicit in Kant’s brief description of this condition is, then, the fact that reproduction must not just reproduce, it must also modify. Reproduction must add not-newness or pastness to the content it reproduces.  This modification is reproduction’s production of time for it allows time to be distinguished “in the succession of impressions following one another.”


How does reproduction accomplish this task?  How does it ground our grasp of the past as past?  The answer can be found in the fact that our ongoing reproduction of impressions is a serial process.  This does not just mean that each “advance” to a subsequent impression involves a reproduction of the preceding impression.  It also signifies that, in the next advance, this reproduction will itself be reproduced along with the preceding impression.  The same necessity governs both the reproduction of this reproduction and that of the preceding impression.  Without reproduction, both would be lost as I advanced towards the next impression.  In other words, in order for the result of my reproductive act not to be lost, this reproduction must itself be reproduced as I advance.  Similarly, this reproduction of the reproduction of my original content must, in turn, be reproduced if it is not to be lost in a further advance.  Thus, as long as I keep the original content as part of a “complete presentation,” the serial process of reproduction must continue.


This process, in which an impression is reproduced and this reproduction is itself reproduced, can be understood as marking the impression as increasingly not new or past.  With the increase of the reproductions of reproductions ... of its original content, the impression is experienced as shoved further and further back into the past even as it is brought up to the present by the reproductive act.  This shoving back or expiration is just enough to keep it in its original temporal position.  With each advance, the content is reproduced.  Each reproduction marks it as reproduced, that is, as not original or not new.  Thus, each advance to a subsequent impression is matched by a shoving back of a previous impression.  This action keeps the impression in a distinct, if receding place in time even as it keeps it in consciousness.


The same serial process, when applied to a number of successively given impressions, yields the “succession of impressions following one another.”  Each of these occupies its own place in departing time.  As reproduced, all are co-present in our consciousness; all are part of our apprehension of a complete presentation.  Since, however, they are experienced as possessing different degrees of expiration, this presentation is of an extended temporal event.  The motion of a body, for example, is grasped through a multitude of the temporally distinct impressions of the positions it successively occupies, each of which is experienced as expiring.  In other words, the body’s motion is apprehended through a co-present succession, whose temporally distinct members maintain their internal order as new impressions are added to them.  Each new addition is the occasion of their being collectively shoved back as they are retained by being reproduced.  


To grasp a moving body, it is, of course, not enough to view together a multitude of temporally distinct, expiring impressions.  Such impressions must be taken as impressions of a distinct entity.  This condition is an example of what Kant calls “the synthesis of recognition in a concept” (KdrV, A103; Ak. 4:79).  For Kant, a concept is a one-in-many.  This relation does not just apply between multiple objects and a property they have in common.  It also occurs on the perceptual level.  Thus, to experience the moving object, I have to grasp it as the single referent of a multitude of perceptions.  Doing so, I employ the concept of substance, defined as that which abides while its “empirical determination in time” changes (KdrV, A143; Ak. 4:102).  I take the moving body as remaining the same through its changing positions.  Each of the momentary perceptions is seen as a perception of one and the same object.  Each presents it.  Yet, following the rule that the category of substance designates, I realize that what each perception presents is, qua abiding, not itself one of these changing presentations.  It is rather that which they present.

When distinguished from its presentations, the object is an X, an empty referent point.  In positing it, we assume an external determinant of our presentations, one which prevents them from being “haphazard or arbitrary” in their composition and arrangement.  Beyond this, however, the distinction of the “object = X” from our perceptions empties it of empirical content and hence of all knowledge we have from such content.  As Kant puts this, “What, then, is to be understood when we speak of an object corresponding to and consequently distinct from our knowledge?  It is easily seen that must be thought only as something in general = X, since outside our knowledge we have nothing which we could set up over against this knowledge as corresponding to it” (KdrV, A104, Ak. 4:80; NKS 134).  Thus, the X that corresponds is only a common referent for a multitude of perceptions.  As the same for all, it is distinguished from each of them.
  The moving body, understood as such an X, is thus distinguished from the temporal positions of the perceptions that present it.  Just as each perception is “of” it, so each temporal position refers to it.  It itself, however, is not limited to any one of them.  As a common referent, its sense rather is that of something enduring through them.  What the synthesis of recognition in a concept generates when we posit the “real in time” is, then, the sense of time as enduring.  Concretely, this sense comes about only with the synthesis that allows us to recognize an object as the same in a multitude of changing perceptions.

This recognition occurs when we have “produced synthetic unity in the manifold of intuition,” that is, in the multiplicity of the perceptions composing the intuition.  “But this unity,” Kant writes, “is impossible if the intuition [of the object] cannot be generated in accordance with a rule” of synthesis.  This is because “this unity of the rule determines the manifold” and “the concept of this unity is the presentation of the object = X” (KdrV, A105, Ak. 4:80; NKS 135).  To take an example that Husserl often uses, the recognition of a spatial-temporal object as the same in the multitude of perceptions we have of it depends on our having synthetically united (or connected) the perceptions in question.  We do so through the rule of perspectival appearing, understood as a rule that allows us to pick out and connect those perceptions that form a particular perspectival pattern of appearing.  Here, “the unity of the rule determines the manifold,” that is, it determines which perceptions we connect to form a given manifold.  The “concept of this unity” of the manifold, that is, the one-in-many determined by the rule is, in each case, a given “object = X.”  In plain terms, what this signifies is that we pick out a moving object from its background by apprehending the perspectival pattern of appearing that corresponds to it.  To apprehend the pattern is to connect the perceptions that form it.  We link them to common referent by using the category (or rule) of substance to interpret the pattern.  The rule is that what underlies the connecting perceptions is not itself a perception, but rather a common referent point, an X.  In spatial-temporal objects, this rule is implicit in the rule of perspectival appearing since what marks a particular perspectival pattern of appearing is its having a single referent.

This use of the category of substance is apriori.  It is not something established by experience, but rather something that establishes experience, that is, makes it possible as experience of an object.  What is at work, here, is actually an apriori correlation.  The intuition that gives us the object is correlated to a rule for connecting the perceptions that compose this intuition so that they all have a single referent.  Without the application of the rule to the synthesis by which the series of such perceptions is generated, the perception of the object is impossible (KdrV, A 105, Ak. 4:80; NKS 135).  Thus, we cannot see a perspectivally appearing object without having distinguished and connected a pattern of perceptions that form a perspectival series, i.e., a series that present first one side and then another of the object.  Such a series “renders possible a concept in which [the manifold] is united”—that is, the concept of the object as a one-in-many or a common reference point for these perceptions (ibid.).  As for the object, Kant defines it as “no more than that something, the concept of which expresses such a necessity of synthesis” or connection (KdrV, A106, Ak. 4:81; NKS 136).  For example, the concept of a spatial-temporal object expresses the necessity of the synthesis that connects a given manifold according to the rule of perspectival appearing.  This necessity is such that we can affirm apriori that no spatial-temporal object can appear except through such synthesis. 

Strictly speaking, Kant could have stopped at this point in his account of how the synthesis of apprehension fulfills the “apriori  conditions upon which the possibility of experience rests.”  Given that the synthesis makes possible our viewing temporally extended objects, the conditions it fulfills must be regarded as apriori.  Kant, however, seeks a further, subjective ground to justify the apriori employment of the categories, understood as rules of synthesis.  This is that their violation does not just make impossible the unitary presence of an object; it renders impossible the corresponding unity of consciousness.  This unity also depends on our connecting our perceptions (and our presentations generally) according to the categorical rules of synthesis.  Kant makes this point by arguing that the unity of consciousness rests on the identity of the self’s synthetic function.  In his words, “this unity of consciousness [that yields the unitary object] would be impossible if the mind in knowledge of the manifold could not become conscious of the identity of function whereby it synthetically combines the manifold into one knowledge [of the object].”  Apprehending the function, it apprehends itself.  Its consciousness of its self-identity is one with that of the identity of the function, that is, of the synthesis of the appearances according to the categorical concepts or rules.  In Kant’s words, “The original and necessary consciousness of the identity of the self is thus a consciousness of an equally necessary unity of the synthesis of all appearances according to concepts, that is, according to rules” (KdrV, A108, Ak. 4:82; NKS 136-7).  Given this, if we violate the categorical rules of synthesis, not only will we disrupt the unity of the appearing object—dispersing it into a multiplicity of unconnected perceptions; we will also violate the corresponding unity of our consciousness, that is, the consciousness of our self-identity.  The result would be a kind of schizophrenia or splitting of the self, where the very functioning that defines our selfhood—that of making sense of the world by connecting our perceptions—would become disrupted. 


In Kant’s view, this tie between the perception of the object and our self-perception is not just theoretical.  There is, in fact, always a certain self-perception (or “apperception”)  involved in the perception of objects.  This self-perception gives us the “I think” that accompanies all our presentations.  Whatever we present to ourselves, be it through seeing, hearing or some other act, we can attach an “I” to this activity.  Behind this “I think” is a self-perception and behind this is the fact that the syntheses of reproduction and recognition (understood as an aspect of the synthesis of apprehension) involves self-reference.  To see this, we must first note that reproduction is a synthetic process placing presentations together.  Thus, a presentation occurs.  If it is not to vanish in an instant, I must reproduce it and, hence, connect it to my present presentation.  If this reproduction is, in turn, not to vanish along with this present presentation, I must reproduce both, thus connecting them to my new presentation, and so on iteratively. Now, this reproduction of a previous reproduction necessarily involves self-reference since the previous reproduction was the result of my act.  Here, the affection of consciousness is not just external, but also internal.   Thus, the external affection by the object that produces the impression becomes an internal affection when this impression is reproduced.  Since the reproduced impression is my product, my being affected by it is my being affected by my own activity.  As a result, we can speak with Kant of a certain auto-affection of consciousness, one whose origin is our act of reproduction (see B 153; Ak. 3:120).  

The upshot is that in grasping the reproduced contents, consciousness grasps itself.  This grasp is actually that of itself in its contents as the same over time.  This follows from the fact that each time it reproduces its previous contents, it recognizes that these are not new contents, but rather the same contents as it had before.  This “synthesis of recognition” prevents us from assuming that we have a completely “new” consciousness with new contents each time we reproduce the contents of a previous consciousness.  Instead, we recognize that our contents are the same over time.  This recognition accomplishes our unity over time and, hence, our sense of ourselves as numerically self-identical.  Given that the syntheses of reproduction and recognition that establish this numerical identity are also responsible for a self-consciousness, Kant can assert, “numerical identity is inseparable from [self-consciousness].”  I must think of myself as the same single consciousness.  My sense that I am such is, according to Kant, an original self-perception or “apperception.”   For Kant, “nothing can come to our knowledge except in terms of this original apperception” (KdrV, A113, Ak. 4:85; NKS 140).  This follows since the original apperception or self-perception is simply the result of two of the aspects of the synthesis of apprehension, namely those of reproduction and recognition, that must occur whenever we know anything 


Two basic conclusions follow from this analysis.  The first that the background self-awareness that reproduction and recognition provide is responsible for our sense that the “I think” must accompany all our presentations, that is, the sense that each of us has that such presentations are “mine.”  Actually, they do belong to each of us since without the syntheses of reproduction and recognition, they would neither exist the instant after their coming to presence nor be recognized as the same contents we originally experienced.  They are ours because we are responsible for their continued presence by our synthesizing or connecting them in our consciousness.
  The second conclusion is that the unity of the synthesis of apprehension is responsible both for the unity of consciousness over time and the unity of the object corresponding to this manifold.  The disruption of this synthetic function is, thus, the disruption of both unities.  Both unities are, in other words, co-constituted.


Later, when we go through Husserl’s lectures on time-consciousness, we will see how heavily influenced he is by this account.  Among the most important items he takes from Kant is the insight that the object is present to us through the subjective function of connecting perceptions.  Thus, for both Kant and Husserl, knowledge of an object is “knowledge by means of connected perceptions [verknüpfte Wahrnehumungen]” (KdrV, B 161, Ak. 3:125).  For both, an object is defined as “that in whose concept there is unified the multiplicity of a given [total] intuition” (ibid., B 137; Ak. 3:111).  What this signifies is that both understand the object as an “accomplishment of the synthesis of consciousness”—i.e., as a unity formed by synthesizing (or “connecting”) perceptions.
  It is present to us as a one-in-many, i.e., as a unitary referent of the multiplicity of perceptions that form an ongoing intuition.  In Husserl’s terms it is present as a “unity of sense,” the single referent expressing the “sense” we have made of a particular set of perceptions. Husserl also shares with Kant the insight that the synthesis through which we apprehend an object is the very synthesis through which we apprehend time.  Thus, both see the necessity of re-presenting the expired impressions that we receive from an ongoing event. For Kant this is through the serial process of reproduction.  For Husserl, the process is that of retention.  It is also a serial process, one that results in a chain of retentions of retentions of an originally given content.  For both philosophers, our sense of the pastness of the past is a function of the iteration of this process, that is, how often a content has been reproduced or retained.  Both see our self-awareness as constituted in the same process that results in our awareness of objects.  Thus, for both, there is a certain auto-affection involved in reproduction or retention, and both see the necessity of recognizing what we re-present to ourselves as the same as what was originally present.  This leads to a final point of similarity, which is that both philosophers see that the synthetic processes that result in the positing of an object as one-in-many also result in the unification of the positing consciousness, that is, its identification with itself over time.  The connecting of the perceptions that allow such positing is also a unification of the positing consciousness.  


The extraordinary influence that Kant exerts on Husserl stems, at least in part, from his filling in the lacunae in Aristotle’s and Augustine’s accounts of our sense of time.
  Thus, in explaining the operation of the understanding, he describes how we grasp objects, thus filling in the subjective performance that underlies Aristotle’s account.  As part of this, there is an implicit explanation for Aristotle’s distinction between the now that remains (which corresponds to the body) and the nows that depart.  The latter are the reproduced nows, their departure being a function of their reproduction.  As for the now that remains, the fact that it corresponds to the body signifies that it is the now of the referent of the perceptions we connect so as to present to ourselves this body.  The positing of an object through the temporally disparate perceptions is its positing as enduring through such positions.  It is, thus, its positing as remaining now.  Finally, in his account of reproduction, Kant also provides an answer to the question of our grasp of the past as past.  It is not simply, as Augustine suggests, the abiding “impress” of a past event that grounds our sense of pastness.  It is the reproduction of this impress.  Kant’s move here is from the notion of the “impress” as a physical stamping of a material (like the impress of a seal on wax) to its notion as a temporal event.  Thus, the impress of the seal simply remains.  Its presence is that of a present reality.  By contrast, the impress taken as a temporal event must be reproduced if it is continue to be.  This very reproduction, however, gives it its presence as not new, i.e., as past.  


The difficulties of Kant’s account concern precisely this notion of reproduction.  One can grant that something that is reproduced is not original and hence not “new.”  The question, however, is: How does it show itself as such?  A further question is: How does the mind grasp this evidence?  Is not there, beyond the non-originality of the reproduced, a subjective interpretation of such non-originality as pastness?  Husserl, as we shall see, will explore this possibility.  A further difficulty concerns the question of whether Kant’s account is circular.  Does it not presuppose time in explaining our generation of it?  Thus, in arguing for the necessity of reproduction, Kant writes, “if I were to lose from my thought the preceding [presentations] ... and not reproduce them when I advance to those which follow, a complete presentation would never arise ...” (KdrV, A 102; Ak. 4:79).  The words “preceding,” “advance, and “follow” in this statement make sense only if we think of the impressions we receive as being sequentially given.  But this is to assume that successive time already exists.  Such time is implied in the thought of an advance to a subsequent impression, the advance being the occasion of the reproduction that preserves the preceding impression.  Thus, in Kant’s account, the notion that I reproduce the previous impression at the moment of the next impression assumes that the previous impression would expire or be “lost” if I did not reproduce it.  But this is to assume that time already exists as a succession of previous and later moments.  Throughout the Critique, however, Kant insists that time is nothing “in itself.”  Thus, the point of his descriptions is to show that time is the result of my action.  In Kant’s view, the constant I-act-to-reproduce combines with the recognition of the reproduced to generate time in the succession of its moments.


How can a description of the generation of time in its successive character presuppose such a character?  In a certain sense, the difficulty is inherent in the fact that, for Kant, all appearing is appearing in time.  The reason why we have to reproduce the impressions that we receive is that, limited to the momentary impression of the present instant, we could not apprehend anything.  The doctrine of reproduction, in other words, is designed to accommodate the fact that everything we apprehend is spread out in time.  Given this, we have to say that in generating time through the act of reproduction, we generate the medium through which things appear.  This applies to the appearance of our own act of generating time.  This act, then, can only appear as a temporal process.  Hence, it must appear as something that presupposes time as already given in its sequential character.  The same holds for the descriptions of this act.  To the point that they make it intuitively evident, they get caught in this circularity.  

To avoid this, we would have to describe the act in non-temporal terms.  This involves considering the impressions and reproductions of these as non-temporal items, that is, as items that in themselves do not endure or change over time or have the kind of temporal positioning that would allow us to speak of one “preceding” the other that is “subsequent” to it.  Husserl, as I noted in the Introduction, accepts this inference.  He asserts, “Time-constituting phenomena are evidently objectivities fundamentally different from those constituted in time.  They are neither individual objects nor individual processes, and the predicates of such objects or processes cannot be meaningfully ascribed to them” (Pdiz, p. 79).  Given this, the question is: how can we meaningfully describe them?  To meaningfully describe them, they must appear.  But if all appearing is appearing in time, how can the elements which constitute time and which, therefore, are prior to time appear?  As we shall see, Husserl’s ingenious “phenomenological” solution to this dilemma is to reverse the relation between time and appearing.  It is to take appearing as the basis of all constitutive processes including those that constitute our sense of time.  This signifies that not all appearing is the appearing of that which endures over time.  There is an appearing that is constitutive of time.  The early form of the phenomenological reduction that Husserl introduces in his lectures on time will be constructed precisely to get at this primitive appearing.  

§4. William James

In a manuscript  introducing the course that includes his 1905 lectures on time-consciousness, Husserl expresses his debt to James “whom I still study and from whom I have received strong impulses.”
  The influence of James on Husserl reaches back at least to the time of the Logical Investigations (1900) where Husserl praises “James’s genius for observation in the field of descriptive psychology” and speaks of “the advance in descriptive analysis that I owe to this distinguished thinker” (LU, 3:211).  Nowhere is this “genius for observation” more evident  than in James’s account of our sense of time.  In a brief chapter of his Psychology, he manages to describe its chief features.  He analysis culminates in an account of the extended present that is created by our ability to retain (or “reproduce”) the impressions we have had of past events.  

James begins with Aristotle’s point that our sense of time depends upon the mind’s registering change.  As James observes, “We have no sense of empty time” (Psychology, p. 281).
  This means that “we can no more perceive a duration [that is empty] than we can perceive an extension, devoid of all sensible content” (ibid. p. 282).  What we require is a content that fills time’s moments, i.e., a present content and the memory of a previous content.  As he writes, “Our perception of time’s flight … is due to the filling of the time, and to our memory of a content which it had a moment previous, and which we feel to agree or disagree with its content now” (ibid., p. 281).  Strictly speaking, this content is never the same.  Even when we try to empty our minds, we are still aware of “our heart-beats, our breathing, the pulse of our attention, fragments of words or sentences that pass through our imagination” and so on.  There is always, in other words, “some form of changing process … that cannot be expelled.”  This is what gives us our sense of time.  As James concludes: “awareness of change is thus the condition on which our perception of time’s flow depends” (ibid., p. 282).


How are we aware of this change?  It is insufficient to point to the change of the mind’s states as it registers a changing content.  Changes of its states are not per se a grasp of such changes.  In James’s words, a broad “chasm” lies “between the mind’s own changes being successive and knowing … [this] succession….  A succession of feelings, in and of itself, is not a feeling of succession.”  This means that “a feeling of succession … must be treated as an additional fact requiring its own special elucidation” (Psychology, p. 285).   For James, the explanation of this fact involves what he calls the “specious present.”  In such a present, we have a “direct perception” not just of things presently occurring but also of those that are “immediately past” (ibid., p. 286).  Because we can view them together, we have the sense of their succession.  This conclusion is not, as in Kant, a matter of deductive necessity.  For James, it is observational.  What is a matter of deductive necessity is “the present moment of time.”  This moment is, in fact, only an “ideal abstraction” (ibid., p. 280).  As James observes, “Reflection leads us to the conclusion that it must exist, but that it does exist can never be a fact of our immediate experience.”  What we do experience is “‘the specious’ present, a sort of saddle-back of time with a certain length of its own, on which we sit perched, and from which we look in two directions into time”—namely, into the past and the future.  It is because we can look in both directions that we have a sense of a block of duration in which we can grasp succession.  As James puts this: “It is only as parts of this duration-block that the relation of succession of one end to the other is perceived” (ibid.).  


In James’s descriptions, this present both streams and is stationary.  It streams because “its content is in a constant flux, events dawning into its forward end as fast as they fade out of its rearward one, and each of them changing its time-coefficient from ‘not yet,’ or ‘not quite yet,’ to ‘just gone,’ or ‘gone,’ as it passes by.”  It is stationary because “the specious present, the intuited duration, stands permanent, like the rainbow on the waterfall, with its own quality unchanged by the events that stream through it” (Psychology, p. 286).  What we have here, in essence, is Husserl’s “stationary-streaming present.”    It is an extended “living present” that is animated by the streaming content that fills it.  When this content exits from the present, it can be reproduced by remembering it, but this, James writes, is “an entirely different psychic fact from its direct perception in the specious present as a thing immediately past” (ibid., p. 286).  The difference is that as long as it is in this present, it can be directly perceived.  For James, then, our ability to have a “direct perception” of  what is “immediately past” is an observational fact.  Memory, by contrast, makes no such perceptional claims.  One way to think of the difference is in terms of speaking.  When we speak a sentence, we do not need to consult our memory for its beginning.  The words composing it are all co-present even as we speak.  This, of course, is Augustine’s point  in his example of reciting a psalm—though it is hard to think that all the words of a psalm could have a distinct presence.   Referring to the psychologist, Wundt’s experiments, James asserts that this present taken as a “distinct perception of duration hardly covers more than a dozen seconds.”  In fact, he adds, “our maximum vague perception is probably not more than that of a minute or so” (ibid., pp. 285-6).  After this, we must consult our memories.  As for getting an accurate sense of duration beyond the specious present, the only recourse we have is through counting or a counting device such as a clock.  In James’s words, “Our only way of knowing it accurately is by counting, or noticing the clock, or through some other symbolic conception” (ibid., p. 284).  In other  words, we must rely on Aristotle’s conception of time as a number.  


James sums up his observations of this present by explaining how it might be diagrammed.  The diagram, which he describes, but does not draw, represents “the actual time-stream of our thinking by an horizontal line.” The “thought of the stream or any segment of its length, past, present, or to come,” is “figured in a perpendicular  raised on the horizontal at a certain point,” while “the length of this perpendicular stands for … the time thought of at the actual moment of the stream upon which the perpendicular is raised” (Psychology, p. 285).  What we have, then, is a horizontal line representing the time stream of our successive experience with its various contents and a vertical line representing our present perception of this changing experience.  This experience can be diagrammatically represented as projected on the vertical.  In James’s words, “There is a sort of perspective projection of past objects upon present consciousness, similar to that of wide landscapes upon a camera screen” (ibid.).  Given that the length of this present consciousness is normally about twelve seconds, what we have is a constantly shifting projection.  As the present  streams, a constantly different content is projected onto it.  To draw James’s diagram, we can let
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Diagram of James' "specious present." 


t1, t2, t3, t4, t5, and t6 represent  successive moments.  The projection of the past is here illustrated by the diagonal arrows.  As the present streams from t4 to t5 and then to t6, the vertical moves to these points and a different content is projected on it.   Thus, at t4, the events of t1, t2, t3 are projected on it; at t5, the events of t2, t3, t4; and at t6, the events of t3, t4, t5.  With each advance, a new content is projected, while a content from an earlier time is lost. 

If we limit ourselves to what we perceptually experience, this diagram reduces itself to the vertical with its content moving constantly upward with the advance of time.  The vertical thus represents “the specious present, the intuited duration,” which “stands permanent …with its own quality unchanged by the events that stream through it.”  The content of this present, James writes, changes “its time-coefficient from ‘not yet,’ or ‘not quite yet,’ to ‘just gone,’ or ‘gone,’ as it passes by.” This implies a similar projection  of the future on the vertical.  Though James does not describe how we might diagram it, one possibility would be to extend the vertical below the horizontal line and draw diagonal lines to it from the part of the horizontal line that represents the future.  Doing so would make the vertical line represent both the perceived past and the future, that is, both parts of specious present.  The fact that it intersects “the horizontal at a certain point,” for example, t3, signifies that this present has no extension in objective time.  Occurring in the now, which strictly speaking is not a “part” of time, the diagram invites us to think of time outside of extended time.  There are two different ways to interpret this.  One can speak with James of the projection  of the past (and also of the future) onto this present.  Here, we explain the extent of this present through a reference to extended time.  One can also, however, assert that neither the past nor the future exists and that any projection must be from the specious present.   Here, we project the contents with their changing time-coefficients that occupy the specious present onto what we come to take as objective time.  In this Augustinian alternative, we assert that, properly speaking, time only exists in our minds.  It is this alternative that Husserl will explore.  

§5. Franz Brentano

Husserl admits that he first went to Brentano’s lectures “out of simple curiosity to hear the man who was so talked about in Vienna at that time.”
 In part, Brentano’s notoriety was the result of his having given up the priesthood in protest against the newly instituted assertion of papal infallibility (which caused him to lose his professorship at the University of Würzburg in 1874) and then having married (which caused him to lose a second professorship at the University of Vienna).  In part, however, the interest he generated came from his philosophical endeavors, which left his hearers divided between those who thought him a genius and those who considered him a “sophist” or worse.
 Husserl fell into the first camp.  In his words, “when he spoke, … he stood there like a prophet (Seher) of eternal truths.”
  Philosophy had been Husserl’s minor when he got his doctorate in mathematics.  The two years he attended Brentano’s lectures (1864-66) convinced him to make philosophy, rather than mathematics, his profession.


Since Brentano’s lectures on time have not come down to us, we have to rely on the reports of his students, in particular, those of Husserl and Carl Stumpf.  Husserl’s account of them is found in the first section of his lectures on time-consciousness.  Having raised the question of “the primitive formations of time‑consciousness, in which the primitive differences of the temporal become constituted,” he turns to “Brentano’s theory of the origin of time” for an answer (Pdiz, pp. 9, 10; Br. 9, 11).  As Husserl describes them, Brentano’s views are remarkably similar to those of Kant.  Thus, for Brentano, as for Kant, our grasp of a temporally extended object requires both reproduction and the temporal positioning of the reproduced content. When, for example, we hear a melody, its tones cannot expire without leaving their representations behind.  If they left no trace—that is, were not in some manner reproduced—then “in each moment we would have a tone, or perhaps an empty pause in the interval between the sounding of two tones, but never the representation of a melody” (Pdiz, p. 11; Br. 11).  To hear the melody we must also distinguish time in the succession of the tones following one another.  This distinction requires that the tones be modified.  In Husserl’s words, were “the tone representations  [Tonvorstellungen] … to remain unmodified, then instead of a melody we would have a chord of simultaneous tones, or rather a disharmonious tangle of sound, as if we had struck simultaneously all the notes that had previously sounded” (ibid.).  To prevent this, the reproduced tones cannot be represented as presently occurring, that is, as now.  They have to be given distinct temporal positions in the flow of time.  

His explanation of how consciousness does this is basically Kantian.  The ongoing series of reproductions (“representations” in Brentano’s terminology) does not just reproduce, but also temporally modifies what it reproduces, changing the latter’s temporal determination.  As Husserl reports Brentano’s theory: 

“Only because that peculiar modification occurs, only because every tone‑sensation, after the stimulus that produced it has disappeared, awakens from out of itself a representation that is similar and furnished with a temporal determination, and only because this temporal determination continuously changes, can a melody come to be represented in which the individual tones have their definite places and their definite tempos” (Pdiz, p. 11; Br. pp. 11-12).  

Thus, first we have the tone-sensation, then the representation, then a representation of this representation, and so on, each one further modifying the original content by adding a further degree of pastness to it.  For Brentano, then, “it is, therefore, a universal law that a continuous series of representations is fastened by nature to every given representation. Each representation belonging to this series reproduces the content of the one preceding, but in such a way that it always affixes the moment of the past to the new representation” (Pdiz, p. 11; Br. p. 12). 


For Kant, such reproduction is the work of “the productive synthesis of the imagination” (KdrV, A 118, Ak. 4:88).  In temporally modifying the reproduced, the imagination (or phantasy) is actually productive since it produces what did not exist before, namely, a moment of the past.  Without its action, there is only nowness.  In Husserl’s report, the same doctrine is advanced by Brentano.  He writes, “Phantasy thus proves to be productive in a peculiar way here. This is the sole instance in which phantasy creates a truly new moment of representation, namely, the temporal moment. We have therefore discovered the origin of the representation of time in the region of phantasy” (Pdiz, p. 11; Br. p. 12).  Thus, just as the reproductions in Kant are the work of the imagination, the productive synthesis of the imagination being that which generates our sense of time, so in Brentano’s theory, “from moment to moment the content appears as pushed further and further back” because “with the shift into phantasy, the sensation receives the continuously changing temporal character” (ibid. p. 13; Br. p. 13).  In other words, there is a chain of phantasy representations, each shoving the original content further into the past. The result, then, of this productive imagination is that “phantasms and more phantasms, qualitatively the same in content although diminishing in fullness and intensity, continuously attach themselves to the primary contents of the perception.  Parallel to this process, phantasy adds a new moment, the temporal” (ibid., p. 17; Br. p. 18).  

It does this through association.  Thus, first we have the sensation that awakens through association “a phantasy‑representation that is the same or almost the same in content and is enriched by the temporal character.”  Then “[t]his representation in turn awakens a new one, which is joined to it in continuous fashion, and so on” (ibid., pp. 13; Br. pp. 13-14).  The association that causes this awakening is not the empirical kind that arises when having often seen two things together, the sight of one recalls the other to my mind.  Rather than linking two already existing items, association here originates the linked item.  The productive quality of this “continuous annexation of a temporally modified representation to the given representation” thus makes Brentano call it “original association” (ibid., p. 13; Br. p. 14).
  


According to Carl Stumpf, Brentano drew a diagram to illustrate the above.  As Stumpf describes the process of original association: 

“In each moment of an (external or internal) perception, a presentation is released from the perceptual content.  This presentation is qualitatively the same as the perceptual content, but temporally it is shoved back up to a certain limit. … When several impressions, a, b, c, d, follow one another, with the entrance of the second, the first is in this way temporally sunk down, and so on.

a                 b                c                   d


                      a                 b                   c

                                         a                   b

                                                             a

Brentano illustrated this with the accompanying diagram, where the horizontal line designates the objective flow of time and the vertical lines at each point designate the present presentations.”
  

It is interesting to note the resemblance of this diagram of the sinking down of time to the one Husserl presents in his lectures.  Both Husserl’s and Brentano’s diagrams are, in fact, similar to James’s, being the mirror images of it along the horizontal line.  


According to Husserl, Brentano extended his theory to cover the future.  The basis for our representation of what is to come is “the appearance of momentary memory.”  Phantasy does not just project forward what we remember.  It is creative.  As Husserl reports, “phantasy forms …the representations of the future in a process similar to that by which, under the appropriate circumstances, we arrive at representations of certain new sorts of colors and sounds by following known relations and forms” (Pdiz, p. 14; Br. p. 14).  Thus, just as we can imaginatively transpose a melody we have heard into a different key, so we can anticipate a future that differs from our past.  Brentano, thus, believed, that in forming “the representation of the future out of the past,” phantasy does not “exhaust itself in the repetition of moments that have already been given in perception,” but rather does offer us the new (ibid.). 


If we ask, what the “modification” is that phantasy brings to a content in making it past or future, we find the same ontological presupposition that marks all the theories of time we have been considering.  This is that only the present exists.  Thus, according to Brentano, the modification that appears in the transformation from a sensible content to a phantasy of this content does not change the content itself, but only its temporal position.  It changes the “is” to the “was” or, in the case of expectation, to the “will be.”  Given that neither the past nor the future exist, this is a change from the real to the non-real or “irreal.”  In this, it is like the modifications where we represent something not as actual, but as wished for or as merely possible.  Thus, the phantasy modification is not a weakening of sensuous content.  A weaker tone C is still a present tone C.  The modification alters “exactly as the determinations ‘represented,’ ‘wished,’ and the like, do. A represented thaler, a possible thaler, is no thaler.”  Similarly, a past content is not.  Thus, “the modifying temporal predicates [past and future] are irreal” (Pdiz, p. 14; Br. p. 15).  They are “irreal” since what they refer to is not real.  This does not mean that the phantasy presentations are themselves not real.  According to Stumpf, the modification only touches their “mode of presentation.”  “His reason,” Stumpf writes, “was that past things are not real, but not even a presentational content can be non-real.”
  Once again, the ontological presupposition is evident.  Since to be real is to be present, we have to say that, although the original sensation is past and no longer exists, the phantasy presentation with its modified “presentational content” must remain present.  The vertical lines in Brentano’s diagram are, thus, like those in James’s illustration.  They represent the extension of time through the co-presence in the ongoing now of the representatives of time’s different moments.  


Husserl’s criticism of Brentano’s position is made in terms of his own understanding of the way constitution works—in particular, how it involves not just the presence of contents—be they those of phantasy or sensation—but also the interpretation of these.  Accordingly, I shall begin my consideration of his lectures on time-consciousness by a review of what, at that time, he took to be the main features of constitution or synthesis.  

Chapter 2

Husserl’s Account of the Temporal Modes

§1. Constitution and the Reduction

Husserl’s account of constitution is an attempt to clarify phenomenologically Kant’s concept of synthesis.  For Kant, synthesis involves the connection of our presentations—be these impressions, perceptions, or extended intuitions—and the seeing through them a one-in-many, an X that is distinct from the elements connected.  Husserl expands this concept by understanding it as a layered process, where the constituted unities of one layer act as material to found the next.  Thus, the constitution of the spatial-temporal object is seen by Husserl as based on the individual perceptions we have of its sides.  This object itself, together with other similarly constituted objects, can serve as a basis for the constitution of a “state of affairs,” where we grasp the relations between these objects.  Such relations can themselves serve as elements for the higher order synthesis that involves several such “states of affairs.”  In each case we have a connecting of elements and a “positing” belief in the unity that appears through such connections.  On its higher levels, the process is one of “active synthesis”; it is consciously performed.  On the lower, however, the process is automatic.  Having learned as infants how to see, that is, how to connect our perceptions and apprehend them as perceptions of different things, our process of seeing is now automatic.
  It is, in Husserl’s terminology, a matter of “passive synthesis.”  No matter what the level of synthesis, it remains true for Husserl, as for Kant, that the elements on the founding level are distinct from those that they found through their connections.  We can see this in the distinction between the perspectivally appearing, spatial-temporal object and the individual appearances of its sides.  An individual appearance, as Husserl says, “does not itself appear perspectivally” the way that the object does (Ideen I, ed. W. Biemel, [The Hague, 1950], p. 97).

Husserl analyzes the constitutive process, unpacking its layers, through the “phenomenological reduction.”  The reduction, broadly speaking, is the reverse of constitution.  Performing it, we move from the founded to the founding—i.e., to the elements and connections that allow the founded to appear.  If these founding elements owe their own appearing to the synthesis of even lower level elements, the reduction can be exercised again.  It can be employed on these elements, that is, on the positing belief in their unqualified givenness, to uncover an even more primitive founding layer.  Stage by stage, then, the action of the reduction is both a suspension of belief and an uncovering of founding connections and elements.  The reason for this suspension is aptly stated by Roman Ingarden.  Without it, we are constantly in danger of committing the error of a petitio principii.
  Logically, this is the fallacy of assuming, as part of one’s demonstration, the conclusion that one wants to prove.  Phenomenologically, it is that of mixing up the layers of constitution.  We do so when we assume as elements of the constituting layer those elements that first  have to be constituted through this layer.  To speak here of a petitio principii points to the fact that, for Husserl, constitution is a matter of evidence and belief.  The founding elements—the phenomena and their connections—provide the evidence for the positing belief in the founded.  In assuming the posited as part of the evidence for it, we violate both the rules and, indeed, the very sense of the notion of evidence.
  

For Husserl, then, the suspension that begins the reduction is inherent in any investigation of a synthetic process.  As he puts this with regard to the analysis of time-consciousness: “Inherent in this, as in any phenomenological analysis, is the complete exclusion of every assumption, stipulation, and conviction with respect to objective time (the complete exclusion of all transcending presuppositions concerning what exists)” (Pdiz, p. 4; Br. 4).  Such an exclusion is called for since what is at issue is the constitution of objective time, which includes the constitution of objects existing in such time.  The latter are transcendent insofar as they transcend the elements from which they are constituted.  They do so since, as the distinction between the spatial-temporal object and its appearances indicates, these objects have qualities that are fundamentally different from their constituting appearances.  With regard to space, this distinction between the constituted and the constituting shows itself in the different predicates assigned to each level.  What remains after excluding (or suspending) our belief in objective space is the two-dimensional “continuum of the visual field.”  As Husserl observes, “It makes no sense at all to say, for example, that a point of the visual field is one meter distant from the corner of this table here, or is next to it, above it, and so on. Just as little does the appearance of the physical thing have a position in space or spatial relationships of any kind: the house‑appearance is not next to the house, above it, one meter away from it, etc.” (Pdiz, p. 5; Br. pp. 5-6).  The same holds with regard to the exclusion of objective time.  Having suspended our belief in it, we cannot speak of time as an objective world-process; we can only talk of the appearances constitutive of such time.  In Husserl’s words, the exclusion leaves us with “appearing time, appearing duration, as appearing.”  This is “the immanent time of the flow of consciousness, not the time of the experienced world.”  It is, he adds, a set of “absolute data that it would be meaningless to doubt” (ibid., p. 5; Br. p. 5).  This positioning of appearances as “absolute data” is, as earlier indicated, of far reaching significance (see above, pp. 44).  In taking appearing as “absolute,” that is, as the basis of all constitutive processes, it reverses the relation between time and appearing.  This is because it assumes that there is an appearing prior to objective time that is constitutive of such time.  The notion that appearing is an absolute datum—that it is a “given” beyond which one cannot seek a further (non-appearing) basis—applies not just to the relation between appearing and objective time.  It applies as well to the immanent time of consciousness.  There is, as we shall see, an ultimate appearing constitutive of its presence.  


As has been often remarked, the reduction that is described at the beginning of the 1905 lectures is an early version of a position that Husserl will continually develop.  Here, it appears as a reduction to what is “immanent,” that is, as a reduction to consciousness as a privileged domain.  By the time of the publication of Ideen I (1913), Husserl’s insights into what it implies will have developed to the point that he will see its terminus as an absolute consciousness abstracted from all the ordered connections that give us a world and ourselves within it.  What will remain after its suspensions will simply be those ultimate appearances out of which such notions as “inside” and “outside,” “immanent” and “transcendent,” “subjective” and “objective,” and so forth will come to be constituted.
  Given Husserl’s continuous insertion of later texts into the body of the 1905 lectures on time-consciousness, we find within them a certain sliding scale of what counts as the reduction.  Its sense, as we shall see, can be given only by its context. 

§2. The Schema


In the present context, the reduction to what is immanent involves a notion of constitution that was first developed in the Logical Investigations (1900).  According to Husserl, all the levels of constitution, except for the ultimate, exhibit the same schema.  On each level, we find: an interpretative intention, material undergoing this interpretation, and a constituted object that transcends this material.  The first two are immanent with regard to the level, the third transcends it.  Thus, according to Husserl, my interpretations of my sensations are what first yield the presence of a perceptual object.  In his words:  

It belongs to perception that something appears within it, but interpretation  [die Interpretation] makes up what we term appearance—be it correct or not, anticipatory or overdrawn.  The house appears to me through no other way but that I interpret [interpretiere] in a certain fashion actually experienced contents of sensation. I hear a barrel organ—the sensed tones I take [deute] as barrel organ tones.  Even so, I perceive via interpretation [interpretierend] what mentally appears in me, the penetrating joy, the heartfelt sorrow, etc.  They are termed “appearances” or, better, appearing contents precisely for the reason that they are contents of perceptive interpretation [perzeptiver Interpretation]” (LU, 4:762).


This signifies that the particular contents of sensation enter into the constitutive process by our taking them as appearances of some object.  To take them as such is to place them in a framework of identity in multiplicity.  We do so when we continually take them in the same sense.  As Husserl writes in describing how “we suppose ourselves to perceptually grasp one and the same object through the change of experiential contents,” “different perceptual contents are given, but they are taken (interpreted, apperceived) [gedeutet (aufgefaßt, apperzipert)] ‘in the same sense’ ... the interpretation [Deutung] according to this ‘sense’ is a character of experience which first constitutes ‘the being of the object for me’” (LU, 3:397).  What we have, then, is a threefold structure.  On the objective side, we have the appearing object.  As a one-in-many, it is the intentional object understood as an appearing sense.
  On the subjective side, the side of what is “truly immanent” in consciousness, we have the “contents of perception.”  On the same side, we also have the “perceptual acts in the sense of interpretative intentions” (ibid.).  The acts make the contents intentional by transforming them from senseless sense data into “representing contents”—contents which point unambiguously to the corresponding features of the object (LU, 4:609).  They do this through assuming that the experiential contents have a single referent, i.e., fit together to form the recurring pattern of perceptions through which a given object exhibits its specific sense.


This assumption becomes confirmed or “fulfilled” as long as the contents I experience in viewing the object support my interpretation.  An example will make Husserl’s position clear.  Suppose I notice what seems to be a cat crouching under a bush on a bright sunny day.  As I move to get a better look, its features seem to become more clearly defined.  One part of what I see appears to be its head, another its body, still another its tail.  Based upon what I see, I anticipate that further features will be revealed as I approach: this shadow will be seen as part of the cat’s ear; another will be its eye, and so forth.  If my interpretations are correct, then my experiences should form a part of an emerging pattern that exhibits these features, i.e., that perceptually manifests the object I assume I am seeing.  If, however, I am mistaken, at some point my experiences will fail to fulfill my expectations.  What I took to be a cat will dissolve into a flickering collection of shadows. As this example indicates, to interpret is to anticipate.  It is to expect a sequence of contents that will present the object.  This expectation, even if we are not directly conscious of it, makes us attend to some contents rather than others.  It serves, in other words, as a guide for our connecting our perceptions according to an anticipated pattern.  It also allows us to see the perceptions we have as either fulfillments or disappointments of our interpretative intention.  Here, it should be emphasized that we are hardly ever aware of our interpretative intentions.  Our initial learning how to form them was part of our learning how to see.  As such, the process of forming them, like that of seeing, is largely automatic.  Optical illusions, however, which are constructed so as to equally support two conflicting interpretations, make this process apparent.  As we stare at an illusion—first one figure, then another—seems to occupy our visual field.  The data remaining the same, the visual switch over is occasioned by a change in their interpretation.  


In the lectures on time-consciousness, Husserl, having introduced the reduction, uses the schema to understand its “exclusion” of the transcendent.  What is immanent is the interpretive function or act along with the sensed qualities that the act interprets.  What is transcendent is the objective quality that grows out of this interpretation.  He writes, for example, “The sensed red is a phenomenological datum that, animated by a certain interpretative function [Auffassungsfunktion], presents an objective quality.  This sensed red is not a quality of the object, only the perceived red is a determination of the appearing thing” (Pdiz, p. 6; Br. p. 6, translation modified).  Husserl’s point is the same as that made in the Logical Investigations in speaking of the sounding of the barrel organ.  To hear something as something or see something as something, interpretation must enter in.  Thus, “it is only through the interpretation [placed on it] that the sensed red receives the value of a moment presenting the quality of a physical thing (ibid., p 6; Br. p. 7, translation modified).  The general principle here is that “the object is constituted by way of interpretation [in der Weise der Auffassung] from the material of the experienced contents” (ibid., p 8; Br. p. 8, translation modified).  In excluding the object, we do not exclude this material.  Both it and the interpretative function remain after the reduction.  The same, Husserl claims, holds with regard to our apprehension of time.  What is given phenomenologically are both our temporal interpretations and the data they interpret.  In his words, “Temporal interpretations [Zeitauffassungen], the experiences in which the temporal in the objective sense appears, are phenomenological data.  Again, the moments of experience that specifically found temporal interpretations as the apprehension of time—thus the (perhaps) specifically temporal contents-there-to-be-interpreted [Auffassungsinhalte]—are phenomenologically given.”  Since, however, “none of that has to do with objective time,” they both remain after the exclusion of such time (ibid., p. 6; Br. p. 6, translation modified). 


Husserl’s use of this schema to interpret our consciousness of time is, perhaps, the most controversial aspect of his doctrine.
  Husserl, himself, immediately limits this use when he observes in a footnote that “not every constitution has the schema: content there to be interpreted – interpretation” (Pdiz, p. 7, n. 7; Br. p. 7, translation modified).  This admission comes after he notes that the sensed content—das Emfundende—is a “relative term.”  This relativity follows from the fact that there are multiple layers of constitution and, hence, multiple layers of what counts as a sensed content for our interpretative acts.  Thus, what may serve as contents-there-to-be-interpreted (Auffassungsinhalte) on one level might very well be the result of an interpretation of lower level contents.  The process of unpacking these levels, that is, of proceeding to ever more primitive levels cannot, however, proceed forever.  To avoid an infinite regress, it has to “remain open whether the sensed content is itself already constituted” (ibid.).  It may be that we have reached the ultimate level.  If we have, then we cannot apply the schema—i.e., look for even lower level contents that would serve as the basis for the presence of the contents in question.  Such contents would just be irreducible there.  They would be immediately, rather than synthetically experienced.  What this ultimate level is will become apparent once we give Husserl’s account of the constitution of time.  


For the present, it is sufficient to note that Husserl’s limitation of the schema should not be understood as a rejection.  Eminent scholars, such as Rudolph Bernet and John Brough, have asserted that Husserl criticized and ultimately abandoned it in the years 1908-1909 when he saw the reduction as ending in an absolute consciousness.
  The schema, however, is extensively employed (and criticized) in the Bernau 1917 manuscripts, a fact which leads Toine Kortooms to date its dismissal at that point.
  As Dieter Lohmar, however, has shown, Husserl continues to use the schema in such late works as Formal and Transcendental Logic (1929), Cartesian Meditations (1930), and Experience and Judgment (1939).
  In fact, we find him using it to describe the constitution of time in the C-manuscripts.
  Given this evidence, one has to agree with Lohmar that Husserl’s criticism of the model is not general but directed to specific points and has a positive result.  In Lohmar’s words, “The testing of the model of interpretation and interpreted content, thus, turns out positively [for the model], even if limitations and refinements were necessary with regard to the already mentioned—and systematically to be expected—problematic  cases [concerning the lowest level of constitution].”
  We will consider these limitations along with Husserl’s and others’ criticisms of the schema when we examine this lowest level.  In considering these cases, we have to keep in mind Husserl’s description of his working.  It is, as I cited him, to “blast mineshafts in all possible directions,” to “consider all the logical possibilities” in examining particular topics.  Given this, it is not sufficient to take individual manuscript passages as expressing Husserl’s final thoughts.  One has to examine whether Husserl himself considers them definitive; and this can only be done by examining how he considers the matter when he later returns to the topic.  Here, of course, we have to make a distinction between the books Husserl published in his lifetime and the unpublished manuscripts.  Thus, in the published copy of the lectures on internal time-consciousness, Husserl did work closely with Stein in 1917 to present a coherent picture.
  In this, he continued his own work of updating the text of the lectures.  For those, of course, for whom the schema represents a fundamental misunderstanding, this procedure makes the whole of Stein’s text suspect.  Rudolf Boehm, in fact, finds it “incoherent” and “abstract” insofar as it does not discuss the problematic aspects of the schema.
  There has thus grown up a tradition of discussing Husserl’s lectures on internal time-consciousness in terms of the supplementary texts that Boehm has gathered from the manuscript material that did not make it into Stein’s edition.
  Doing so, however, does not just violate Husserl’s intention in working with Stein to produce the work we have.  It also leads to its own incoherencies insofar as it ignores the systematic presentation of the results of Husserl’s research that Stein and Husserl worked to achieve.  To avoid this, I will follow Stein’s text, adding, where appropriate, the supplementary material that Boehm presents.  In this way, Husserl’s use and criticism of the schema will be situated in Husserl’s and Stein’s presentation, thus allowing us to see in what sense he felt necessary to preserve it.

§3. Husserl’s Criticism of Brentano.


These remarks on constitution and the reduction allow us to situate Husserl’s critique of Brentano’s position.  Essentially it concerns Brentano’s attempt to satisfy Kant’s conditions for the possibility of an extended presentation.  The psychologism that, in Husserl’s eyes, undermines this attempt is traced to Brentano’s not having performed the reduction, that is, not having excluded “transcending presuppositions concerning what exists.”   Thus, for Husserl, Brentano’s account “does not move within the realm that we recognized as necessary for a phenomenological analysis of time‑consciousness: it works with transcendent presuppositions, with existing temporal objects that bring ‘stimuli’ to bear on us and ‘cause’ sensations in us, and the like” (Pdiz, p 15; Br. p. 16).  A further difficulty with Brentano’s position concerns his use of phantasy (as functioning in “original association”) to explain our perception of time.  As Husserl notes, imagining a govem time is clearly different from perceiving it, just as such perception is distinct from remembering this time (ibid., p. 16; Br. p. 17).  The perception of time involves a grasp of the past as past.  But to explain this something more is needed than the present contents that are produced by original association.  The fact that a tone, having just sounded, “is renewed through original association” means that it “has remained present.”  If we assert “that association is supposed to be creative and that it adds a new moment, called ‘past,’” all we add is another “present moment of experience.”  At this point, as Husserl remarks, “[t]he temporal moment ‘past’ would have to be a present moment of experience in the same sense as the moment red that we are experiencing right now—which is surely an obvious absurdity” (ibid., pp. 17-18; Br. p. 18).  The question, then, is: how do we move beyond such present contents to grasp the past as past?  If we assert that our sense of the past comes from the phantasms produced by original association and that these “moments of original association” are “the [past] times themselves,” then, as Brentano’s diagram indicates through its vertical lines, such past times are co-present in the ongoing now.  “In that case,” Husserl writes, “we confront the contradiction: all of these moments are there now, enclosed within the same consciousness of an object; they are therefore simultaneous.  And yet the succession of time [which such phantasms are supposed to exemplify] excludes simultaneity” (Pdiz, p. 18; Br. p. 19). 


The point of this criticism is that Brentano does not understand constitution—in particular the divisions that make up its schema.  In Husserl’s words, he “does not distinguish between act and content, or, respectively, between act, content there to be interpreted [Auffassungsinhalt], and the object that is the result of this interpretation [aufgefaßtem Gegenstand]” (Pdiz, p. 17; Br. p. 17, translation modified).  Thus, Husserl asks with regard to the temporal moment added by Brentano’s original association, “What kind of moment is this?  Does it belong to the act‑character as a difference essentially proper to it, or to the contents there to be interpreted—say, to the sensuous contents when, for example, we consider colors or tones in their temporal being?” (ibid., translation modified).  Brentano cannot answer since he does not recognize these distinctions.  One possible answer to the problem of grasping the past as past is to take the present temporal moments as “temporal signs” that point to past moments.  According to Husserl, this suggestion “only provides us with a new word.”  He continues:

The consciousness of time is still not analyzed: it remains unexplained how the consciousness of a past becomes constituted on the basis of such signs, or in what sense, in what way, and through which interpretations [Auffassungen] these experienced moments function differently from the moments of quality, and function in such a way that the consciousness that is supposed to be now comes to be related to a not‑now” (ibid., p. 18; Br. p. 19, translation modified). 

This criticism points to Husserl’s position that our grasp of the past arises through the interpretation of the co-present phantasms that are represented by the vertical lines of Brentano’s diagram.  We grasp the past as past by taking our experience of their fading as an experience of temporal departure.  To see this, we have to turn to Husserl’s account.

§4. An Initial Description

The account begins with the performance of the reduction.  Having suspended his presuppositions regarding objective time, Husserl turns to describe our immediate experience of a temporal event.  His preferred example is listening to a melody:  As the new tones sound, within a certain margin of diminishing clarity, the previous tones continue to be present.  This makes it possible for us to hear the melody, enjoying the relation of the tones.  The already sounded tones are not present the way the sounding ones are; rather, they undergo continuous modification.  They “die away,” they get fainter and fainter.  There is here, as Husserl observes, a certain analogy with an object receding and contracting as one spatially departs from it: “In receding into the past, the temporal object contracts and in the process also becomes obscure” (Pdiz, p. 26; Br. p. 28).  Ultimately, it disappears altogether.  In perception, the temporal field, like the spatial, is limited.  We can only grasp a part of it.  Thus, when we regard some motion, the part that is temporally present constantly shifts: “It moves, as it were, over the perceived and freshly remembered motion and its objective time in the same way as the visual field moves over objective space” as we turn our heads (ibid., p. 31; Br. p. 32).  This is the phenomenon that James, in his diagram, indicated with the diagonal arrows exceeding the fixed length of the vertical line.  James estimated the extent of the temporal field at about twelve seconds.  

As Husserl insists, the dying away of the fresh experience that fills the temporal field is not a physical phenomenon.  The tone that has sounded and yet is still present is not a “weak tone.”  It is not an “echo” or a “reverberation” (ibid., p. 31; Br. p. 33).  Yet, even though no sensuous contents are there to sustain its presence, we still have the experience of holding it fast for awhile, our grasp getting weaker and weaker.  For Husserl, a “retention” is this experience.  A retention is a consciousness of the dying away, the sinking down of what we impressionally experience (ibid.).  This experience is one of continuous modification of what we retain, that is, of its dying or fading away.  


The question is: how do we understand this dying away?  Husserl asserts that it is, necessarily, a dying away of something impressionally given.  In common with Kant, he believes that without a “transcendent affection” of externally provided impressions, consciousness has no material for its syntheses.  As Husserl puts this, “The ‘source‑point’ with which the ‘production’ of the enduring object begins is a primal impression” (Pdiz, p. 29; Br. p. 30).  This means, he adds in an appendix, “Consciousness is nothing without impression.”  Thus, if we successively experience the impressions a, x, y, consciousness can produce the retentions of these. It can move from a to a' and from xa' to x'a", etc.; “but,” Husserl adds, “the a, x, y is nothing produced by consciousness. It is what is primally produced—the ‘new,’ that which has come into being alien to consciousness, that which has been received, as opposed to what has been produced through consciousness’s own spontaneity” (ibid., p. 100; Br. p. 106, translation modified).  Given this, we have to say that “every retention intrinsically refers back to an impression” (ibid., p. 34; Br. p. 36).  In fact, it is an “a priori necessity that a corresponding perception, or a corresponding primal impression, precede the retention” (ibid., p. 33; Br. p. 35).

A second feature that Husserl’s account shares with Kant is the sense that our ability to hold on to the past is serial in nature.  Kant implies that if the reproduction of a past impression is not itself to vanish as I advance to the now of the next impression, the reproduction must itself be reproduced, and so on serially.  Husserl accepts this necessity in his account of the continuous modification of the dying away that marks our experience of the retention.  Thus, first we have the impression, which we experience as a consciousness—say, of a tone-now.  Then, “when the consciousness of the tone‑now, the primal impression, passes over into retention, this retention itself is a now in turn, something actually existing” (Pdiz, p. 29; Br. p. 31).  With the expiry of its now, this retention is itself retained, and so on serially.  Thus, the retention “changes into retention of retention and does so continuously.”  The result is that “a fixed continuum of retention arises in such a way that each later point is retention for every earlier point” (ibid.).  What we have is a chain of retentions of retentions of retentions … of some original impression.  The same holds for a temporal phase consisting of a number of impressions.  Each of these impressions has its own continuity of attached retentions and the whole phase is retained in a continuity of such continuities “belonging to the different time‑points of the duration of the object” (ibid., p. 29; Br. p. 30).  


Several points follow immediately from this analysis.  The first is that whatever occurs in one time-point is simultaneous and is retained as such.  As Husserl writes, simultaneity springs from the fact that “multiple primal impressions ... can belong to one [retentional] stratum of internal consciousness” (Pdiz, p. 115; Br. p. 119).  What joins them together is the fact that “the now is the same for all” (ibid., p. 115; Br. p. 120).  Because of this, they are all retained together.  In his words, “All [the] primal moments within one stratum undergo the same modification,” and all become past together (ibid.).  Thus, the retentional process preserves their original simultaneity of their appearance.  This, of course, does not mean that what appears simultaneously is actually such.  The star I see over the tree is not actually simultaneous with it.  As Husserl remarks, “This simultaneity ‘appears,’ but in general, of course, it does not ‘truly’ exist at all.  The star I now see has perhaps not existed for thousands of years” (ibid., p. 288; Br. p. 298).  The simultaneity in question, then, is appearing simultaneity, the simultaneity that is addressed under the conditions of the reduction.  

The second point that follows from the above is that although we speak of individual retentions, this is an abstraction.  The “running off phenomenon” of dying away “is,” Husserl writes, “a continuity of constant changes. This continuity forms an inseparable unity, inseparable into extended sections that could exist by themselves and inseparable into phases that could exist by themselves, into points of the continuity.”  This means that the individual “parts,” “phases” or “points” “that we single out by abstraction can exist only in the whole running‑off” (Pdiz, p. 27; Br. p. 29).  The claim here is that the retentions composing the running off phenomenon are nothing for themselves.  They do not function individually.  Thus, when Husserl speaks of  “retention” as the experience of the dying away of some content, he does not mean an individual retention.  The reference, rather is to the process  in which retention “changes into retention of retention and does so continuously.”  When we come to speak about the intentionality inherent in retention, that is, its ability to intend the past as past, the importance of this point will become clear.  We will then see such intentionality as a function of the running off phenomenon as such.  It will be a matter not of individual retentions but rather of their process.  

A third point to be kept in mind is that the “modifications” of the original content that compose the phenomenon of the “running off” or dying away of the original content are a result of consciousness’s own spontaneity.  While the “primal spontaneity” of consciousness “creates nothing ‘new,’ it does bring “what has been primally generated to growth, to development” through its synthesis (Pdiz, p. 100; Br. p. 106).  Synthesis at its lowest level involves the continuous growth or development of the retentional chain.  This connecting of retention to retention is, like Kant’s reproduction, the fundamental synthetic act.  For both philosophers, this act is a function of the “primal spontaneity” of consciousness.  It is, for both, a subjective performance.  We ourselves, in other words, are the authors of the running off phenomenon.  

§5. The Time Diagram

Husserl provides the following diagram to illustrate the phenomenon of running off:
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AE - The series of now points.

AA’-Sinking into the past.

EA’ - Continuum of phases (Now-point
with horizon of the past).

E— - The series of nows perhaps
filled with other objects.




(Pdiz, p. 28; Br. p. 29)

The horizontal lines represent the advance of time.  The sinking into pastness of the retained as time advances is depicted by the diagonal lines.  Thus, in the advance from A to E, the impressional content, A, sinks down to point A', while the subsequent content, P, sinks down to point P'.  As is readily evident, the same holds for all the impressional contents between A and P.  If we take AP to designate a stretch of time filled by a temporally extended event, then at the time, E, the event is retained as A'P'.  Thus, the vertical lines give the result of this sinking down.  A'P', for example, can be seen as designating our retentional consciousness of the melodic phrase we heard at time AP.  A crucial assumption here is that the retentional process is constant.  If the impressional content, P, for example, sank down at a faster rate than A so that the diagonal lines connecting A to A' and P to P' crossed, then their temporal order would be scrambled.  It would seem to us that P was further past than A.  To avoid this, all the contents have to be subject to the same constant modification, the same rate, so to speak, of sinking down.  The diagram indicates this necessity by its having the diagonal lines run parallel to each other.  It is, in fact, these diagonals that constitute the difference between Brentano’s and Husserl’s diagrams.  Husserl draws in the diagonals connecting the contents as they sink down.  


It is interesting to see how the diagram represents the conditions that Kant gives as necessary for our grasp of an extended presentation.  First there is the condition that the elements composing such a presentation—say the individual tones of a melody—cannot vanish the instant after their sensuous presence has ended.  If they did, then “we would be quite incapable of noticing the relations among the successive tones” (Pdiz, p. 11; Br. p. 11).  To grasp these relations, a second condition must be fulfilled: we must preserve their order, distinguishing their before and after.  As Kant puts this, we have to “distinguish time in the succession of impressions following one another” (KdrV, A99, Ak. 4:77; NKS 131).  Both these conditions are met through the steady process of retention.  In this process, an impressional content is not just preserved, it is also constantly modified, the modification resulting in its appearing to sink further and further into pastness.  Since the modification is constant, the succession of impressions we originally experienced is preserved.  Its original order reappears on the vertical.  

What about the condition that Kant calls “the synthesis of recognition in a concept” (KdrV, A103; Ak. 4:79)?  How do we grasp an object as the same as it endures over time?  Suppose a tone “a” sounds for a while and then is followed by the tone “b.”  I can focus on the sinking down of a momentary impression of “a”—i.e., its becoming successively a1, a2, a3 as it dies away.  Here my attention is along the diagonal line.  Alternately I can focus across the retained data and notice that the same “a” is present on a number of depths.  This presence results from the fact that the incoming impressional data, which was provided by the sounding of a, did not change for awhile.  Thus, looking downward across the retained, I grasp a as the same content that persists through the different retained times.  The further back the time, as represented by the depth, the more faded it is.  Diagrammatically, then, my successive experience of a’s continuing to sound is that of a; a, a1; a, a1, a2; b, a1, a2, a3 and so on:  
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Taking the a1, a2, a3 as the same tone in its sinking down, I grasp it as enduring through successive time.  The core of temporal constitution is this grasp of identical elements through the layered levels of the retained material.
 

§6. Interpretation 


As has been indicated, the point at which Husserl considers that he has made an advance on Brentano’s (and, by extension, Kant’s) account of how we grasp time consists in his bringing in the moment of interpretation (Auffassung).  When we look across the retained material at a1, a2, a3 and grasp a as enduring, we are actually engaged in a two-sided objectifying interpretation.  One side interprets a1, a2, a3  as aspects of the same tone.  It “finds its basis purely in the qualitative content of the material of sensation.”  Doing so, it “yields the temporal material – the tone, for example,” which is taken “as identical in the flow of the modification of the past.”  A second side regards a1, a2, a3  in terms of the fadings of this material.  It takes these as aspects of a’s departure into pastness.  This side, Husserl writes: “springs from the interpretation of the temporal representatives of the temporal positions” [Zeitstellenrepräsentanten], such representatives being the fadings.  “This interpretation too is continuously maintained in the flow of modification” in that we continuously interpret the process of fading as departure into pastness (Pdiz, p. 66; Br. p. 69, translation modified).  Thus, in taking the tone “as identical in the flow of the modification of the past,” “the interpretation that belongs essentially to this modification …  lets the continuous process of being pushed back into the past appear.”  We experience the tone that has sounded as both “held fast in its matter” and as receding into the past (ibid., pp. 66-67; Br. p. 69, translation modified).


In a text written a year after this 1905 lecture, Husserl fills out this description by speaking of the retentions as temporal adumbrations (Abschattungen) of the tone.  Just as a spatial object shows itself in different spatial perspectives or adumbrations, so a tone exhibits its departure through different temporal adumbrations.  Such adumbrations represent the tone’s elapsed phrases.  As Husserl describes this: “These elapsed tone‑phases … are still conscious, they still appear, but in a modified way.  The elapsed now with its filling does not remain an actually present now but presents itself in the new actually present now in a certain adumbration; and each such adumbration represents [vertritt], so to speak, what has been in the actual now” (Pdiz, pp. 275-76; Br. pp. 285-86, translation modified).  Strictly speaking, we cannot simply talk about an individual adumbration.  These adumbrations are our retentions and, as such, cannot function by themselves.  What we can say is that the “elapsed duration” of the tone is “represented [repräsentiert] by means of a continuity of fading modifications.”  Such modifications are “the flow of adumbrations in which the identical tone ‘presents’ itself [sich ‘darstellt’] (Pdiz, p. 277; Br. p. 287).  


As was pointed out above, for contents to function as “representing contents,” they must undergo an interpretation, one that takes them as having an identical referent.  They become representatives of this referent when we take them as contents through which this referent presents itself (see above, p. 62).   As Husserl expresses this necessity with regard to our apprehension of time, taking the adumbrations as representatives requires “a unity of interpretation, [Einheit der Auffassung],” one which “ grasps the identical and unitary temporal phase precisely in this continuity of adumbrations” (Pdiz, p. 283; Br. p. 293, translation modified).  This means that it is “the unity of the interpretation that, on the basis of the whole complication [Komplikation] of the adumbration-series, grasps the whole duration” (ibid., translation modified).  This grasp is not static, but rather part of an ongoing process.  Thus, the “series of adumbrations of each past now of the sound” function as representatives “in the flow of the perception.”  This flow brings with it their “continuous alteration.”  As a result, the retained content continually fades.  It is through this fading that departure is grasped.  This, of course, presupposes that “the unity of interpretation is preserved” in this continuous alteration, i.e., that we continue to take such fading as departure (ibid.).


The above can be put in terms of the use of the schema to distinguish the subjective from the objective side of a perception.  On the subjective side, the side of what is really present (or immanent) in consciousness, we have both the interpretations and the contents-there-to-be-interpreted.  On the objective side, we have the intentional object, understood as a one-in-many, that is, as the one thing that shows itself through the contents when we interpret these as contents of the object.  As Husserl emphasizes, the same split occurs when we understand time-consciousness in terms of the schema.  On the objective side, we have “the identical temporal object, the sound.”  As a one-in-many, it transcends the many.  As such, it “is not really and immanently given” (Pdiz, p. 284; Br. p. 294).  On the subjective side, we have the adumbrations and their interpretations.  They are “really contained” in the now.  They compose part of its “really immanent content [reel immanente Inhalt)]” (ibid., p. 276; Br. p. 286).  Thus, even though, having performed the reduction, we speak of the “immanence of the identical temporal object, the sound,” this still “must be distinguished from the immanence of the adumbrations of the sound and the interpretations of these adumbrations that together compose the consciousness of the givenness of the sound” (ibid., p. p. 283; Br. p. 293-4, translation modified).  As constituted, the temporal object transcends this consciousness.  It exhibits what Husserl calls a “transcendence in immanence.”

Such transcendence, of course, does not mean its independence.  As Husserl remarks, “The esse of the immanent sound‑thing in a certain sense dissolves into its percipi.”  Not that the sound-thing is the same as the adumbrations and interpretations that compose this perception: “This percipi is not itself a thing and has a different mode of being,” since its elements form a lower, constituting layer.  Rather, the being of the sound-thing is its perception in the sense that such being results from its perception.  In Husserl’s words, “The percipi, in the sense of that flow of consciousness and of the unity‑perception given as a possibility with it, ‘creates’ the thing, since the absolute being of this flow of consciousness is the possible having and apprehending [Fassen] of the sound, a possibility without which the sound would be nothing” (Pdiz, p. 284; Br. p. 294).

§7. The Status of Time


With this, we come to Husserl’s response to the most fundamental of what I called his “motivating questions,” namely: Is time objective or subjective?  Is it “out there” as part of external reality or does it have a merely subjective existence?  Husserl’s position is that time is subjective.  It is not “out there” since neither the past nor the future, but only the present exists.  In terms of such present existence, all we have is sheer alteration.  We register this in the shifting content of the now, that is, in the ever new impressional data that fleetingly occupy it.  All the rest is a subjective performance.  We take this shifting content and constitute out of it our sense of time. By virtue of our activity, the now with its shifting content becomes a now in time.  It becomes understood as a point of passage through which the future passes to become the past.  The basis of this now is, however, simply the impressional content, without which “consciousness is nothing” (Pdiz, p. 106; Br. p. 106).

A number of points follow from this view.  The first is that, since the past exists only as constituted through the retentional process, we have to say that retention or primary memory is our direct perceptual access to the past.  As Husserl puts this, “Just as I see being‑now in perception and enduring being in the extended perception as it becomes constituted, so I see the past in memory, insofar as the memory is primary memory.  The past is given in primary memory, and givenness of the past is memory” (Pdiz, p. 35; Br. p. 36).  This assertion does not mean, to use John Brough’s words, that Husserl has somehow given up the “the prejudice of the now,” that is, has abandoned any recourse to “contents really contained in the now of consciousness” in his account of how we grasp the past.
  He is only asserting that our grasp of the past through primary memory is a constitutive process just as our perceptual grasp of the now is.  In giving their objects originally, both forms of apprehension can be called perceptual processes.  As Husserl puts this:

But if we call perception the act in which all “origin” lies, the act that constitutes originally, then primary memory is perception.  For only in primary memory do we see what is past, only in it does the past become constituted—and constituted presentatively, not re‑presentatively.  The just past, the before in opposition to the now, can be directly seen only in primary memory; it is its essence to bring this new and original past to primary, direct intuition, just as it is the essence of the perception of the now to bring the now directly to intuition. (ibid., p. 41; Br. p. 43).

Thus, we distinguish perception of the now from primary memory in terms of their objects’ being either present or past.  But we also say that both are forms of perception insofar as both constitutive processes grasp their objects directly.  Both present, rather than re-present.  They do so on the basis of contents really contained in the now—e.g., primal impressions for perception of the now and the “series of adumbrations” for  perception of the past.
  Here, we should note that the assertion that we can directly see the past does not contradict Husserl’s position that “what is remembered … does not now exist” (ibid., p. 34; Br. P. 36).   If it did exist now, we could perceive it as now, that is, access it through impressions rather than their retentions.  The assertion that what is remembered does not exist now signifies only that the remembered has no independent existence.   Husserl’s point is that the very pastness of the remembered results from the process that constitutes its originally.  Strictly speaking, this process does not re-produce such pastness, but rather produces or creates it.


This, of course, was the point that Husserl made in explaining why the esse of a temporal object “in a certain sense dissolves into its percipi.”  Normally—in the “natural attitude” before we perform the reduction—we say that the object must first exist before we can perceive it.  We take our perception to be ontologically dependent on the being-there of the object.  How is this view affected by Husserl’s analyses of time-consciousness?  Husserl writes: “Temporal objects—and this pertains to their essence—spread their matter over an extent of time, and such objects can become constituted only in acts that constitute the very differences belonging to time” (Pdiz, p. 39; Br. p. 41).  This holds not just for temporal objects like a melody, but for all spatial-temporal realities.  As we view them from different sides, the aspects we have seen do not vanish from our consciousness the instant after we apprehend them.  This means that their direct perception includes the primary memories we have of these aspects.  As perceivable, they are temporal objects and, hence, are present only through the time-constituting process—a process containing “‘interpretations of the now,’ [Jetztauffassungen] ‘interpretations of the past,’ [Vergangenheitsauffassungen] etc., as originally constituting interpretations” (ibid., translation modified).  Given this, we have to say that here, too, the esse of the perceived dissolves into the perception.  As dependent on the process of temporal constitution, direct perception is productive in the same way that primary memory is.  A spatial-temporal object’s thereness across time is as much our product as the temporal thereness of a melody.  The only things that are not our product are the impressional contents provided by the object.


The fact that time is not “out there” affects how we read Husserl’s time diagram.  It should not be read as assuming objectively given time and explaining how, through the process of its retention, we acquire our subjective sense of it.  What is immediately given is not the horizontal line, AE, but rather the vertical lines.  These are the result of Husserl’s reduction to immanence.  The vertical lines with their downward moving contents and interpretations represent the living, lasting, streaming present.   This present is lasting insofar as it is always now.  It is streaming insofar as new content constantly enters into it only to fade away with its “past interpretations.”  One can also term this present “time-constituting consciousness.”  In Husserl’s terms, it is “the time‑constituting flow as absolute subjectivity” or “absolute consciousness” (Pdiz, p. 74; Br. p. 79).  It is absolute in that there is no time-constituting consciousness prior to it.  Time is its product.  Thus, viewed in terms of such production, we should think of the diagonal lines as reversed, that is, as pointing back from the vertical to the horizontal. 
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What they indicate is the positing of successively given time out of the retentional modifications of the vertical. 


These modifications—diagrammatically indicated by downward shift of the contents and interpretations of the vertical—should not be seen as modifications of a content which is already given in the fixed order of successive time.  They are rather modifications which fix (or insert) this content in a temporal order which they, themselves, constitute.  In Husserl’s words,

We believe, therefore, that the unity of the flow itself becomes constituted in the flow of consciousness as a one‑dimensional quasi‑temporal order by virtue of the continuity of retentional modifications and by virtue of the circumstance that these modifications are, continuously, retentions of the retentions that have continuously preceded them (Pdiz, p. 82; Br. p. 86).

The dimension of the temporal flow, which is represented by the horizontal line, is “quasi-temporal” since it does not include time’s second dimension, that of enduring or persistence in time.  It is simply the fixed order of successively given, content-laden moments.  As mentioned above, the reason why this order remains the same is that the process of retentional modification is constant.  With each new impressional moment, all the contents of the vertical are equally shoved down.  All are subject to the same constant modification.  They all fade at the same rate, thus allowing us to interpret them as presenting a fixed order of successive contents departing into the past.  With regard to a single content, this fading is given by “the multiple modified primal contents that are characterized as retentional modifications” of an impressionally given content.  To diagrammatically represent this multiplicity, one would have to set the diagram in motion and regard a content on its downward path, each new position counting as a new retentional modification and hence a new modified primal content.   Time constitution occurs because the resulting multiplicity of such “primal contents are bearers of primal interpretations that, in their flowing interconnection, constitute the temporal unity of the immanent content as it recedes into the past.” (ibid., p. 92; Br. p. 96, translation modified).
  

§8. The Nature of Retention


We are now in a position to understand Husserl’s answer to the question of how we grasp the past as past.  We do so by retaining it.  Husserl uses a plurality of terms to describe this action: “primary memories,” “retentions,” “adumbrations,” “temporal representatives of the temporal positions” that are described as “really immanent contents,” and so on.  Reading his descriptions, one often can become confused about whether he is speaking of “contents” or a “consciousness” of the past.  Yet the basic phenomenon is clear.  It is that of holding on to something.  In Husserl’s words, “When a primal datum, a new phase, emerges, the preceding phase does not vanish but is ‘kept in grip’(that is to say, precisely ‘retained’)” (Pdiz, p. 118; Br. p. 122).  When we ask, “What is retained?  Is it a consciousness or a content?” texts can be given to support both answers.  In those describing the role of the schema, Husserl will speak of retained contents, these being the “contents-there-to-be-interpreted [Auffasunginhalte]” by the “interpretation [Auffassung]” that takes them as “temporal representatives of the temporal positions [Zeitstellenrepräsentanten].“  Such texts, however, can be ranged among others that distinguish retention itself from the act that the schema describes.  A typical one is the assertion: “Retention itself is not an ‘act’ (that is, an immanent duration‑unity constituted in a series of retentional phases) but a momentary consciousness of the elapsed phase” (ibid., p. 118 Br. p. 122).  Retention preserves this consciousness.  What we have in retention is “the change of perceiving [Wahrnehmens]  into a retentional modification of perceiving” (ibid.).  


In making both sorts of assertions, Husserl is neither changing his position nor contradicting himself.  He is only following his previously announced limitation of the schema.  Thus, in asserting that “retention itself is not an ‘act’,” Husserl’s point is to avoid the regress that would follow if we did consider retention as “constituted in a series of retentional phases.”  If retention were an act, these retentional phases would themselves be acts and, hence, would be constituted in their own series of retentional phases, and so on indefinitely.   This, of course, is the point Husserl earlier made in asserting that “not every constitution has the schema: content there to be interpreted – interpretation” (Pdiz, p. 7, n. 7; Br. p. 7, translation modified).  If this limitation did not hold, then every content entering into the schema—every founding content for a constitutive act—would itself be the result of a lower level constitution.  It would in other words be there for us through a previous consciousness, one that has its own interpretative act and sensed contents.  But then this previous consciousness, as there for us with its act and contents, could equally be considered constituted by an even lower level consciousness, and so on indefinitely.  To avoid this, we have to say that there are simply unconstituted contents, contents that are irreducibly there for us.  Such contents would be immediately rather than synthetically experienced.  Instead of being grasped as an “object,” that is, as a one-in-many through an interpretative act, they would be primally experienced.  As Husserl expresses this:

“If one says that every content comes to consciousness only by means of an interpretative act [Auffassungsakt] directed towards it, then the question immediately arises about the consciousness in which this interpretative act, which is surely a content itself, becomes conscious, and an infinite regress is unavoidable. But if every ‘content’ is inherently and necessarily ‘primally experienced’ [Urbewußt], the question about a further giving consciousness becomes meaningless” (Pdiz, p.  119; Br. p. 123, translation modified). 

What this signifies is that on the lowest level of constitution, the dichotomy between consciousness and content becomes collapsed.  On this level, the presence of the content is the consciousness of it.
  We have, in other words, a direct non-constituted consciousness of the fadings that constitute the retentional series.  Each fading is both an immediate experience and content-there-to-be-interpreted—that is, a founding content for a higher level apprehension of departure into pastness.  In Husserl’s words, in its retention, “the newly occurring remains apprehended, but as modified; and retentional consciousness takes possession of it as a content-there-to-be-interpreted.”
  As the latter, the modified content is taken along with other fadings as representing the departure into pastness of the original experience. 


Husserl emphasizes that in taking this experience as a content, we should not understand it as a sensuous content.  In his words, “The past sensations are not preserved as sensations.  Only reverberations [Nachklänge] of past sensations, unique modifications that essentially alter the impressional character of the sound-datum, are present in the now” (Pdiz, pp. 280-281; Br. p. 291, translation modified).  What are these reverberations?  What is the modification or change that brings us from the sensuous content to its reverberation—which is not to be understood as physical reverberation, an echoing, for example?  Husserl writes that the change is similar to that between a tone-sensation and a tone-phantasy.  In his words:

“Just as a phantasy‑tone is not a tone but the phantasy of a tone, or just as tone‑phantasy and tone‑sensation are essentially different things and not by any chance the same thing only differently interpreted or construed [interpretiert, aufgefaßt] (or however else one chooses to put it): so too the tone primarily remembered in intuition is something fundamentally and essentially different from the perceived tone; and correlatively, primary memory of the tone is something different from sensation of the tone” (ibid., p. 312; Br. p. 312; translation modified).

The suggestion here is that the content that is the primary memory is not a sensation, but rather an internally produced phantasm.   To distinguish this position from Brentano’s, we have say that just as there is a division between sensation and phantasy, so phantasy should be divided into imaginative and memorial phantasy.  In generating the primary memories, memorial phantasy would be an automatic process, as automatic as is the process of retention.  Since such memories are the very presence of the past, this process would be productive rather than reproductive.  


However we choose to construe these primary memories, several things are clear.  We are not here dealing with a relation mediated by the schema.  In Husserl’s words, “Memorial consciousness … must not be divided into ‘sensed tone’ and ‘interpretation  as memory.’”   It is rather the direct, “intuitive, primary memory of the tone” (Pdiz, p. 312; Br. p. 324, translation modified).
   Furthermore, since a primary memory or retention is part of the material that is constitutive of the tone as an individual entity occupying a given temporal position, it cannot, as constituting, have the features of the unity it constitutes.  In particular, it cannot itself be considered either individual or temporal.
  This is why, when we look across the retained material, a genuine “synthesis of coincidence” can arise, one where the similar qualities of the retained “merge” and display the features of the object.  Were the retained contents (or primary memories) individual entities, taking the retained together would only result in a collection of similar things.  What we find, however, is that they merge.
  The result of this merging is that similar qualities re-enforce each other and “stand out.”  Doing so, they distinguish themselves from the heterogeneous qualities whose union does not result in their merging (See Ms. E III 9, p. 16a).  Insofar as this merging results in a genuine union across the multiplicity of the retained, these qualities are thus able to present themselves as unities in multiplicity, that is, as features of the object that is, itself, a one-in-many.  


In speaking of the retention to the retained, it is possible to distinguish two different types of intentionality.  We can, at least abstractly, speak about the intentionality of a single retention, understood as a present retentional consciousness of a past impressional consciousness.  The retentional consciousness distinguishes itself from the impressional consciousness in that it does not claim to present new material.  Logically, the relation between the two is one of dependence since without the impression, there would be nothing to retain.  The genesis of our felt sense of such dependence most likely arises from the fact that the impression is always succeeded by its fading and never the reverse.
 As Hume first pointed out, this experience of constant succession of one thing by another is inevitably interpreted as dependence.  What always follows from something else is taken as dependent on it.
  An individual retention is, of course, an abstraction.  In Husserl’s words, the retention “that we single out by abstraction can exist only in the whole running‑off” (Pdiz, p. 27; Br. p. 29).  This means that retentions always function collectively.  Their intentionality occurs when they are part of this running-off.
  Thus, abstractly speaking, we understand a single retention as a single appearance of the sinking down, a single experience of the fading of the original impression.  Concretely, however, this intentionality comes about only through our experiencing a number of such fadings, that is, a growing chain of retentions of retentions … of the original content.    It is then that we have the experience of the content’s ongoing fading and can interpret this as its departure into the past.  In other words, it is at this point that the schema applies.  As the attempt to grasp a one-in-many, the schema cannot, by definition, be applied to a single retention.  The same holds for the intentionality that pertains to the schema.  This is the intentionality that relates the multitude of the primary memories to the content that appears through them.  In the constitutive process, each such memory is taken as adumbration, as a fleeting appearance of the temporally situated content as it sinks into pastness.   

§9. The First Objection to the Schema: How Can Present Contents Give One the Past?


We are now in a position to consider the objection to the schema that John Brough raises under the rubric of “the prejudice of the now”—the prejudice, namely, that we grasp the past through “contents really contained in the now of consciousness.”  The objection, in Brough’s words, is that “the contents in the actual phase of consciousness are not temporally neutral but present or ‘now,’ and that no ‘past-apprehension’ could make them appear otherwise.”
  This objection, which Brough takes from Husserl, concerns the assumption that the now, as depicted by the vertical line of the time diagram, contains a series of coexistent contents-there-to-be-interpreted with their interpretations.  The contents are the sensuous impressions we are presently receiving from the object and the fadings of previously given impressions.  The corresponding interpretations turn them into representing contents.  In Husserl’s words, “As a representative, the limit‑point in this continuity is supposed to bring the now of the object to intuitive presentation; and the remaining points are supposed to bring the past phases [Gewesenheitsphasen] of the object to intuitive presentation in their continuous order” (Pdiz, pp. 322-23; Br. p. 335).  The difficulty with this assumption is expressed by the question: “But can a series of coexistent primary contents ever bring a succession to intuition? Can a series of simultaneous red‑contents ever bring a duration of a red, of a tone c, and the like, to intuition?  Is that possible as a matter of principle?” (ibid.).  For Husserl, it is not.  One cannot interpret co-existent—that is, simultaneous—contents as successive.  This would lead to an absurdity of their being grasped as both simultaneous and as successive.  As Husserl expresses this objection: 

Now if these simultaneous contents were at the same time also apprehensible as successive, then both intuition of co‑existence and intuition of succession would be possible on the basis of identical contents.  And evidently it would also be possible that the same contents that simultaneously coexist there (and they are always supposed to coexist simultaneously in the consciousness of the now) would at the same time be successive as well, and that is absurd (ibid.).  

Husserl’s reply to this objection is to deny the assumption on which it is based.  It is not the case that contents in question co-exist “simultaneously in the consciousness of the now.”  In Husserl’s word’s, “The flow of the modes of consciousness is not a [temporal] process; the consciousness of the now is not itself now. The retention that exists ‘together’ with the consciousness of the now is not ‘now,’ is not simultaneous with the now, and it would make no sense to say that it is” (ibid. p. 333; Br. p. 345).  This signifies, as Rudolph Bernet writes, “one cannot speak at all of simultaneity and contents that are now [jetzigen Inhalten] in absolute [time-constituting] consciousness” (“Introduction,” p. xlviii).  As constituting temporal positions, such contents are not themselves in temporal positions.  In other words, the necessary difference between the constituting and the constituted signifies that we cannot apply temporal predicates to the phenomena that constitute time.  As Husserl expresses this conclusion: “Time‑constituting phenomena, therefore, are evidently objectivities fundamentally different from those constituted in time…. Hence it also can make no sense to say of them (and to say with the same signification) that they exist in the now and did exist previously, that they succeed one another in time or are simultaneous with one another, and so on” (ibid., pp. 74-75; Br. p. 79).   Given this, the paradox disappears.  We do not have the same contents being apprehended as simultaneous and successive.  What we have are primordial, pretemporal  experiences—e.g., our experiences of the fading away of tone—that provide a constitutive basis for our positing of the temporal.  What the objection ignores is, we can say, the basic fact that time is our product.

One should also note that although Husserl speaks of “contents” in voicing the objection, such a term can be misleading insofar as it might lead us to think that the schema was applicable on the level of time-constituting consciousness.   The constituting experiences of this consciousness, however, are not present through the interpretation of given contents.  Here, the immanent content of the now consists directly of primal experiences.  There is, in other words, a collapse of the dichotomy between consciousness and content.  At the lowest level, the presence of the content is the consciousness of it.  As Husserl expresses this point: “what pertains to [a just past tone’s] appearance is not a ‘tone‑sensation’ (an actually present now) but … something modified: a consciousness of past sensation” (ibid., p. 324; Br. p. 336).
  Thus, co-present in the now are not temporal contents but rather pretemporal experiences.  Insofar as these experiences are taken as experiences of a past tone, this tone is not immanent in consciousness.  As a constituted one-in-many, it forms no part of the immanent contents of consciousness.  Thus, the supposed paradox of the same contents being taken as both present and past (as both coexistent and successive) ignores the fact that there are two different levels of constitution involved here: a founding level, which is really present in consciousness and a founded level that transcends it.  It also ignores the fact that on the founding level, we do not have temporally situated contents, but rather the experiences whose synthesis first allows us to posit such contents.  

§10. The Objection of the Regress

A second objection to the schema is that it leads to a regress.  This objection, which reappears along with the schema in the Bernau Manuscripts, is based on the insight that if we do not limit the applicability of the schema, we never come to a fundamental constituting layer.  In the lectures on time-consciousness, the solution is to assert that on the ultimate level we encounter a non-constituted appearing.  This level of appearing is prior to time and, in fact, constitutive of it.  Husserl, in the Bernau Manuscripts explores what happens when we do not avail ourselves of this response.  Insofar as his analyses show its necessity, they are worthwhile considering.

The basic form of the regress in these manuscripts is expressed in terms of the relation between temporality and givenness. It follows from the fact that every temporal object has its modes of givenness.  As temporal, it appears (or is “given”) through a synthesis of retained and present data.  Such data, insofar as they are themselves temporal objects, also have their modes of givenness; but these modes, as temporal objects, must also have their modes of givenness, and so on ad infinitum.  A typical expression of this regress occurs when Husserl asks, “Is the stream of experiences that constitutes phenomenological temporality (the stream that brings temporalities to appearance through changing modes of givenness) not itself in phenomenological time?”  It seems that it must be.  As the passage continues:  “A tone sense-datum occurs and endures.  It appears temporally because retentions continually attach themselves to every new occurring phase [of the tone] ….”  Such retentions form a “succession of modes of givenness of the same tone-point and the same tone-stretch.”  They are the means through which the tone appears temporally.  The regress occurs because each such mode “is itself something that is given in distinct modes, given as now present in a new occurring and then continually sinking back into the [retained] past” (BM, pp. 184-5).  In other words, “the stream of appearances, in which the tonal event is given, is also an individual object and has its temporal stretch and temporal position.”  As such, it has, as a stream, its own modes of givenness.  We thus “come to a new stream [of these modes of givenness], which is itself a temporal object and has its modes of givenness.  This, it seems, unavoidably leads to an infinite regress [of modes of givenness, which are objects that have their modes of givenness, which are objects and so on], and this is absurd” (ibid., p. 185)
  Given that this stream of constituting appearances forms the content of constituting consciousness, what we have here is a series of constituting consciousnesses, each one constituting the next as a temporal object. 

To end this regress, we would have to speak of the modes of givenness that present the temporal object as not having their own modes of givenness.  We would have to take such modes as not being themselves constituted as temporal objects.  What stands in the way of this supposition is the assumption that dominates Husserl’s treatment of the regress in the Bernau Manuscripts.  This is that all appearing is appearing through time.  To think of something as appearing without its temporally dispersed modes of givenness is to think of it as being-given and vanishing without a trace in the same instant.  The assumed impossibility of such a conception implies that such modes, as experienced, must be in time.  The assumption, here, is that they cannot be apprehended without their being temporally constituted.  What about the supposition that the ultimate “hyletic data” forming the stream of consciousness are not temporally constituted and, hence, are not apprehended?  The supposition is that the ultimate process of time-constitution is not itself a constituted process.  Considering this alternative, Husserl asks, “Are we actually protected from the dangers of infinite regresses by the assumption of a ‘nonapprehended, nonintentional, nonconstituted process?  Is this assumption even thinkable?  Does it not lead to the grossest absurdities?”
  The greatest of these in a procedural sense is that, in making this assumption, we are no longer doing phenomenology.  To the point that we engage in phenomenological analysis, the ultimately time-constituting process that we are describing must appear.   Insofar as this process is our own, the necessity of its appearing  is that of our self-appearing.  This means, in Husserl’s words, that “a primal process that does not constitute itself for itself and, hence, consciously apprehends [bewusst] itself is unthinkable.”  The necessity of this self-apprehension, however, returns us to the regress.  As Husserl adds, “If every phase of the process is consciously apprehended, we would have to see every phase as a consciousness of the phase.  Does not this consciousness of the phase itself have to be originally grasped in the same sense and so on ad infinitum?  This is the difficulty” (ibid., p. 207).  The difficulty is that every consciousness of a temporal phase, if it is to appear, must itself be temporal and must presuppose a prior time-constituting consciousness whose own temporal appearing requires a prior time-constituting consciousness and so on.  In general terms, the regress arises because the grasp of each consciousness is through its modes of givenness.  The being-given of these modes requires new modes of givenness and, hence, the consciousness consisting of such modes and so on indefinitely.  As a result, we, the phenomenological self-observers, are pushed further and further back.  Each attempt to conceive how we grasp ourselves seems to add but one more link to the chain of the regress.

Expressed ontologically, the regress seems to be the result of our understanding being in terms of appearing.  This conception is implicit in Husserl’s definition of a being (Seiendes) as that which appears or is present in extended time.  As Husserl defines it: “A being [is] a present being with the past of the same being, with the future coming to be of the same [being].  Thus, in an original sense, a being = original, concrete presence [Präsenz].  It is persisting presence which ‘includes,’ as non-independent components in the stream of presences, both past and future.”
  This means, as he elsewhere writes, “Every concrete individual persists in time and is what it is because, constantly becoming, it passes from presence to presence.”
  This equation of a being with a persisting presence implies that an immanent object’s being is one with its being-given—i.e., its appearing.  This follows because the immanent object exists (that is, has a being that endures through time) through the same constitutive process that makes it appear—i.e., be perceptually present—to consciousness.
  Both presuppose the process of its temporal constitution.  Thus, when Husserl asks, “Isn’t the tone an “‘immanent object,’ whose ‘esse = percipi’?” he answers in the affirmative.  Repeating the position of the lectures on time-consciousness that “the esse of the immanent sound‑thing … dissolves into its percipi,” he writes: “The tone is only thinkable as presently existing or having just existed, etc.; it is, thus, unthinkable without a perceiving, constituting consciousness that gives it sense and unity” (ibid., p. 159).
  Husserl makes the same point when he asks with regard to “immanent objects as such (immanente Gegenstände überhaupt)”: “Is not their esse not the same as their percipi …?  Is their being not inseparably one with the being of their constitutive process?”  If, however, we grant this, we fall once again into the regress.  If the being of an immanent object is one with the process that constituted it, this constituting process, insofar as it exists and is given as an immanent object, would also be one with the lower level process that constituted it, and so on.

The ontological form of the regress is, thus, clear.  It is that every appearing, taken as an existing appearing, points back to a further appearing, which insofar as it exists, has its modes of givenness or appearing, and thus points back to a further appearing, and so on ad infinitum.  The hyletic datum, for example, has, as existent, its modes of appearing, which, as existent, have their own modes of appearing.  Given this relation between being and appearing, we have to say with Husserl, “… the being of these data is included in their being immanently perceived.  What about the perception of these data themselves?  If [these perceptions] are also immanent objects, then their being ]Sein] consists in their being immanently perceived [Wahrgenommensein].”  But if this is true, as Husserl immediately asks, “then don’t we arrive at the infinite regresses?
  The same point holds for constituting subjectivity understood as a being, i.e., as something that appears through modes of givenness.  Taking such modes as a more ultimate time-constituting consciousness, and taking this consciousness as a being that has to be given through its own modes of givenness simply drives the regress further.

The solution to the regresses of the Bernau Manuscripts is the same as that presented in the lectures on time-consciousness.  It consists, first of all, in asserting that not all appearing is appearing through time.  There is, in fact, an appearing that is prior to and constitutive of time.  To assert this, however, is to assert that this primal appearing is not itself temporally constituted.  It is to declare that the schema that defines constitution does not apply on the ultimate level.  As Husserl expresses this, it not the case that the ultimate contents of consciousness “are like immanent temporal givens, which are already constituted by the ‘interpreting’ consciousness.”  On the contrary, “What is really present [Das Reele] in the innermost sphere is something ultimate, something no longer constituted, no longer a concrete unity from ‘multiplicities’ that are constituted in their turn” (BM, pp. 178-79).
  Given that the constituted transcends its constituting elements, these non-constituted elements are genuinely immanent—i.e., they make up the “innermost sphere” of consciousness.  Their non-constituted status means that they do not appear through prior modes of givenness—the modes, say, of a more ultimate time-constituting consciousness.  They must, however, appear.  As Husserl puts this necessity, if we are to avoid the regress, the ultimately constituting process these elements form “must not just be ‘self-perceived,’ ‘inwardly apprehended,’ but be such without requiring any further process.”  It must be “an ultimate primal process, whose being would be consciousness and consciousness of itself and its temporality” (BM, p. 191).
  The call here is for a process of temporal constitution, the being of whose elements is their appearing.  Such elements must form the basic components of appearing as such.  These elements, which are not just contents, but also consciousnesses, are our primary impressions and retentions

As in the lectures on time-consciousness, there is, then, a collapse of consciousness and contents on the ultimate level.  This is inevitable, given that we can only distinguish them in terms of constitution, i.e., in terms of its one-in-many structure.  Thus, it is legitimate to say that the multitude of impressions and retentions are experiences constitutive of the appearing hyletic data.  They give such data their appearing in immanent time.  Each of the impressions and retentions, when taken in connection with the other members of this multitude, can be considered as consciousness “of” the temporal appearing of such data.  At this point we can use the schema of Auffassung and Inhalt.  We can say that we interpret our impressions and their fadings as experiences of an objectivity that transcends them.  The schema, however, cannot apply to a single item of this material.  We cannot, for example, take an individual retention as an experience of an appearing content that transcends it.  The same holds for a primary impression.  The latter does not, in itself, point to or intend anything beyond itself.  In the Bernau Manuscripts, Husserl makes this point by asking “[I]s a primal presentation [Urpräsentation] a consciousness of something primally present [Urpräsenten], that is, is this punctual phase inherently characterizable as an intentional experience?” (BM, p. 62).  Since intentionality is the relation between the constituting and the constituted, this would mean that the schema would be applicable on this primal level: “If this were the case, then we would have to distinguish in the primal presentation between the experience itself and the apprehended [bewussten] intentional object within it; and since the experience is supposed to be intuitive and presentational, we would have to distinguish between really present data [reellen Daten] as contents-there-to-be-interpreted and their ‘animating’ character of interpretation” (ibid.).  This would, of course, involve us in a regress.  To avoid this, we have to assert that the primal presentation is not, per se intentional, but achieves this through being mediated by other such experiences.  In Husserl’s words, we must assert “that the primal presentation is a primal phase of experience that does not yet have the character of an intentional experience, but continually passes over into a consciousness of a primal datum—this, however, through a continually mediated intentionality” (ibid.).
 It is, in other words, only in connection with other primal presentations that we can speak of its intentionality—i.e., its being a presentation of something other than itself.  Before this, the primal presentation can be indifferently described as a content and a consciousness.  It is, in itself, simply a sheer appearing.  Its implicit intentionality, its pointing to something beyond itself is not yet realized.  Only when we can make the distinction between the appearing and what appears, can we begin to speak about immanent subjective experiences and transcendent intentional objects.  In fact, only then can we phenomenologically justify distinguishing “subject” from “object” or talk about appearing as requiring the mediation of a subject to whom things appear.  On the primary level, these terms are not yet applicable.  On this level, appearing is unmediated.

§11. The Future


Before we consider the process by which subject and object differentiate themselves, we have to take note of a further temporal mode: that of the future.  The future is present to us through our expectations.  In listening to a familiar melody, we have “intuitive expectations” that are “determinate.”  When we know what is coming, then, as Husserl remarks, “each new tone fulfills this forwards-directed intention.”  But even when we do not know the melody, we are not without anticipations.  According to Husserl, “we are not and we cannot be entirely without a forward directed interpretation” [nach vorwärts gerichtete Auffassung] (Pdiz, p. 167; Br. p. 172; translation modified).  The interpretation here, whether it is determinate or indeterminate, is an interpretation of how the melody will unfold.  This interpretation is a forward-directed intention, one that anticipates the coming notes.  To take another example, suppose you reach for a glass.  As your arm moves toward it, the fingers of your hand extend to its anticipated shape.  Your arm extends to its anticipated distance.  Grasping the glass, you apply just enough strength to lift its anticipated weight.  Knowing how to do this involves having the correct anticipations.  In the performance of this action, each anticipation is matched by a corresponding perception.  When the match is perfect, the action proceeds effortlessly, the flow of perceptions being just what you anticipate.  If, however, you miscalculate, if you interpret the glass as being heavier than it is, your hand will fly upward spilling its contents.  Here, as in the case of the melody, the interpretation brings with it an expectation of what will be experienced.

Given this link between expectation and interpretation—which implies the schema—it is surprising that Husserl in the lectures of time-consciousness hardly mentions our consciousness of the future.  In one section, he does assert expectation is the inverse of remembering.  The intention to the now of what we remember goes back in time to the original event.  Expectation, by contrast, goes forward to intend the now that is not yet.  Thus, as “intentions directed towards the surroundings, they lie ‘in the opposite direction’” (Pdiz, pp.  55-6; Br. pp. 57-8).  In another section, he remarks that both primary memory and expectation are involved in the interpretation of the temporal object, for example, a tone.  In his words, “Primary memory of the tones that, as it were, I have just heard and expectation (protention) of the tones that are yet to come fuse with the interpretation of the tone that is now appearing and that, as it were, I am now hearing” (Pdiz, p. 35; Br. p. 37, translation modified).  The accompanying texts that Boehm has provided make clear his meaning.  The reason why both have to play their part in our interpretation is more than the fact that they locate the tone in the melody, that is, allow us to see its relation to the other tones.  Even more fundamentally, retention and protention are necessary to temporally locate its duration.  As Husserl puts this, “A duration cannot even be represented, or in other words, posited, without its being posited in a temporal context, that is, without the presence of intentions aimed at the context” (ibid., p. 303; Br. p. 314).  This is because “the immanent temporal object—this immanent tone‑content, for example—is what it is only insofar as during its actually present duration it points ahead to a future and points back to a past” (ibid., p. 297; Br. p. 308).  Thus, to be, the temporal object must be located in time, and this is accomplished by the retentions that make present its past and the protentions that depict its future.  Since it is through its “retentions and protentions that the actually present content is inserted into the unity of the stream,” its interpretation as content in time necessarily involves them (ibid., p. 84; Br. p. 89).

The only other discussion of expectation or protention occurs in a rather cryptic page inserted into the lectures, which was written in 1917 at the request of Edith Stein.  It asserts that “every memory contains expectation-intentions whose fulfillment leads to the present” (ibid., p. 52; Br. p. 54).  This means that “remembering, although it is not expectation, does have a horizon directed towards the future of the remembered” (ibid., p. 53; Br. p. 55; translation modified).  As part of these remarks, there is the further assertion that “every original constitutive process is animated by protentions that emptily constitute what is coming as coming, that catch it and bring it to fulfillment” (ibid., p. 52; Br. p. 54, translation modified).  To understand these remarks, we have to turn to the Bernau Manuscripts from 1917, in particular, to their descriptions of the protentional process.  

This process, according to Husserl, is the inverse of the retentional process.  Thus, just as the retentional process is a “steady continuum of retentions such that each later point is a retention of the earlier,” the whole forming a chain of retentions of retentions of the originally given impression, so protention also has a mediated intentionality.( Pdiz, p. 29; Br. p. 31; translation modified).  Its serial process, however, goes in the reverse direction.  As he describes it, “Every preceding protention is related to every following one in the protentional continuum just as every succeeding retention is related to every preceding one of the same [retentional] series.  The preceding protention intentionally contains all the later [protentions] in itself (implies them); the succeeding retention intentionally implies all the earlier ones” (BM, p. 10).
  Thus, while the retentional chain is an already-having of an already-having ... of an original impression, the protentional chain, as the inverse of this, is a having-in-advance of a having-in-advance ... of a future impression.  Both are mediated intentionalities.  Furthermore, just as the retention of a past phase proceeds through the intervening retentions, so “the [protentional] intentionality, continually mediated, is directed at everything that can be ideally distinguished in what is coming.”  This means that “it proceeds … from one phase to the next, proceeding, however, through this phase to the following phase, and through this to what further follows” until it comes to the intended impression (ibid., p. 8).  While the retentional chains increase with the advance of time, the protentional chains decrease as the contents they intend approach the now.  Their differing lengths correspond to different degrees of futurity.  By virtue of such protentional chains, we thus expect an ordered sequence of contents, for example, the tones of a melody, each with a distinct temporal position corresponding to its protended futurity.

According to the Bernau Manuscripts, our protentions grow out of our past experience.  The retention of a stretch of this experience has a “horizon of futurity” that stretches through the retained past to what is coming.  This horizon arises because, as Husserl says, “the style of the past becomes projected into the future.”
  In other words, experiencing, we constantly anticipate.  We assume that fresh experience, in maintaining the “style of the past,” will confirm what we have already experienced.  When fresh experience does meet our expectations, the protentional consciousness, which “grows” from the retained, “fulfills itself” (BM, p. 20).
  According to Husserl, this relation between expectation and fulfillment is not just between past and fresh experience.  It ties together the material we have already retained.  As the temporal process continues, this fresh experience, itself, becomes retained.  Thus, the original protentional relation between past and fresh experience becomes a relation between two retained stretches of experience.  The retention of this fresh experience is a retention of it as having met our expectations.  Given that every retained stretch has a protentional tendency and that every such stretch was once itself the object of a protentional tendency of an earlier stretch, this relation of expectation and fulfillment unifies the whole of the retained experience that has met our expectations.

To represent the growth of our protentional consciousness, Husserl modifies the time diagram that appeared in his time-consciousness lectures.
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In figure 1, which is a version of the original diagram, the horizontal line, E1E2, represents a given sequence of primary data, the vertical line, E2E11, represents the retention of this data, and the succeeding vertical line, E21E12, expresses the retention of this retention.  In the modified diagram, the vertical line E2E11, which represents the retained data, is extended above the horizontal to include E’3E2.  This new segment represents the protended stretch of time attached to the series of retentions.  The expectations of E’3E2 direct themselves to the primary data lying along the horizontal stretch E2E3.  If these data occur as expected, the intentions of the protended stretch are fulfilled.  Now, with the advance of time, the experienced stretch that fulfills these protentions is, itself retained.  Thus, by time E3, it becomes the retained stretch E3E21.  The result, then, is that the original protentional relation between E2E11 and E’3E2 is now a relation between two retained stretches.  Thus, the line, E3E12, both reproduces the earlier retention, E2E11, with its protentional tendency, E’3E2, and reproduces (retains) the data that fulfilled this tendency.  As Husserl describes this relation, “The earlier [retained] consciousness is protention, that is, an intention directed to what is later.  The retention that follows this would then be the retention of an earlier retention, which is also characterized as protention.  This newly occurring retention reproduces the earlier retention with its protentional tendency and at the same time fulfills it, but in such a way that a protention proceeds through this fulfillment to the next phase.”
  The reference to fulfillment occurring in the next phase or stretch of experience points to the fact that this stretch also has its protentional horizon, one that points to the stretch following it.  Thus, the vertical line, E12E3, also extends above the horizontal, the extension symbolizing its protentional tendency or horizon of futurity.  This horizon arises because “the style of the past becomes projected into the future.”  In other words, experiencing, we constantly anticipate.  We assume that fresh experience, in maintaining the “style of the past,” will confirm what we have already experienced. 


All this merely fills out the brief sketch provided by the lectures on internal time-consciousness.  With regard to the deeper question of why we anticipate—i.e., why we project the past onto the future—the Bernau Manuscripts do not go beyond Hume.  As Husserl notes, Hume already observed that we anticipate on the basis of our past experiences.  We anticipate “the continuance of the sequence in the same style” (BM, p. 13).
  Thus, having frequently observed A followed by B, the experience of A leads by association to the expectation of B.  Insofar as A is preserved by our retentions, the associated protention is anchored in it.  In the Analysis of Passive Synthesis, Husserl does go on to confront the question of the origin of this association, an issue that we will have to consider once we gain a fuller understanding of temporal constitution. The Bernau Manuscripts contribute to this by adding two important items to our understanding of protention.  

The first concerns its role in the schema.  Given that to interpret is to anticipate, Husserl’s account of the growth of our protentions is actually a genetic account of the formation of our perceptual interpretations.  It anchors the schema in the flowing life of consciousness.  Rather than being something external to this life, the perceptual interpretation grows out of it.  It is part of its intention-fulfillment structure.  Thus, as Husserl observes, when an experience first begins, there is no retention of it and, hence, no definitely formed protention (BM, p. 37).  The latter begins with the formation of retentions.  In his words, “The further the event advances, the more it offers for differentiated protentions, ‘the style of the past is projected onto the future’” (ibid., p. 38).
  What grows up is the motivation for anticipating something as something.  In a concrete perceptual experience, this is the motivation for seeing something as something.  As Husserl puts this, “The running off of the retentional branches … works on the protention, determining its content, tracing out its sense.”  The result is an “indicating in advance, a motivation that can be seen” (ibid.).
  Concretely, the result is a determination of what we intend to see as based on our retained experience.  When we do see what our retained experience motivates us to see, our intention is fulfilled.  The intention is here thought of in terms of protentionality.  Thus, just as protentionality is serial in character so is the intention.  In Husserl’s words, “every intention, in its passing over, passes through ever new intentions and, in this process, it is not just the final intention that ‘fulfills’ itself … rather every intention fulfills itself.  The null point [the intended event] is the fulfillment for every previous intention—this, through the fact that every later intention includes the earlier in itself” (ibid., p. 42).
  Thus, to take the example of intending to see a cat crouching under a bush on a bright sunny day, the approach to the animal involves a whole series of anticipated perceptions.  Each, when fulfilled, determines the cat more closely and motivates the next perception, which, we anticipate, will further determine the cat, that is, fill in some detail that had previously been missing.  The end intention, that of picking up the cat and holding it, contains all the previous intentions insofar as they are all involved in the approach to the animal.  Here, as Husserl writes, “‘intention’ signifies the mediation of consciousness, which is always intentional, always functioning in the context of intentions, and which, in the limiting case—that of the final intention —is unmediated original consciousness” (ibid., p. 40).
  Thus, the limiting case, the final intention of holding the cat, is mediated by all the intentions that form the elements of the protentional chain leading up to it.  Only when we are actually holding the cat can we speak of the unmediated consciousness that comes with having the final intention fulfilled.
 

The important point here is that our protentions, in expressing what we intend to see, shape the interpretations that direct the perceptual process.  Statically, we can regard the intentional relation of consciousness to its object as a many-to-one relation, the many perceptual experiences being taken as experiences of some one object.  Genetically, however, we have to think of the perceptual process as ongoing.  Here, intentionality does not just involve the intention to interpret a succession of experiences as experiences of some particular object, it also includes the expectation that, as one continues this interpretation, the object will unfold itself until it fulfills the final intention.  For Husserl, this developing expectation or protention is an intentional shaping of the contents we experience.  Protending, we attend to some contents rather than others.  We focus on those that match our protentions (BM, pp. 3-4). Doing so, we engage in the “connecting of perceptions” that Kant defined as our synthetic activity. As Husserl emphasizes, we also interpret these perceptions as fulfillments.  As he writes, in describing our hearing a tone:  “As long as the tone sounds, ... protention continually directs itself to what comes and receives it in the mode of fulfillment, intentionally shaping it.  Every primal presence is, therefore, not just content, but ‘interpreted’ content.  Primal presentation is, thus, fulfilled expectation” (BM, p. 7).
  What we have here is the “specific mode of intentionality” that characterizes perception.  This intentionality refers the actually experienced contents “back to what preceded,” i.e., to the retentions that formed the basis for our protentions.
  Husserl’s conception of the appearing of the perceptual object is, thus, a dynamic one.  The appearing is a continual fulfillment of the protentional reference of a preceding consciousness by a new consciousness with its new impressional data.  Each preceding consciousness embodies our interpretative intention to see a given object by virtue of the protentional reference that is present in its retained contents. Each thus looks to its successor for fulfillment (ibid., pp. 8-9). 

Beyond presenting a “genetic” account of the formation of our perceptional intentions, the Bernau Manuscripts add a second item to our understanding of protention.  They show how it functions in our pre-reflective awareness.  “Consciousness,” he writes, “exists as flowing [Fluss] and is a stream of consciousness that appears to itself as a flowing.  We can also say that the being of the flowing is a self-perceiving.”  This self-perception is not an attentive regard, but rather a sort of background awareness (BM, p. 44).
  The question is: How is this possible?  How do we understand “the self-apprehension of the flowing of consciousness that extends to each of its phases and is thus total?” (ibid., p. 46).
  The answer comes from the flowing of the stream itself.  This flowing is “not like that of stream of water, which has its being in objective time.”  It is, rather, constitutive of such time (ibid., p. 45).  It consists of the retentional and protentional transformations through which objective time appears to advance from the future and depart into pastness.  Through these transformations consciousness immediately apprehends itself.  Thus, the pre-reflexive self-apprehension of consciousness can only be understood “through the building up of a phase of consciousness as a continuum of points of consciousness understood as primary phases of intentionality …. Every momentary consciousness, U, is, as we said, inherently a protention of what is to come and a retention of what has already occurred” (ibid., p. 46, italics added).
  The “of” indicates the self-awareness of this flowing since the retentions are a present awareness of what has flowed away, while the protentions are a present awareness what is flowing towards one.  To see this, one has to focus on what is “completely unique” to consciousness.  This is the fact that consciousness exists only as a “consciousness of transition.”  In this transition, “the present moment modifies itself, passes into a modified U, and this modification is, in a sense, essentially characterized as modification (namely as consciousness of, retention of, etc.).”  Thus, in this process, the self-transformation [Sich-Wandeln] of consciousness is not just “the transformation of it, but also is apprehended as transformation,” the result being “a steady consciousness of streaming, of being in transformation” (ibid., p. 47).
  This conscious, as we have seen, is direct.  It is not mediated by the schema.  Husserl’s claim that we are conscious only because our consciousness flows, that is, modifies itself protentionally and retentionally, is self-evident.  Without our ongoing sense of the fading of what we have experienced and the coming closer of what we anticipate, we could never have an extended presentation.  We would be limited to the vanishing moment.  Without the sense of the flowing-away of retentions and the flowing-towards of what we protend, that is, of the transformations themselves, our consciousness would be both fleeting and frozen.  It would have no sense of its own passage.  Thus, to assert that we have consciousness and that we are self-aware, that is, conscious of our just past, our present and our just about to come states, is really to express a tautology.  For Husserl, it is, thus, “completely understandable” that a consciousness, so structured as to have “a backward reference to the old and a forward reference to the new … is necessarily a consciousness of itself as streaming” (ibid., pp. 47-48).

Chapter 3 

The Temporality of the Perception and the Perceived

§1. The Co-Constitution of the Perception and the Perceived


We are now in a position to consider Husserl’s account of the temporal relations between consciousness and its correlates.  In this chapter, we will take up the most basic of these: the relation between perception and the perceived.  Although they have very different temporalities—the one flowing away and the other enduring—perception and perceived are co-constituted.  In Husserl’s words, “In the same impressional consciousness in which the perception becomes constituted, the perceived also becomes constituted, and precisely by its means” (Pdiz, p. 91, Br. p. 95).  The claim here is that the constitution of the perception is also that of the perceived: the perceived becomes constituted by means of the constituted elements making up the perception.  As Husserl expresses this, “The thing becomes constituted in the flowing‑off of its appearances, which are themselves constituted as immanent unities in the flow of original impressions; and the one necessarily becomes constituted along with the other” (ibid., p. 92; Br. p. 97, translation modified).  Thus, we perceive an object because we take a pattern of appearances as having a single referent.  The constitution of this pattern as well as the interpretative intention that ties it to a single referent is both the constitution of the perception and that of perceived that appears through it.  What we have is a double presentation: that of the appearances of the ashtray and that of the ashtray as exhibiting itself through such appearances.  Here, “[t]he appearing physical thing becomes constituted because unities of sensation and unitary interpretations become constituted in the original flow; and therefore the consciousness of something … and … the exhibition of the same thing, constantly becomes constituted” (ibid.).  


If we ask how this is possible, that is, how we can make present to ourselves both the constituting appearances and the appearing object that exhibits itself through them, Husserl’s answer is that consciousness allows a double focus.  It is both a consciousness of a unity of sensation—an individual appearance—in the sinking down or fading of its content and a consciousness that directs itself across such unities to grasp that which appears through them.  It is, in other words, simultaneously a directedness along the diagonal and the vertical lines of the time diagram.  As a result, Husserl writes, “It belongs to the essence of a consciousness having this structure to be at once a consciousness of a unity of the immanent sort and a consciousness of a unity of the transcendent sort” (Pdiz, p. 91; Br. 95-96).  This means that “in the one case, we have the presenting of something immanent; in the other, the presenting of something transcendent ‘through’ appearances” (ibid., p. 91; Br. p. 96).


To speak more precisely of the constitution of a perception and, hence, of the perceived that appears by means of it, we must turn to the elements composing the perception, namely, its contents-there-to-be-interpreted and the corresponding interpretation.  These contents, Husserl writes, “become constituted in the flow of the multiplicities of temporal adumbrations”—the adumbrations being the “retentional modifications of the primal content” that is impressionally given (Pdiz, p. 91; Br. p. 96).  The modifications appear in “following the temporal flow in the lengthwise direction [Längsrichtung]” and “belong to each temporal point of the immanent content” (ibid., p. 92; Br. p. 96).  Following the flow, we follow the fading of this immanent content.  With regard to the interpretation of this fading, Husserl immediately adds that the retentional modifications are “bearers of primary interpretations that, in their flowing interconnection, constitute the temporal unity of the immanent content in its sinking back into the past” (ibid., translation modified).  Such interpretations are our interpreting each further fading as a further temporal departure.  Here, of course, just as we cannot speak of a single retention, so we cannot speak of a single interpretation.  This means that “the perceptual interpretation is also constituted in this multiplicity of adumbrations, which become united through the unity of the temporal interpretation”—i.e., the temporal interpretation of the continuity of fadings as the appearance of an ongoing temporal departure (ibid., p. 92; Br. pp. 96-7, translation modified).  The result of this interpretation is the fixing of an appearance or aspect of the thing in departing time.


Perception, of course, does not consist in the apprehension of the temporal departure of a single appearance.  It involves a whole succession of such.  The perceptual process proceeds through the coincidence and merging of these appearances.  One of the conditions for this merging has already been mentioned: it is the pre-individual character of the retained.  Were the retained appearances individual entities, merging would be impossible.  Taking the retained together would result only in a collection, never a unity (see above, p. 89).  Apart from this ontological condition, there is also a dynamic condition.  This is the ongoing process of retention that places the retained in coincidence.  Since our present retentions implicitly contain all the previous retentions in their retaining of the impressional data, we have the placing in coincidence of the retained that allows their similar features—such as their protentional references or anticipatory interpretations—to merge.  Such merging, then, does not just unify the primal interpretations of fading as temporal departure.  It also unifies the protentional references that are associated with the retained, the result being the anticipatory interpretations that guide the perceptual process.  With this, we have the constitution of the perceived, which proceeds through the interpretation of the appearances, i.e., through the interpretative intention that attempts to take them as appearances of some single referent.

§2. Merging and the Double Intentionality of Consciousness 


A key concept in the above is that of merging (Verschmelzen).  Yet the term does not occur in the lectures on inner time consciousness; and in the Bernau Manuscripts, it is but sparingly used.  Husserl does speak in these manuscripts of the mergings of the sounding of a tone with the fadings of the same.
  He also mentions the mergings that occur in the comet tail of retentions attached to each now.
  But it is only in the Analysis Concerning Passive Synthesis and, more particularly, in the C Manuscripts, that the concept comes into its own.  In these late manuscripts, “merging” becomes the preferred way to describe how retention and protention function in constitution.  

Retention, as Husserl writes, unites the impressional and retained material, thus resulting in their merging:

The transition from primal impression to primal impression signifies that the new impression simultaneously unites with the immediate retentional transformation of the earlier impression, and this simultaneous union itself undergoes a retentional transformation, and so on.  The simultaneous union is, however, only possible as a merging of contents.  Thus a primal merging of contents takes place between the impression and the immediate primal retention in the simultaneity of both.  This steadily continues for each moment as an immediate merging of content in each moment (Ms. C 3, pp. 75a-b, Oct. 17, 1931; CMs, p. 82).

This action of retention unifies the whole of the hyletic material.  Merging, however, occurs when the contents are “harmonious”:

But finally the whole of the hyletic material is united in passive temporalization—even what is heterogeneous.  Here, however, every thing harmonious is united in the particular mode of merging: [first] within the total merging into fields, then the particular merging into unities that have achieved prominence (Ms. EIII9, p. 16a).

“Harmonious” means similar in content.  The result of the action of retention is “a continuous merging according to similarity.”
  Unities achieve “prominence,” that is, stand out against their background, insofar as the similar qualities of their contents re-enforce each other and, hence, achieve a “contrast” with the heterogeneous elements.
  Thus, as we continue to regard some object—Husserl’s example is a copper ashtray—the impressional contents that strike us from the part of our visual field that it occupies have a qualitative similarity, one that achieves a certain prominence in the retention of this material.  In explaining this action, Husserl employs the spatial analogy of a series of transparencies placed on top of each other, the result being the reinforced appearance of what is similar.  “What is specifically temporal in the retentional transformations” that result in the coincidence of the retained is, he writes, “something like ‘shining through’ the coincidence.”  He continues: 

This is a coincidence that, in its mediation, mediates this shining through and has, thereby, an increasing obscurity [as the retained material sinks further into the past].  [What we have here is a] coincidence like an overlapping, a placing one on top of the other.  The whole temporalized, presently simultaneous continuum of the simultaneously present modes of the just past (of the primal impressional present now) would thus be a simultaneous overlapping; it would be united, merged with regard to such modes (Ms. C 3, p. 74b, Oct. 17, 1931; CMs, pp. 81-82).

More succinctly, as Husserl puts it: “That which is covered over [in the retentional process] ‘shines through’ and this shining through is itself covered over and has its own shining through” (ibid., p. 79a; CMs, p. 87).  


The action of merging, Husserl claims, does not just affect the contents of the retained, it also affects the times of such contents.  They also merge.  As he describes our grasp of sounding tones:

... primarily merging, the temporalizations unite together and thereby produce a unity of a temporalization for all the tones and their  temporalizations and times.  Here, however, the homogeneity of the tones plays its part.  The unities [of the retained tonal impressions] merge according to their contents and the times [of such retained impressions] merge according to the constant, homogeneous form which arises from the homogeneous temporalization (Ms. C 15, p. 4b, Sept. 1931?; CMs, p. 298).

Here, temporal merging “piggy backs,” as it were, on the merging of the similar contents such that the merging of the contents brings with it the merging of their times.  Two features of such times make possible this merging.  The first is time’s inherently empty quality.  Abstractly considered as empty container for some possible content, every moment of time is like every other.  We, thus, have a similarity of moments in that they are not inherently tied to some particular data.  As Husserl expresses this point: “All of the moments in the streaming, which pertain to the different, simultaneous local data of the impressions, are completely alike and, as such, merge” (Ms. C 7, p. 36a, June 1932; CMs, p. 144).
  Beyond this, there is the fact that the contents do not lose their temporal referents when they merge.  Thus, the merging of successively given contents yields a unity that endures through the temporal referents of these contents.  In other words, just as the contents we experience become contents of some object by virtue of the merging of their similar qualities, so the moments bearing these contents become moments of the object’s duration.  Thus, on the one hand, we can assert that each moment, in its ability to bear every possible content, is of the duration which exhibits all the object’s contents.  On the other, we can also assert that the merging of such moments does not result in their collapse, since each stands apart from the others in possessing a distinct temporal referent.  The reason for this distinct temporal referent is to be found in the merging along the lengthwise (or diagonal) direction of the retentional chain that fixes a moment in departing time.  The distinction of such chains follows from the distinctness of the primal impressions that initiate them.
  As for the merging of such moments, this occurs across the retained in the vertical direction.  Such merging does not just yield just a noematic unity, but also the time through which this unity endures.  As Husserl’s time diagram indicates, both forms of merging are interwoven.  Thus, the data points along the vertical that provide us with the material for the merging that results in the noematic unity are the end points of the diagonal lines of protentional reference that result in the presence of the departing moments of time—such moments being those of the momentary appearances of this unity.


This double merging results in the noetic and in the noematic forms of the perceptual process.  In Husserl’s words, “As pertaining to the ‘noetic side’ of the living present, the ‘noetic forms’ are formally merged.  Such forms correspond to each individual datum that constitutes itself or to the ontical temporal forms.  Thus, they lead to the ontical coincidence of these forms: enduring, permanence, change” (Ms. C 15, p. 3a, Sept. 1931?; CMs, p. 296).
  The “noetic forms” in question are those of fading, interpreted as temporal departure, and those of anticipation, which are interpreted as temporal approach.  We can also add here the form of the interpretative intention that grows out of what we anticipate we will see.  The merging of these forms in the vertical direction unifies the fadings of the different impressions we have of the individual datum—e.g., a tone—as well as the anticipations that form the perceptual interpretative intention.  They thus yield the tone as something persisting in time and the temporal forms that characterize it: enduring, permanence, and change understood as the change of something persisting.  Since the two forms of merging are interwoven, the subjective process of the constitution constitutes itself even as it constitutes its object.  As Husserl expresses this, in speaking of the constitution of a tone:

Every tone already appears as a constituted unity, constituting itself in the stream (and already ‘apperceived’ as a constituted unity).  This constituting itself … exists as the noetic subjective correlate of the tonal unity; it is, itself, an event; it is, itself, a co-constituted subjective (Ms. C 15, p. 3b, Sept. 1931?; CMs, p. 297).

The point here is the same as that made before: the constitution of the perceptual process is eo ipso the constitution of the perceived.  The “subjective” and the “objective” mutually imply each other and are, in fact, co-constituted.

§3.  The distinction of the Subjective from the Objective

This co-constitution does not obviate the distinction of the subjective from the objective.  Dynamically, the subjective process is characterized as flowing, while its objective correlate persists or endures through this flowing.  This persistence allows us to speak of the object as something capable of changing.  By contrast, neither an abstractly considered single retention nor the temporally departing appearance generated by a retentional chain can be thought of as changing.  As Husserl writes of the “constituting appearances of the consciousness of internal time”: “They form a flow, and each phase of this flow is a continuity of adumbrations. But as a matter of principle … no phase of this flow can be expanded into a continuous succession (and therefore the flow cannot be conceived as so transformed that this phase would be perpetuated in identity with itself)” (Pdiz, p. 74; Br., p. 78).  Husserl’s point is that the retained appearance, which gives us a single perspectival appearance of a thing, cannot exhibit itself perspectivally.  Thus, the phase of the flow that exhibits the appearance cannot become an “identity with itself” the way an object does in being the identical referent for a perspectival pattern of appearances.  All the retained phase can do is fade.   The individual retentions that exhibit this fading do not, however, themselves fade.  Given this, Husserl concludes, “There is nothing here that changes, and for that reason it also makes no sense to speak of something that endures.  It is therefore nonsensical to want to find something here that remains unchanged for even an instant during the course of its duration” (ibid.).  To grasp what endures, we have to turn from the retained to what is constituted through the retained, namely the object.  It can change, that is, exhibit itself perspectivally.  Behind these changes is the changing content of the now, a content that, when retained, forms the now’s changing horizon of pastness.  In the ongoing retentional process, the retentions we have had are merged with the retentions we are acquiring in the ongoing perceptual process.  Thus, the identity generated by this merging is, by virtue of the addition of constantly new contents, an identity which persists through the changing contents of our experience.   Formally, this is the identity of the object = x, that is, the identity of a single referent.  By definition, such an identity is not that of any of the appearances.  In terms of its content, the identity is that of the object’s “noematic nucleus,” consisting of the object’s core features.  These are the recurrent features of the object that appear as we view it, first from one side, and then from another.  The mergings that generate such features are, we can say, temporally distributed, the similarities underlying them being tied to the successive exhibition of the different sides.

§4. The Twofold Intentionality of Consciousness  


One way to express the distinction between the subjective and the objective is through the two intentionalities that inform the perceptual process.  As Husserl writes, 

“We have a double intentionality in the stream of consciousness. Either we consider the content of the flow together with its flow‑form: then we are looking at the primal‑experience series, which is a series of intentional experiences, consciousness of . . . . Or we direct our regard to the intentional unities, to what is intended as something unitary in the streaming on of the flow: then an objectivity stands before us in objective time …” (Pdiz, p. 116; Br. 120).   

Husserl calls the intentionality that directs itself toward the content of the flow “lengthwise intentionality.”  Following it, we direct our “regard towards what flows: impressions and retentions; the emerging, changing …, and disappearing or becoming obscure.” (ibid., p. 116; Br., p. 121).  Our regard, in other words, is directed to the emerging of primal impressions and their retentional transformations.  Lengthwise intentionality is, in other words, directed along the retentional chains that form the diagonal lines of the time diagram.  As Husserl describes the “continuity of retention” that forms such chains: “In its initial member, it is new primal sensation; in the member that then follows next in the continuity—in the first phase of adumbration—it is immediate retention of the preceding primal sensation; in the next momentary phase, it is a retention of the retention of the primal sensation preceding the one above, and so on” (ibid., p.  81; Br., p. 85).  What we have, then, is a chain of retentions of retentions of … the primal impression.  This chain, of course, is not static, but is continually modified as new impressions are added and the no longer new impressions are retentionally modified.  As Husserl expresses this, “if we allow the flow to flow on, we then have the flow‑continuum running off, which causes the continuity we have just described to be modified retentionally; and in this process, each new continuity of phases existing together in one moment is retention in relation to the total continuity belonging to the being‑all‑at‑once in the preceding phase” (ibid.).  

Husserl calls this relation of retention to what it retains an intentionality.  He writes, “there extends throughout the flow a lengthwise intentionality that, in the course of the flow, continuously coincides with itself” (ibid.).  To call the retentional relation an intentionality points, first of all, to the fact that each retention is of what precedes it.  In Husserl’s words, “the first primal impression becomes changed into a retention of itself, this retention becomes changed into a retention of this retention, and so on” (ibid., p 81; Br., pp. 85-6, my emphasis).  The intentionality that designates this “of”  “continuously coincides with itself” since, as Husserl adds, “the retention of a retention has intentionality not only in relation to what is immediately retained but also in relation to what, in the retaining, is retained of the second degree, and ultimately in relation to the primal datum” (ibid., p 81; Br., p. 86).  Here, the intentionality that is synonymous with retentional relation coincides with itself since the retentional chain continuously retains itself as it undergoes as a whole retentional transformation.  Beyond this first sense of intentionality, there is a second sense at work here.  By virtue of the retentional flow, the primal datum is placed in departing time.  Here, as we earlier cited Husserl, time is constituted “as a one‑dimensional quasi‑temporal order by virtue of the continuity of retentional modifications and by virtue of the circumstance that these modifications are, continuously, retentions of the retentions that have continuously preceded them” (ibid., p 82; Br., p. 86).  What we have here is a whole multitude of temporal adumbrations, each of which, in retaining all the preceding retentions, is of the original primal datum.  In this case, the intentional relation is a many to one relation.  It links each of the members of the increasing retentional chain to the original impression datum.  The datum is presented through them as departing in time.

The second intentionality present in the flow is that which proceeds across the retentional chains.  In following it, Husserl writes, “I do not follow the flow of the fields … Instead, I direct my attention to what is intended in each field” (Pdiz, p. 117; Br. p. 121).  When, for example, a tone continues to sound, in directing myself towards the tone, “I immerse myself attentively in the ‘transverse intentionality’ [Querintentionalität]” of the flow.  In terms of Husserl’s time diagram, my attention proceeds up the vertical.  It embraces “the primal sensation as a sensation of the actually present tone-now” and “the retentional modifications as primary memories of the series of elapsed tone points” (ibid., p. 82; Br., p. 86).  Such retentional modifications give me the tone points through which the tone appears.  Each retentional chain results in an “intentional experience” of a lapsing tone point.  As the flow of experience continues, “the intentional phases” presenting such tone points “are displaced … they pass over into one another precisely as phenomena of one thing, which is adumbrated in the flowing phenomena” (ibid., p. 117; Br, p. 121).   As a result, “the enduring tone stands before me, constantly expanding in its duration” (ibid., p. 82; Br., p. 87).  Generally speaking, the result of following the transverse intentionality is the presence of  ‘objects in their ways of appearing’ ["Gegenstände im Wie"] and in ever new ways of appearing” (ibid., p. 117; Br, p. 121).  Such ways of appearing are the departing appearances through which we intend the persisting object.

One again, intentionality appears as a many to one relation.  The intentionality that points to the departing appearance relates the multiplicity of temporal adumbrations to that of which they are adumbrations—namely, the appearance itself as fixed in departing time.  Similarly, the intentionality that points to the persisting object, relates such temporally determinate appearances to the enduring unity that stands as their referent.  The distinction between “the subjective” and “the objective” is the distinction between these two intentionalities.  The subjective in its flowing is constituted by the first, the objective in its persisting is constituted by the second.  The distinction between them is ineradicable and yet both work together.  In fact, it is their mutual implication that allows Husserl to assert that “in the same impressional consciousness in which the perception becomes constituted, the perceived also becomes constituted” (Pdiz, p. 91, Br. p. 95).   Their co-constitution follows from the fact that they are the work of “two inseparably united intentionalities, requiring one another like two sides of one and the same thing.”  Both “are interwoven with each other in the one, unique flow of consciousness” (ibid., p. 83; Br., p. 87).  This interwovenness expresses something more than the fact that the same retained material has a double intentionality: pointing either lengthwise to the departing content-filled moments or upward to the object that exhibits itself through such moments.  It expresses the relation between retention and protention.  The vertically directed intentionality—the intentionality that proceeds across the retained—is, in fact, protentionally directed.  It grows out of the retained since it results from our anticipating on the basis of past experience.  Thus, the retentional chains that provide us with this experience are essential for its action.  The merging of their protentional references is, in fact, what yields the vertically directed traverse intentionality. This point can be put in terms of the fact that to intend is to anticipate.  It is, as I noted, to engage in the connecting of experiences that concretely expresses itself in our attending to some experiential features and ignoring others in order to see the anticipated object.  This action does not just occur in picking out an object from its background; it is also at work as we move closer to get a better look.  We get this better look by making present those features that according to our interpretative intention should be there.  

To advance beyond this understanding of the relation of retention to protention, we will have to turn to those manuscripts where Husserl attempts to explain why we anticipate, that is, why our consciousness is essentially future directed.  Before we do so, however, a great deal of descriptive work needs to be done.  We must, for example, consider the temporality of the “timeless” consciousness as well as that of its egological center.  

§5. The Timeless Consciousness 


As I indicated above, the basic distinction between time-constituting consciousness and its objects is one of predication.  The predicates applicable to these objects are not applicable to this consciousness.  Thus, a number of predicates can be applied to its objects.  They endure through time and are “identical in this continuous existence” (Pdiz, p. 74; Br 78).  Their identity is such that they can change or remain the same.   Their change “has its rate or acceleration of change.”  It can be fast or slow.  In fact, the change can cease.  Thus, “[i]n principle any phase of a change can be expanded into a rest, and any phase of a rest can be carried over into a change” (ibid.).  None of these predicates, Husserl observes, can be applied to time-constituting consciousness.  The impressions, retentions and protentions composing it do not endure.  They are not identities in change since, as we saw, a phase of the flow cannot be “extended in identity with itself”—i.e., be conceived as an identity in many different appearances.  They also do not change.  When a retention is retained by the next retention, this modification leaves its content unchanged.  It remains, in itself, a single fading, that helps to constitute the progressive fading (interpreted as the temporal departure) of an appearance.  Temporal change, in the minimal sense of such departure, applies to this appearance, not to the retentions composing it.  Even, here, however, we cannot speak of fast or slow.  If there were, the temporal order of what we retain would be scrambled.  With some appearances departing more quickly than others, the temporal positions constituted through their retentional chains would shift about.  Given this, we have to say with Husserl, “Time-constituting phenomena, therefore, are evidently objectivities fundamentally different from those constituted in time.  They are neither individual objects nor individual processes, and the predicates of such objects or processes cannot be meaningfully ascribed to them” (Pdiz, pp. 74-5; Br., p. 79).  


With this assertion, we face again the questions raised in the “Introduction”—questions about the being of such phenomena: What sort of being do they have if they are not individual objects or processes?  What is the status of the time-constituting consciousness that they compose?  This status does not just concern its being, but also the possibility of its apprehension.  How can we apprehend what is pre-individual—i.e., what is prior to all being understood as being in time?  At issue, here, as I noted, is the status of Husserl’s descriptions of the temporal process.  Husserl raises this question when he identifies the flow of time-constituting consciousness with “absolute subjectivity.”  He asks, “But is not the flow [of impressions, retentions, and protention] a succession, does it not have a now, an actually present phase, and a continuity of pasts of which I am now conscious in retentions?” He replies that the flow “is something we speak of in conformity with what is constituted.”  “It is,” he adds, “absolute subjectivity and has the absolute properties of something to be designated metaphorically as a ‘flow.’”  In fact, however, all we have in an “experience of an actuality” is “the primal source‑point and a continuity of moments of reverberation [Nachhallmomenten].”  But we “lack names for all of this” (Pdiz, p. 75; Br., p. 79, translation modified).  

What then is this flow?  Throughout his career, Husserl employed a number of ways to portray it.  In the lectures on time consciousness, it is described in terms of the vertical line of the time diagram depicted in section 10 (Pdiz, p. 28; Br. p. 29).  The diagram’s horizontal line designates the “one‑dimensional quasi‑temporal order” of distinct content-filled moments in departing time.  In this order, “[e]very experienced content belongs to a continuity of content (a continuity formed by the fading phases [abklingenden Phasen] of a content).”  As for the vertical, it designates “the contents belonging to the ultimate temporal flow, which do not endure and are not temporal objects but are precisely the ultimate flow of consciousness” (Pdiz, p. 293; Br., p. 305).  The “flow” in question is represented by the sinking down of the contents on the vertical.  This is not a flow in the “apartness” of time represented by the horizontal line since it occurs only in the now.  There are no distinct moments in the now but only their retentions, which are taken as representatives of such [Zeitstellenrepräsentanten].  In other words, what we have on the vertical are the fadings, taken as the “adumbrations” through which distinct contents appear as temporally departing.  Each further fading of a specific content is represented by a move downward on the vertical of its representative.  This downward movement is matched by the presence on its topmost point of a new impression.  The fading of this impression transforms it into a representative of a departing moment and occasions the downward movement of all the representatives on the vertical.  Diagrammatically speaking, the flow of absolute consciousness is just this downward movement.  

In the Bernau Manuscripts, Husserl continues to make use of this diagrammatic depiction.  He also, however, introduces the term “living present” in describing the original flow.  He writes that in employing the reduction on the stream of consciousness and observing “everything really given [reell Gegebene], I find … an ‘aliveness’ and in this aliveness a necessarily moving ‘present, i.e., my subjective present with its structure of a primary presence and a ‘horizon’ of just pastness and futurity” (BM, p. 274).
   In these manuscripts, however, the term “living present” is hardly used.  When it is, it mostly designates the “flowing of streaming-becoming of an event.”
  By the time of the C-manuscripts, however, the term becomes his preferred way to describe the timeless “absolute subjectivity.”  The reduction that leads us to the “primal temporalization” and “primal immanence” is termed a “reduction within the transcendental reduction.”
  It is also, however, asserted to be “equivalent to the transcendental phenomenological reduction.”
  When it is, the epoché (or suspension) that brings it about is described as “the radical ‘limitation’ to the living present and the will only to speak about this.”
  The same manuscript, C 3, describes this “reduction to the living present” as both a reduction to subjectivity—“that subjectivity in which all validity for me is originally accomplished”—and as “a reduction to the sphere of primal temporalization in which the first and most original sense of time appears—time as the living streaming present.”
  As this last citation makes evident, the subjectivity in question is the “absolute subjectivity” of the lectures on internal time consciousness.   What Husserl is pointing to is a certain timeless flow of consciousness.  This is a flow that does not occur in the apartness of time.  As Husserl describes this: 

This streaming living present is not what we have transcendentally-phenomenologically designated as the stream of consciousness or stream of experiences.  It is not at all a ‘stream’ according to the picture of a temporal (or spatial-temporal) whole that has, in the unity of a temporal extension, a continual-successive individual existence (which, in this extension’s distinct stretches and phases, is individualized through the temporal forms).  The streaming living present is ‘continuous’ being as streaming and yet is not such in being apart, not such in spatial-temporal (world-spatial) being or in ‘immanent’ temporal being; thus, not such in any apartness that is termed succession—succession in the sense of an apartness of positions in what properly can be called time.”


Given its non-temporal character, and given as well the fact that perception directs itself to objects persisting in time, the question of how we apprehend this living present naturally occurs.  As Husserl asks, “How can I speak at all of such a primal present that is not objective, that is pre-perceived [die nicht gegenständlich ist, die vor-wahrgenommen ist]?” (Ms. C 2, p. 10b, Sept. 9, 1931; CMs, p. 7).  Yet in spite of these caveats, both in the C-manuscripts 
 and in the lectures on internal time consciousness, Husserl does assert that the stationary streaming of the living present can be made phenomenologically evident.  He writes, for example, “As a look that seizes its object can focus on the flow of tone‑phases, so it can focus on the continuity of tone‑phases in the now of the appearing in which the physical object presents itself, and again on the continuity of changes belonging to this momentary continuity” (Pdiz, p. 113; Br., p. 117).  The object of this regard, he stresses, is not something constituted, but rather a phase of the constituting flow.  In his words, “I can direct my regard towards a phase that stands out in the flow or towards an extended section of the flow, and I can identify it in repeated re‑presentation, return to the same section again and again, and say: ‘this section of the flow.’ And so, too, for the entire flow that I can properly identify as this one flow. But this identity is not the unity of something that persists and it can never be such a unity” (ibid., pp, 113-14; Br., p. 118, translation modified).    


The basis for these assertions is both practical and theoretical.  Practically speaking, we do have the sense of temporal departure.  In speaking a sentence, the beginning of the sentence still remains in our grasp as we finish it.  If we clap our hands or hear a single note, we can follow the fading of the sensuous impression.  The experience of this fading or dying away is not one of an increasingly faint perception.  (If it were, then progressively fainter objects, such as stars in the night sky as morning approaches, would appear to be temporally departing).  As Husserl notes, we can relive this fading, returning to it again by representing it in our memory.  What we relive, however, is not something persisting, but rather forms the starting point for our perception of persistence.  The theoretical basis for this experience is to be found in the relation of being to appearing.  Phenomenology’s fundamental insight is that being can only be posited on the basis of appearing.  Its suspension of the question of existence in the performance of the epoché is not an abandonment of this question, but rather a reduction of the question to that of positing.  All positing of existence must be based on evidence; all such evidence must ultimately come from what appears.  This holds even if the positing is based on inferential reasoning.  At the basis of such reasoning must lie some empirical evidence, some appearing.  When applied to the existence of temporal positions and that of the objects that endure through them, the same insight demands that their positing must be based on appearing.  Appearing, in other words, must be regarded as the basis of all constitutive processes, including those that constitute our sense of time.  This appearing is absolutely irreducible.  It cannot be explained in any other terms, any other categories.  Thus, it would be a mistake to explain it in terms of the beings that appear or even, in fact, in terms of subjectivity understood as the being to whom beings appear.  To do so would be to explain the constituting in terms of the constituted, something that the epoché, which suspends our explanatory use of the constituted, is meant to avoid.
  Given this, we cannot explain appearing in terms of temporal positions or enduring objects.  There must, in fact, be an appearing prior to these, one that allows their positing.  It is this appearing that Husserl appeals to when speaking of the fadings and temporal adumbrations that fill the living present.  The absolute subjectivity or time-constituting consciousness composed of such content must, then, be regarded as a domain of pure appearing or, as Husserl sometimes expresses it, “pure experiences.”  As such, it is the irreducible basis for all that appears.  In itself, however, it is no appearing thing.  It is neither an individual object nor an individual subject, but rather the basis, available to each of us, for positing such.  If we equate being with being an individual, it cannot even be characterized as being.  It is rather, in Husserl’s words, “the pre-being that bears all being, including the being of the acts and the being of the ego, even the being of the pre-time and the being of the stream of consciousness [understood] as a being.”
  To call this consciousness pre-being does not mean that it is some form of being.  It signifies rather that it is that out of which being comes to be posited.  


 To take absolute consciousness as an ultimate realm of appearing is to assume that appearing is its function, i.e., that in its streaming it generates its own appearing—an appearing that, by virtue of this streaming, is a self-appearing.  This, as our earlier analysis shows, follows from the fact that the streaming of the timeless consciousness is, at bottom, a matter of its retentional and protentional transformations.  It streams away from the now in that it continually modifies itself into retention of itself.  By virtue of its protentional transformations, it also has a horizon of streaming towards the now.   These very transformations, however, are those that result in its self-appearing.  The retentional transformation presents consciousness with what it was, the protentional with what it anticipates it will be.  As a result, consciousness is not just transformed, it “also is apprehended as transformation”, i.e., as what is was and what it will be (BM, p. 47).  Given this, it is “completely understandable” that a consciousness, so structured as to have “a backward reference to the old and a forward reference to the new … is necessarily a consciousness of itself as streaming” (ibid., pp. 47-48).  It cannot be otherwise since the streaming itself is generated by these references.  

Chapter 4 

The Relation of Consciousness to the Ego

What is the relation of the primal streaming of consciousness to the ego?  Husserl, as we have seen, refers to it as “the constant streaming, the pre-being that bears [or supports] all being, including the being of the acts and the being of the ego” (Ms. C 17, p. 64b, August 1930, Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 184).  How are we to understand the notion of such bearing or supporting?  A major difficulty in answering this question is that Husserl’s concept of the ego underwent considerable development.  It is only by taking account of it, that we can understand the ego’s relation not just to consciousness, but also to the process of temporalization as such.

§1. The Development of Husserl’s Concept of the Ego up to the Bernau Manuscripts

In the period leading up to the Bernau Manuscripts, two opposing influences shape Husserl’s concept of the ego.  The first stems from William James—specifically from his doctrine that “the states of consciousness are all that psychology needs.”  This means that the unity of consciousness is the unity of such states.  As for knowing or thinking, there is no substantial knower.  Rather, “the [individual] thoughts themselves are the thinkers” (Psychology, Briefer Course, p. 216).  In the Logical Investigations, Husserl adopts essentially the same position.  He writes: “The phenomenologically reduced ego is therefore nothing peculiar, floating above many experiences: it is simply identical with their own interconnected unity” (LU, 3:363-64).  Its unity is the unity of its experiences or states of consciousness.  It is founded on their “contents and the laws they obey.”
  On the one hand, these laws are formal—for example, an experience of color demands one of extension, an experience of pitch demands one of loudness, etc.  On the other, the ego also stands under causal laws.  Here, Husserl reasons that, since the individual ego is something temporally enduring, it is part of real being and, as such, a unity subject to causality.  As Husserl expresses this conclusion:

Just as the outer thing is not the momentary individual complex of characteristics, but rather constitutes itself as a unity persisting in change in first passing through a multitude of actual and possible changes, so the ego first constitutes itself as a subsisting object in the unity that spans all actual and possible changes of the complex of experiences.  And this unity is no longer a phenomenological unity; it has its basis in causal lawfulness (LU, 3:364). 

The ego, then, is both a formal unity founded on the specific contents of experience and a causal unity founded on the causal characteristics of the experiences—the characteristics that follow from their being experiences of a real, causally determined being.
  


This view of the ego disappears once Husserl introduces the reduction’s exclusion of “transcending presuppositions concerning what exists,” including presuppositions regarding their causal relations to consciousness.  As Husserl realized, the position of the Logical Investigations was subject to the same criticisms that he leveled against Brentano (see above, p. 69).  In fact, the introduction of the reduction ultimately opens Husserl up to the influence of that of the neo-Kantian, Paul Natorp.  Contrary to James, Natorp stresses the irreducibility of the ego to its contents.  “The ego,” Natorp writes, is the “subjective center of relation for all contents in my consciousness ...  It cannot itself be a content, and resembles nothing that could be a content of consciousness.”  The reason for this is that to be a content is to stand over against an ego.  It is to be an object—a Gegen-stand—for an ego.  Contrariwise, “[t]o be an ego is not to be an object, but to be something opposed to all objects” (LU, 3:372-73).  Such an ego is necessarily anonymous.  It cannot be named or grasped in any objective manner.  In the Logical Investigations, Husserl quotes Natorp only to dismiss him.  Phenomenology cannot deal with a non-appearing ego.  It is, thus, “quite unable to find this ego, this primitive, necessary center of relations.”  However, in a footnote to the Second Edition of the Investigations, he admits: “I have since managed to find it” (ibid., 3:373). 


What exactly has he found?  The lectures on inner time consciousness are silent on this issue.  To see Husserl’s position we have to turn to the first volume of the Ideas, which appeared at the time of the Investigation’s Second Edition: 1913.  He begins by noting that the reduction to the constituting experiences of consciousness does not grasp the ego.  This is because the ego, as Natorp pointed out, is not an experience amongst experiences, not a content of consciousness.
  In fact, the notion of a “pure ego” involves its purity from such experiences.  It is not constituted from them, and yet it transcends them.  It is, he asserts, “a unique—non-constituted—transcendence, a transcendence in immanence.”
 The contrast here is with the transcendence of the constituted with regard to the constituting.  If, as the Logical Investigations asserts, “the ego constitutes itself as a subsisting object,” then, as subsisting, it would transcend the changing contents of consciousness.  Here, by contrast, the ego transcends the different glances of the cogito or “I think” of consciousness; but it is not constituted through these.  As Husserl describes it: 

The ego seems constantly, in fact, necessarily to be there … it belongs to every advancing and departing experience; its ‘glance” goes ‘through’ every actual cogito to the objectivity.  This ray of vision changes with each cogito, newly appearing with the new cogito and disappearing with it.  But the ego is identical.  Every cogito, at least in principle, can change, can come and go ...  But, as opposed to this, the pure ego seems to be something necessary in principle.  As something absolutely identical in all actual and possible changes of experiences, it cannot in any sense be taken as a real [reelles] component or moment of the experiences. (Ideen I, p. 123). 


The question that a reader of the Logical Investigations is wont to ask is: why posit this ego?  How, in fact, can it be phenomenologically justified?  In the first volume of the Ideen, these questions remain unanswered.  Husserl, in fact, asserts that the ego has no phenomenological content.  In his words, “it has no explicable content; it is, in and for itself, indescribable: a pure ego and nothing more.”
 This neo-Kantian anonymity of the ego does not, however, prevent Husserl from stressing its necessity:  All experiences, as “mine,” must refer to it.  It does not just “live in every explicit cogito …all background experiences also belong to it … in Kantian terms: ‘the ‘I think” must accompany all my presentations” (ibid., p. 123).  The necessity here is Kantian rather than phenomenological.  Behind the positing of  the ego seems to be the thought that all appearing requires a ego or subject to whom things appear.  Presentations (Vor-stellungen) require a subject before whom the things presented can stand.  It is this central referent that allows me to consider my presentations “mine.”


The second volume of the Ideen, which was begun immediately after the completion of the first, makes some advances in this picture.
  Although it continues to stress the emptiness of the ego—asserting, for example, “as a pure ego, it conceals no hidden richness, it is absolutely simple”
—it does clarify its relation to the stream of consciousness.  Husserl writes that “the pure ego, it must be stressed, is a numerical singular with regard to ‘its’ stream of consciousness” (Ideen II, p. 110).  Its relation to this stream is that of being constituted by it.  In Husserl’s words:

I thus see here an essential lawfulness of the pure ego.  As the one identical, numerically singular ego, it belongs to ‘its’ stream of experiences, which is constituted as a unity in unending, immanent time.  The one pure ego is constituted as a unity with reference to this stream-unity; this means that it can find itself as identical in its course. (Ideen II, p., 112).

This means, he adds, “it could not be constituted as a ‘stationary and remaining’ [‘stehendes und bleibendes’] ego if a stationary and remaining stream of experience were not constituted” (ibid., p. 113).  This assertion of the constitution of the pure ego is not meant to deny the assertion of the first volume of the Ideas that the ego is  “a unique—non-constituted—transcendence.”  Husserl, in fact, repeats its assertion that “pure egos neither need nor are capable of  any constitution through ‘multiplicities’ [of experience]” (ibid., p. 111).  Yet, he does not specify the nature of the constitution that is not “through ‘multiplicities.’”  What he does is describe the pure ego as a “center” of acts and affections
 or a “pole” of consciousness.
  The nature of the constitution of this center or pole is, however, left open.

§2. The Concept of the Ego in the Bernau Manuscripts

In the Bernau Manuscripts, the issue of the ego’s relation to the stream of experience becomes paramount.  The question it wrestles with, but does not succeed in answering is: how can the ego, which is distinct both from its acts and their experiential basis, relate itself to time?  In attempting to answer this, it generates a number of paradoxes.  The first concerns the fact that the reduction, which is supposed to lay bare the evidence for its positing, apparently fails to find it.  Since, as Ideen I assured us, “the pure ego … cannot in any sense be taken as a real component or moment of the experiences,” the reduction to such experiences cannot uncover it.  Neither, apparently, can the reduction to immanent time.  This holds because, as Husserl writes, “not everything subjective is temporal, is individual in the sense that it is individualized through a unique temporal position.  What we do not have in the stream of experience is, above all, the ego itself, the identical center, the pole to which the whole content of the stream of experience is related” (BM, p. 277).
  The ego “is not itself temporal,” he adds, because “as the identical pole for all experiences, the ego … is the pole for all the temporal series [of such experiences] and, as such, necessarily ‘super’-temporal” (ibid.).
  A second paradox concerns the ontological status of the ego: it “is” and yet is not a being.  In Husserl’s words, given that “‘being,’ taken as an individual being, [is] bound to a temporal position and individualized through it,” we have to say that “the ego is not such being.”
  It cannot be if it is “super-temporal.”  With this, we have the question of how to describe it.  As Husserl remarks, having declared that the ego is “not temporal … not a ‘being’ [Seiendes]”: “The ego should not even be called ‘the ego,’ and, in general it should not be called anything, since then it becomes objective.  It is the nameless, beyond everything that can be grasped [das Namenlose über allem Fassbaren]” (BM, pp. 277-78).  He immediately qualifies this last statement by adding that the ego is “not a being, but rather ‘functioning’ [nicht Seiende, sondern ‘Fungierende’] as grasping, as valuing, etc.” (BM, p. 278).  Even this description is, however, is at least partially withdrawn.  “The ego,” he notes, “is not continually the apprehending [erfassendes] ego” (ibid., p. 284).  Such functioning is discontinuous, yet the ego “is identical even in discontinuity.”  This means that “even when the ego does not step forward in being affected or acting, is it nonetheless constantly there, inseparable from the stream of experiences and necessarily enduring continuously through it” (ibid.).
 Given that the ego can continue to be, even when it does not act, the term “functioning,” as applied to it, seems paradoxical.

A further paradox concerns our attempts to grasp this nameless, functioning ego.   Husserl asserts that we can grasp it through reflection.  In his words, “Reflection directs itself to this ‘functioning ego,’ which in this reflection becomes objective as the identical center of functioning, as the accomplisher for all these accomplishments” (BM, p. 278).  The fact that it “becomes objective,” however, prompts him immediately to ask: “How can something become objective that is not an object, how can something be apprehended that is not temporal, that is super-temporal and yet can only be found as temporal in apprehending it?” (ibid.).  The problem is that “the ego is only grasped through reflection and only after the fact” of its having acted, that is, of its having, through its acts entered into time.  This, however, is not the living, present ego.  In Husserl’s words:

The living ego performs acts and experiences affections—acts and affections that themselves enter into time and occupy its stretches.  But the living source-point of this entering into time and, hence, the living point of being, with which the ego itself enters into subjective relations to being and itself becomes temporal and enduring, is, as a matter of principle, not directly perceivable.  The [living] ego is graspable only in reflection, which is after the fact, and is graspable only as the limit of what streams in the flow of time (ibid., pp. 286-87).

The “limit” here referred to is the point at which the living ego enters into time.  Beyond this point, that is, at the actual now of the ego’s action, the ego is not graspable.  It remains anonymous or “nameless.”  


The paradoxes the Bernau Manuscripts leave us with, thus, concern both the ego’s ontological status and the possibility of apprehending and describing it.  Confronted with its differing descriptions, we face a multiple inquiry: How can the ego “be” and not be “a being”?  How can it be timeless, and yet enter into time through its acts?  How can we assert that it “lives” through the stream of experiences and is, in fact, “dependent” on this stream, yet claim that it is distinct from it?  What precisely is its identity?  Is it the identity of something completely non-temporal or is it the identity of something “inseparable from the stream of experiences and necessarily enduring continuously through it”?  A further question, coming from the Ideen, concerns its constitution.  How can Husserl assert that the ego is constituted as a unity in relation to the stream of experiences and yet also claim that this does not involve “any constitution through ‘multiplicities’” of experience?  Beyond all of these is the fundamental question raised by Husserl’s insistence on its anonymity.  How can a “nameless” ego be a subject for phenomenology?  If it cannot appear, why should it be posited?  To find answers to these questions, we have to turn to the C Manuscripts. 

§3. The Ego as a Form or Eidetic Structure


One of the leading insights that the C Manuscripts make use of is that the descriptions of the ego’s lack of content can be combined with those of it as a center or pole.  In a manuscript from 1921, Husserl repeats Ideen I’s assertion about the ego’s lack of content:

An ego does not possess a proper general character with a material content; it is quite empty of such.  It is simply an ego of the cogito which [in the change of experiences] gives up all content and is related to a stream of experiences, in relation to which it is also dependent (Ms. E III 2, p. 18). 

He then, however, goes on to assert: “One can say that the ego of the cogito is completely devoid of a material, specific essence, comparable, indeed, with another ego, but comparable only as an empty form that is ‘individualized’ through the stream: this, in the sense of its uniqueness” (ibid., my italics).  In other words, what makes the ego unique is the content that animates it.  Apart from such content, it is only a form that “informs,” so to speak, the streaming content of consciousness.  As James Edie expresses this view of the ego, it is “an impersonal, necessary, universal, eidetic structure,” one that, “is lived in and through each unique consciousness, each ego-life”
  The C Manuscripts take this structure as the centering of our conscious life.  In Husserl’s words, “The ego is the ‘subject’ of consciousness; subject, here, is only another word for the centering which all life possesses as an egological life, i.e., as a living in order to experience something, to be conscious of it” (Ms. C 3, p. 26a, March, 1931; CMs, p. 35).  As he elsewhere expresses this: "I am I, the center of the egological [Ichlichkeiten]" (Ms. C 7, p. 9b, June-July 1932; CMs, p. 122).   To be such a “center” is also to be a “pole.”  For Husserl, “The central ego is the necessary ego pole of all experience,” the two being equivalent designations of the same eidetic structure (Ms. M III 3, XI, p. 21, Sept., 1921, my italics; see also Ideen II, p. 105).  


This view of the ego as an “empty form” resolves many of the paradoxes raised by the Bernau Manuscripts.  An ego can “be” and not be “a being” insofar as it is a form or eidetic structure of being.  Such a structure, insofar as it does not change with the changing content it structures, can also be considered timeless.  We can also see how it “lives” through the stream of experiences and yet is distinct from it.  Like a standing wave in a tidal bore, it depends on the material that passes through it.  In this sense, its identity is that of something enduring continuously through such changing material.  Yet insofar as the structure remains, even as the content passing through it is continually other, it is distinct from the stream.  Because it is, we can describe it as “stationary and streaming.” It is stationary since from its own perspective, the central ego (the center of the centering) does not change.  It is constantly now.  Yet from the perspective of the material that streams through it, it does stream.  It streams away from the departing material.  The ego’s relation to the stream can also be expressed in terms of the assertion of Ideen II that the ego “does not present itself one side at a time, does not make itself known through individual characteristics, sides, moments but rather is given in its absolute selfhood [Selbsheit] in its nonperspectival unity (p. 104).  As such a unity, it cannot be considered as constituted from the individual elements of the stream.  Its constitution, in Husserl’s words, does not involve “any constitution through ‘multiplicities’” of experience.  The elements of the stream that it shapes do not constitute it.  As a persisting form, it does not show itself perspectivally, but rather exhibits itself as constantly the same in a changing material.  


To understand how this nonperspectival unity can, nonetheless, be considered to be constituted, we must first see how it can be called a “center” of consciousness.  The easiest way to think of it as such is as a zero-point.  When I regard myself in terms of my experience, I always find that I am “here.”  This means that I cannot depart from myself, but always find myself at the spatial center or 0-point of my environment.  This is the point from which the “near” and the “far” is measured.  Phenomenologically regarded, this “here” is defined by the perspectival unfolding of the objects that surround me as I move through the world.  The sides the objects show all point to me a center.  I experience the different rates of their perspectival unfolding  as exhibiting their different distances from me.  As the familiar experience of gazing from a moving car window shows, objects I take as close by have a higher angular rate of turning than those that I apprehend as further away.   This sense of space with its correlative 0-point depends, of course, on my apprehending time.  The unfolding perspectives of my surrounding objects cannot vanish the moment after their apprehension.  Retention is required to grasp the rate of their unfolding and  protention is needed if I am to make use of what I retain to make my way in the world.  Retaining and protending their relative rates of unfolding, I locate myself in my world.  This locating is not just spatial, but also temporal.  Situated between my retained past and anticipated future, I find myself at a temporal 0-point.  Given that the content that I retain positions me spatially, the “primal now” of this 0-point is always accompanied by a “here.”  I, thus, constantly take myself as a spatial-temporal center.


Husserl describes the temporal constitution of our 0-point as follows:

“A lasting and remaining primal now constitutes itself in this streaming.  It constitutes itself as a fixed form for a content which streams through it and as the source point for all constituted modifications.  In union with [the constitution of] the fixed form of the primally welling primal now, there is constituted a two-sided continuity of forms that are just as fixed.  Thus, in toto, there is constituted a fixed continuum of form in which the primal now is a primal welling middle point for two continua [understood] as branches of the modes of [temporal] modifications:  the continuum of what is just past and that of futurities. (Ms. C 2, p. 11a, Sept.-Oct. 1931; CMs, p. 8).

Despite its somewhat labored prose, this passage has a clear doctrine.  It is that the  egological now is constituted as a “fixed form,” through which time appears to flow and in which its moments appear to well up as present and actual.  A focus on the now, in other words, exhibits the passing through the now as a welling up, the result being that the now appears as a “primal welling middle point.”  The constitution of this point occurs “in union with” a second constitution—that of the continua of the past and the future.  With the latter, we have the constitution of the temporal environment which allows the source of time to appear as a “middle point” within this environment.  I stress the word “appear” since the source of time, for Husserl, is not the ego, but rather the occurring and appearing of impressions.
  The real result of the process of retention and protention is, Husserl immediately adds, the constitution of “a stationary and remaining form-continuity [Formkontinuität] for what streams through it, which is always co-constituted as streaming” (ibid.).
  This form-continuity is simply that of the centering of experience about the now.  The central ego, considered as an eidetic structure, is the center of this form-continuity.  Since the form-continuity  is one of temporally streaming material, this center’s or pole’s constitution always occurs together with the constitution of this material—a constitution that involves placing it in time through retention and protention and, hence, making it stream relative to this material.


To speak more concretely about the constitution of this form-continuity, we have to bring in the coincidence and merging caused by the retentional and protentional processes.  As consciousness retains and protends itself, it places the retained and protended in coincidence.  The result, in Husserl’s words, is “like an overlapping, a placing one on top of the other” of the retained and the protended material.  This allows their common features to “merge,” “reinforce” each other, thereby “shining through” the retained and protended material (see above, p. 116).  The same phenomenon obtains with regard to the centering of experience.  As the action of retention places consciousness with its centering around an ego pole or “central ego” in coincidence with itself, such centering stands out.  It becomes a feature that we can return to again and again.  The coincidence that underlies this return does not just obtain in the relations between our present consciousness and the retentions of this.  It is present, according to Husserl, in all represented experiences.  In his words:

All represented experiences carry with them the representation of the ego pole.  Taken as memories in an extended sense, they result in coincidence: the same pole [coincides with itself].  The represented experiences are in a primal unity [of coincidence] in the stream and as such are polarized in the primal original ego.  They stand in a primal original coincidence, [they stand] in a unity of identity embracing the ego represented in them and the primal-original functioning ego of the living present. (Ms. C 16, May 1932, Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, ed. I. Kern [The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1973), p. 350).

The result, then, is the presence of “an ongoing structure that penetrates the whole of conscious life.” As Husserl describes it:

It is the structure of the universal unity of coincidence of all the experiences of consciousness with regard to the original or represented ego that functions in them … [their coincidence] with the ‘stationary,’ primal original functioning ego through a coincidence that actually unites experiences, be they represented [through reflection] or be they unreflected co-present experiences.  (ibid., p. 351). 

Whatever our experience, this structure is present.  Whether we presently live through an experience or represent it by remembering it, we always find it centered about a subject.  This central subject or pole always remains now, always appears between the past and future as that through which time seems to pass and that in which its moments seem to well up as now.  As such, it appears, either directly or through representation, as a functioning ego.  


With regard to this appearing, several points should be stressed.  The first is that it is a constituted appearing.  It depends, as I said, on the retentional and protentional processes constituting the temporal centering that positions the welling up in a central now, the now of the ego’s “primal-original” functioning. The second is that such centering of consciousness achieves a certain objective quality as something that can be returned to again and again.
  Even though it does not change and, hence, is not constituted like a perspectivally appearing unity, it nonetheless can be considered as constituted in this return.  As a self-identical structure, the centering has a one-in-many relation to the different experiences that exhibit it.  The same holds for the ego or pole that is positioned as the center.  A third point is that in his description of this structure of centering, Husserl is, in fact, providing a phenomenological account of the Kantian “I think” that has to accompany all our representation.  All our representations must be accompanied by an “I” since all necessarily exhibit the same centering structure.  The retentional and protentional process that makes experience possible necessarily result in a central ego, understood as a subject of such experience.  With this, the necessity for positing the ego achieves a phenomenological basis.  Underlying the inference that all appearing implies a subject to whom things appear is the fact that appearing as such has a temporal structure that demands such a subject.  

§4. The Functioning Ego



The Bernau Manuscripts assert that the ego is “not a being, but rather ‘functioning.’” (BM, p. 278).  It also, however, claims “even when the ego does not step forward in being affected or acting, it is nonetheless constantly there, inseparable from the stream of experiences and necessarily enduring continuously through it” (ibid., p. 284).  What is the sense of this “functioning” that is independent of the ego’s “being affected or acting”?  


To answer this question, we must first resolve the question of the ego’s relation to the reduction.  As was earlier noted, the reduction to the experiences composing the stream of experiences cannot reach the ego since it is not “a real [reelles] component or moment” of experiences.  The reduction to immanent time also seems to miss it since the “ego is not itself temporal” (BM, p. 277).  To resolve this, we have to recall that, for Husserl, the ego is not individualized by a distinct temporal position.  Thus, it is not temporal since does not flow away in time, but constantly remains now.  As such, the reduction understood as a “radical ‘limitation’ to the living present and the will only to speak about this” does, in fact, reach it (.Ms. C 3, p. 3b, summer 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 186).  This reduction, Husserl writes, “leads to the originary lasting streaming—in a certain sense to the nunc stans, the lasting ‘present,’ whereby the word ‘present’ is actually not suitable since it indicates a modality of time” (Ms. C 7, p. 14a, July 1, 1932; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 384).  For Husserl, this is a reduction not just to my non-temporal nowness, it is also one to my functioning in this nowness.  In his words, it leads to “the primal phenomenon of my ‘I act’ (‘Ich tue’), in which I am a stationary and remaining ego and, indeed, am the actor of the ‘nunc stans.’  I act now and only now, and I ‘continuously’ act” (Ms. B III 9, p. 15a; Oct.-Dec. 1931).  As he also describes my being as functioning nowness, my act flows away, “but I, the identity of my act, am ‘now’ and only ‘now’ and, in my being as an accomplisher [Vollzieher], am still now the accomplisher”  Here, “I, the presently actual ego, am the now-ego” [jetziges Ich]” (Ms. C 10, p. 16b, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 200).  


This reduction to my functioning in nowness is not just a reduction to myself as acting.  What it exhibits is, in fact, the functioning that is the basis of my acting, a functioning that occurs whether or not I explicitly act.  This is the underlying functioning of the living present.  The reduction, taken as a “radical limitation to the living present” reaches it by suspending the constitutive work of the retentional and protentional processes.  By bracketing their positing of past and future temporal positions, it reaches a living present that no longer appears as a point of passage of the future into the past.  When we limit our focus to this present, what we took to be the passing of time through it appears as a welling up in it.  This welling up is a functioning that continues even when we do not act.  It underlies our constituted being as a central ego.  As such, it is also this ego’s basis as “the identical pole of affections and actions” (Ms. C 3, p. 33b, March 1931; CMs, p. 42).
  It, thus, continues “even when the ego does not step forward in being affected or acting.”  Prior to this is its constitution as an ego capable of both.  This, however, requires the temporalization (the functioning) that results both in the ego pole and the affecting unities in relation to which the ego can be said to act.  


To see more precisely the relation of our acting to the functioning of the living present, we must observe that this functioning is essentially that which was diagrammatically represented by the vertical of Husserl’s time-diagram.  In the original diagram, the vertical extended only below the horizontal line representing extended, posited time.  Each of the points of the vertical below the topmost now-point expresses the result of  an increasing chain of retentions of retentions.  It is through such chains that distinct points in the past are posited.  The downward flow of the points anchoring these chains thus represents the flowing of the posited time-points into the past.  It, thus, represents the production of time in its flowing away.  As such, it is a schematic view of the primal functioning of temporalization.  In the 1930’s, this downward movement of retentions from the topmost now-point is described as a “letting loose” of such retentions.  In Husserl’s words, “At every level of temporalization, functioning is constantly primal functioning as the stationary present, but also as the letting loose [aus sich entlassen] of retentions—a letting loose that signifies the transformations of the ego as the ego’s ‘still’ functioning in streaming change that is constant change” (Ms. AV5, p. 6b, Jan. 1933).
  This “letting loose of retentions” is the “primal functioning” of temporalization, since it places in departing time what wells up in the now.  It also signifies the transformations (Abwandlungen) of the ego since its central nowness, the nowness of the primal impressional moment, is constantly lapsing into pastness and being renewed as now.  This renewal is a function of the fact that from the central ego’s perspective the streaming of time is a welling up in its nowness.  Its nowness as a constituted “nunc stans” is, in other words, stationary by virtue of being constantly renewed by the primal impressional occurring that is the origin of this welling up.  The constant lapse of this central nowness into pastness is both the ego’s transformation and the letting loose of retentions.  It, thus, represents on the egological level the functioning of temporalization.  


The relation of this functioning to the action of the ego is that the same letting loose of time is also a letting loose of the ego’s acts, i.e., a placing them in time.  In Husserl’s words, the ego’s “action is a letting loose from itself.  It is a primally welling, creative allowing to depart from itself of that which, itself, streams, namely, the acts (Ms. B III 9, p. 10b, Oct.-Dec., 1931).
  In another passage from the same manuscript, Husserl extends this description to include the protentional process.  He writes:

 An act, an egological activity is essentially a primally welling ‘I act.’  As primally welling, it is a stationary and remaining welling up.  In union with this, it is, however, also a streaming away in the continuous modification of the just past and, on the other side, simultaneously, a primally welling being-directed-ahead towards the just coming.  This whole primally welling streaming away and streaming towards of the coming is the unity of a stationary and remaining primal phenomenon, a stationary and remaining change, the primal phenomenon of my “I act.” (Ms. B III 9, p. 15a; Oct.-Dec. 1931).

Expressed in terms of the time diagram, what we have here is the extension of the vertical line above the horizontal.  The points of this extension are the endpoints of the protentional chains and, thus, represent the “just coming” moments of protended time.  Their downward moment signifies the advance of the time posited through such chains.  In terms of the ego’s constituted central nowness, this advance is experienced as a welling up of these anticipated moments, a welling up that occurs as they become now.  From the central ego’s perspective, this is experienced as “a primally welling being-directed-ahead towards the just coming.”  This, however, is a constituted perspective.  What is actually “primally welling” are the impressional moments whose appearing is the origin of time.  The ego, from its central nowness, interprets this welling as the “streaming towards of the coming” moments of time.  It does so on the basis of the passive generation or letting loose of protentions.  The same points can be made, with appropriate qualifications, about the “primally welling streaming away” of time’s moments.  Such streaming is also a constituted phenomenon, whose root is the letting loose of retentions.  


The point of such descriptions is that the ego’s action is both its own and that of the functioning of primal temporalization.  The reduction to the living present exhibits this functioning as based on the welling up of ever new primal impressions, impressions that are registered as new moments.  This registering is their primal appearing.  The constantly new appearing that results is the basis for new action by the constituted ego.  As I cited Husserl, the retention and protention of these appearing moments yields the temporal structure of the now that remains between the past and future, even as these times, in their moments, stream.  It, thus, yields the ego as a “fixed form” for such streaming.  On a constituted level, my action thus seems to originate from this fixed form, i.e., from the now that remains now in the stream of experiences.  From its perspective, affecting unities appear to affect me.  I am the one who reacts to them.  Yet on the non-constituted level, this action is that of primal temporalization.  It is a function of what Husserl calls the “non-ego” in its temporalization.   Action, here, has a dual character: its ground is pre-egological; its result is egological.  As Husserl expresses this, referring to “[t]he active ego, which as awake constantly performs acts and constantly has its passive making present and the [resulting] present as a field for activity”:

“Proceeding from the deepest ground, we, thus, have an essential duality of levels that we can designate as non-ego and ego.  We can designate it, on the one side, as the realm of non-active constituting association, as temporalization, and, on the other, as the realm of the activity that is directed to the temporalized unities.  This latter realm, as active, belongs to the primally streaming existents and is centered in the ego as the identical primal source of all action and all retaining springing from this” (Ms. B III 9, p. 14a, Oct.-Dec. 1931).
  

The result of the first level of passive temporalization is, in other words, the second, active level.  It, thus, makes us view the “passive making present” as if it proceeded from an egological source, i.e., as if it were “centered in the ego.”  Egologically regarded, my actions involve my intending some result.  Such intending, however, is based on the protentions that arise on the pre-egological level.  It depends on the passive temporalization that places them in coincidence, allowing them to merge into an intending that extends across time.


This passive basis does not mean that “I” do not determine my actions.  Phenomenological analysis is not reductive in the material, scientific sense.  It does not explain functioning by reducing it to the interactions occurring on a single level—e.g., those of “elementary” particles.  As was pointed out, the different levels of constitution have different senses of being.  A spatial-temporal object, for example, has a different ontological sense than the perspectives exhibiting it do.  The same holds here: the central ego, as constituted, is distinct from the constituting process and phenomena that allow it to appear.  Its constitution makes us view such processes as egological; but it does not  reduce the sense of being that is their result, a sense that includes the ego, to the ontological senses of the constituting processes and phenomena.  To put this in terms of the previous chapter is to note that such processes and phenomena are those of “absolute” consciousness.  The distinction of “the subjective” from “the objective” occurs through its processes of retention and protention.  In his doctrine of the ego, what Husserl is describing is the polarization (or centralization) of “the subjective” into an ego through these processes.  His point is that the constitution of “the subjective” necessarily involves a central point, that of the ego of affection and action.  The result, then, is that the coincidence and merging that was ascribed to the absolute consciousness in its apprehension of, say, a tone, is now ascribed to an ego.  The double intentionality of consciousness becomes that of its central point.  In Husserl’s words, 

The ego, as stationary, exists in the constancy of the welling, in which the primal phenomenal present with its primal welling point “exists”: There pertains to it the passive-temporalizing double continuity of the retentional intentionality that wells up from the primal welling point.  This, itself, exists as the constancy of the streaming and produces the continuous unity of coincidence and, as a prominence within this coincidence, the unity of the past tone: which is [produced as] a passive unity in the streaming. (Ms. B III 9, p. 51a, Oct-Dec. 1931).

Husserl asserts that this double continuity, which actually includes not just the retentional, but also the protentional intentionality of absolute consciousness, “exists as the constancy of the streaming” since it is through retentions and protentions that we have the constant “streaming away” and “streaming towards” of experience.  The double continuity now appears to pertain to an ego, which is, in fact, constituted by the same continuity.  The same holds for the coincidence and merging that result from the retentional and protentional processes.  In other words, the coincidence and merging that made the tone present to consciousness in Husserl’s earlier descriptions now appear as making it present to an ego.
  With this, we can speak of the affectivity of the tone and of the ego’s action in response.   

§5. The Transcendence and Anonymity of Functioning


Husserl’s account of the ego’s functioning allows us to give a phenomenological account of its anonymity.  For the neo-Kantian, Paul Natorp, such anonymity logically follows from the fact that “[t]o be an ego is not to be an object, but to be something opposed [gegenüber] to all objects” (see above, p. 134).  As such, it cannot be objectively grasped or named.  To understand the phenomenological genesis of this anonymity is to observe with Husserl that the functioning of temporalization, taken as the “letting loose” of retentions and protentions, constantly opens up a breach between the egological now and the time-points constituted through the protentional and retentional “transformations” of this now.  My “present,” he writes, “is lasting being as streaming, a streaming being-present that originally has constituted and always streamingly constitutes what is past and future.” 
 Given that what is past and future transcends me as a central now, I have say, with Husserl: “I exist in the streaming creation of transcendence, of self-transcendence, of [self-transcendent] being as self-pastness and self-futurity.”
  The “mode of being” in which I exist is, he adds, that “of a multiple, continuous transcendence of my primal-modal being as now.”
  Thus, the creation of my self-transcendence as past occurs because, as my present continuously becomes a new present, it “overflows to the just-past [überströmt ins Soeben] and this overflows to the just-past of this just-past, and so on” (Ms. C 7, 21b, July 9, 1932; CMs, p. 130).  The result is that “in the streaming, a self-transcending as the constitution of a past continually takes place.  In this [constitution], what was just now the actual present with all its momentary transcendencies undergoes a [retentional] modification.  As a new present, the modification has constituted the previous present as transcendent.  This happens again and again in the streaming” (Ms. C 7, 22a, July 9, 1932; CMs, p. 130).
  Since this modification is retentional and, hence, retains the previous contents, it presents consciousness to itself.  As Husserl puts this: 

“The [retentional] transformation of consciousness is present now [jetzt wirklich]; but in its transformed intentionality [as a retention], it makes the not-now present to consciousness.  The not-now transcends the now, in particular, it transcends the consciousness of the not-now.  Thus, the continuity of intentional modifications [which yield the sense of pastness] is a constant continuity in which one originally apprehends transcendence, and this transcendence is always consciousness.  It is always myself, not as the primordium that I am, but rather the primordium that I was” (Ms. C 7, p. 21a-b, July 9, 1932; CMs, p. 130).
  


Given this, we can see how a person can never objectively apprehend the primordium that he is.  Such an apprehension requires a synthesis of the experiences that transcend one as they flow away in time.  Grasping myself through my retained experiences, I, thus, apprehend myself not as the self that I am, but rather as the self that I was.  The self that I am must, therefore, remain objectively anonymous.  In Husserl’s words:

“the ego which is the counterpart (gegenüber) to everything is anonymous.  It is not its own counterpart as the house is my counterpart.  And yet I can turn my attention to myself.  But then this counterpart in which the ego comes forward along with everything which was its counterpart is again split.  The ego which comes forward as a counterpart and its counterpart [e.g., the house it was perceiving] are both counterparts to me.  Forthwith, I—the subject of this new counterpart—am anonymous” (Ms. C 2 I, pp. 2b-3a, Aug. 1931; CMs, p. 2).

This point follows since every object I grasp is already transcendent by virtue of the retained contents through which it is grasped.  As transcendent, it is other than what I am in my central nowness.  Thus, the phenomenological grounding of Natorp’s assertion of the anonymity of the ego follows from the fact that the constitution of the temporal transcendence that makes it anonymous is one with the constitution of the central ego as a point from which such transcendence is measured.  As 0-point, it can never stand against itself; it can never become its own counterpart.  

§6. The Coincidence of Egos in the Absolute


If the central ego or pole is objectively anonymous, do we have any phenomenological grounds for distinguishing it from other ego poles?  Can the evidence for it support such a supposition?  To properly answer this question, we have to take note of Husserl’s understanding of individual being.  Unlike many of his concepts, which developed throughout his career, Husserl’s conception of this is remarkably constant.  In the Logical Investigations, he asserts, “What is real is the individual …  Temporality, for us, is a sufficient characteristic of individuality.”
  A few years later, in the lectures on time consciousness, he writes, “Each individual object … continuously exists in time and is something identical in this continuous existence” (Pdiz, pp. 73-74; Br., p. 78).  This conception is repeated in the Bernau Manuscripts when he declares that time is “a necessary form of individual existence”
 and that all individual objects must be temporal objects.
  Again, in the C Manuscripts, we find the same position.  Thus, Husserl writes in 1934: “Temporalization, this is the constitution of existents in their temporal modalities.  An existent: a present existent with the past of the same existent, with the future coming to be of the same.  Thus, in an original sense, existent = original, concrete presence.  It is persisting presence which ‘includes,’ as non-independent components in the stream of presences, both past and future” (Ms. C 13, III, p. 31b, March 1934; CMs, p. 274).
  As he puts this in another manuscript from the same year, “Every concrete individual persists in time and is what it is because, constantly becoming, it passes from presence to presence” (Ms. E III 2, p. 2, 1934).
  


If individual being is what persists in time, then what does not so persist cannot be considered to be individual.  Thus, neither the retentions nor the protentions nor the momentary impressions that make up time-constituting consciousness can be termed “individual.”  As Husserl puts this in the lectures on time consciousness, “it makes no sense to speak of something that endures here … Time‑constituting phenomena, therefore, … are neither individual objects nor individual processes” (Pdiz, pp. 74-5, Br. pp. 78-79).  The same point holds for the living present understood as absolute consciousness.  As constitutive of time, it is distinct from the enduring, temporally-determinate objects that it constitutes.  This means that I cannot identify it with “my” or any other individual’s living present.  Husserl expresses this in terms of “the reduction to the living present,” which he defines as both “the most radical reduction to that subjectivity in which everything that is valid for me originally accomplishes itself” and as “the reduction to the sphere of primal temporalization, in which the first and primally welling sense of time comes forward—time as the living streaming present.” 
  He writes: 

When, in self-meditation, I go back to my living streaming present in its full concretion, where it is the primal ground and source for all the things now actually valid for me, it is not for me my living present as opposed to that of other humans, and it is not my present as that of an existent with a body and soul, i.e., that of a real human being (Ms. C 3, p. 3b, summer 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 186).

The point Husserl is making is not metaphysical, but rather strictly phenomenological.  At the level of the sheer non-constituted appearing of the living present, the evidence for positing individual being is simply not available.  

We can link this non-constituted appearing to the objective anonymity of the ego by observing that everything objectively present is constituted.  As such, it has flowed away from the ego over against which everything stands.  The latter is the anonymous ego that remains now at the center of the temporal field.  Thus, once we exclude the temporal transcendencies that make up the temporal field, we come to our point of coincidence with “the streaming living present” that does not stream in the “apartness of positions in what properly can be called time.”  This is our coincidence with the living present that streams only in the now and is not yet individualized into my or any other person’s living present (Ms. C 3, p. 4a, summer 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 187).   The same point can be expressed in terms of the ego understood as a temporal form: that of centering.  The form implies a center, which is individualized by the temporally determinate material it centers—i.e., the content-filled experiences of a particular life.  When, however, we strip the center of such centering, temporally determinate material, what remains is simply the “source-point” of a pre-objective, pre-individual and, hence, anonymous welling up.  

This source-point is not just the point of my coincidence with my functioning, pre-individual ground.  According to Husserl, it is also my coincidence with others: “My ‘coincidence’ with others on the primal constitutive level, my coincidence, so to speak, before there is constituted a world for myself and others as a common world and, ultimately as a world for all of us” (Ms. C 17, p. 84a, end of 1931; CMs, p. 435). 
  This coincidence can be understood phenomenologically by observing that to posit others as egos like oneself, one must posit them as also having an anonymous core, i.e., a point of contact with the pre-individual, pre-objective living present.  This is also the point of their mutual coincidence.  Such a point signifies that there is a level in egological being (i.e., in being as experiential centering) where one cannot yet engage in the positing that would allow one to speak of non-coincidence or apartness.  

What we confront here is, thus, another expression of Husserl’s position that the ego’s action is both its own and that of the non-extended streaming that supports it.  As Husserl expresses the relation of these two levels of his being: “My being in the living, non-extended primal temporalization, [understood] as the primal phenomenal stream of life, precedes my transcendental being as an identical being in transcendental life, in the extended form of immanent time”( B II 6, Hua 34: 174-5, summer 1930, italics added).
  If I include in my being the extended time of my experiences, I am an individual.  The same holds for my others.  They are individuals distinct from me by virtue of their distinct content-filled temporal streaming.  In Husserl’s words, “Every ego, whom I experience as other through originally representing him, has his unity and his streaming life, has his immanent-temporal streaming of his material-factual [sachlicher] temporalization; he has his primordial nature.”
  He, too, is individualized by his stream and, hence, there is no coincidence between us.  On the non-constituted level, however, it is another story.  As Husserl adds:

There is, nonetheless, community [of self and others]—the word “coincidence” has, unfortunately, the connotation of extended coincidence [Deckung in Extension], of association ... [The ego’s] life, its appearances, its temporalization have an immanent extension in the constituted stream-time, and so does everything materially, temporally constituted in the stream.  Everything which is temporalized, everything temporalized through the streaming appearances in the immanent temporal stream and, then, through the ‘external’ (spatial-temporal) appearances, has a unity of appearance [and hence] a temporal unity, a duration.  [But] the ego as a pole does not endure.  Therefore, also my ego and the other ego do not have any extensive distance in the community of our being with each other.  But also life, my temporalization, has no distance from [that of] the other. (Ms. C 16, p. 100a, May 1933; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 577).

The reason why these ego poles do not have any “distance” from each other is that, in their anonymous being as centers, such distances—both temporal and spatial—have not yet been constituted.  If we speak, as Husserl does, of their “coincidence,” this is not a coincidence of extended beings.  The coincidence is that of their identity with the non-extended source of their temporalization.  

It is in terms of such an identity that Husserl sometimes speaks of an “absolute ego.”   He writes, for example, that by performing the reduction, “we come to the never before presented, let alone systematically interpreted ‘primal phenomenon,’ in which everything has its origin that may in any sense be called a phenomenon.  This is the stationary-streaming self-present or the self-streaming, present absolute ego in its stationary-streaming life” (Ms. C 7, p. 38a, June 1932; CMs, p. 145).
 At other times, Husserl refers to this point of coincidence of ego poles (or centers) simply as the “absolute.”  In a manuscript from 1934, he uses this term when speaking about multiple levels of temporalization.  The initial level is that of “my stationary-streaming primal being.”  There next follows “my self-temporalized present in the temporalized time of my ego as the [central] present for my past and future.”  The next levels are intersubjective.  We have, “through repetition in empathy: the other stationary-streaming primordiality, the other self-temporalized present, past, etc. and the time of the [other] self as identical in these modalities.”  With this, there becomes possible “intersubjective synthesis, the constitution of a simultaneous present,” the end result being “the primal modality of temporal co-existence: All of us in an ontological community, in temporal apartness [zeitlichen Aussereinander], in temporalizing being in one another [zeitigenden Ineinander]” (Ms. C 1, September 21-22, 1934; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 668).  The “temporal apartness” referred to is the apartness of constituted time.  The  “temporalizing being in one another” is our non-apartness in the temporalizing primal or living present.  Now, the work of the reduction is to uncover the level of this non-apartness or coincidence.  As Husserl continues this passage: “Going back, there lies here a temporalization of temporalizations, a temporalization of the primal-temporalizing primordialities or an inner communion of the same.  Thus, one can speak of a lasting primal aliveness (of the primal present that is not a modality of time) as that of the totality of monads” (ibid.).  This primal aliveness is the absolute.  As Husserl’s adds: “The absolute itself is this universal primal present.  All time and world in every sense ‘lie’ in it.  [It is] actuality in the full worldly sense, the ‘present,’ itself streaming.…  This present, however, can only be accessed from my primal present through a regressive inquiry proceeding by way of world- and monadic-temporality” (ibid.).
 

This “absolute,” which appears in the late manuscripts, can be considered as Husserl’s final expression of the process of temporalization—the “absolute consciousness,” the “living present” and the “absolute ego” being its other expressions.  All these names point to an original process of non-constituted appearing, an appearing from which being, as persisting in time, comes to be constituted.  In describing the absolute, Husserl stresses its unity, which is that “of the ‘streaming living,’ the primordial present … that temporalizes and has temporalized everything that is anything.” He also positions “the absolute as the absolute human totality of monads” as the first of its levels.
  As another manuscript from the same period makes clear, the absolute is not the same as this totality of human subjects.  As individuals, monads are temporally limited.  The same holds for “humanities.”  They, too, are born and die.  One cannot, however, assert this of the pre-individual absolute, which is not temporally determinate.  Here, Husserl seems to feel that as long as there are sentient beings, the absolute expresses itself through them as a “stationary remaining form” of primal aliveness.
  Perhaps, Husserl’s clearest statement about the absolute in relation to the totality of monads occurs when he writes:

Time and world are, however, temporalized in the absolute that is the stationary-streaming now.  The absolute is nothing else than absolute temporalization, and even its interpretation as the absolute that I directly discover in my stationary streaming primordiality is the temporalization of this into something primally existing.  Thus, the absolute totality of monads or the total monadic primordiality is such only from [its] temporalization. (Ms. C 1, September 21-22, 1934; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 670).

The position of this passage is the same as those linking the different levels of our being to different levels of temporalization.  Here, Husserl asserts that the interpretation of the absolute as the “absolute temporalization” that is present in my “stationary streaming primordiality” is based on a prior temporalization.  I can interpret this absolute temporalization as my temporalization only if my primordiality is temporalized (or temporally constituted) as “something primally existing.”  This occurs both through the retentional and protentional processes that result in my being a temporal center and through the specific contents that such processes retain and protend, the contents, namely, that individualize the egological form of my centering.  The same holds, respectively, for all the other monads that I assume to be “like me” in that they, too, are concrete centers of given experiences.  Each of us and, hence, “the total monadic primordiality” is such through these processes of temporalization.  

By virtue of these processes, each of us can assert with Husserl “I am.  Time is constituted from me.”  Given, however, the pre-individual basis of temporalization, we can also immediately refer with him to “[t]he transcendental self-temporalization of the ego in the stationary, primal pre-present” (ibid., p. 667). 
  Both assertions, properly understood, are correct: I can assert both that time is constituted from me and that I am temporally constituted through the processes that arise in the primal pre-present.  The point is that their references are distinct.  The individual ego that is interpreted as the origin of time appears as such through a prior temporalization: its temporalization into “something primally existing”—i.e., into an ego that is distinct from its others.  The pre-egological, pre-individual origin of time is, however, not this individual being, but rather what Husserl in another manuscript calls its “surpassing being [übersein].”  My identity with the pre-individual absolute is a matter of this “surpassing being.” As Husserl defines this, “The ‘surpassing being’ of an ego is nothing more than a continuous, primordially-streaming constituting.  It is a constituting of various levels  of existents (or ‘worlds’)” (Ms. B IV 5, 1932 or 1933, Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 590).
  

§7. The Temporalization of the Ego


Husserl’s linking of the different levels of our being to different levels of temporalization sets the framework for his answer to the question raised above: namely, how can the ego be timeless and yet enter into time? (see p. 139).  According to Husserl, “[t]he ego in its most original originality is not in time” (Ms. C 10, p. 14a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 197).
  This is because, as “always now,” it is “super-temporal” (pp. 17b-18a; CMs, p. 202).
  In the words of the Bernau manuscripts, the “super-temporal ego” is “the identical pole for all experiences” and, hence, “is the pole for the temporal series [of such experiences].”  As such, it necessarily distinguishes itself from this series.  It is not, like the members of the series of experiences, itself in time (BM, p. 277).  Now, the key to seeing how this ego pole enters into time is Husserl’s identification of it with the anonymous central ego and, hence, with the living present in its pre-objective, pre-individual streaming.  The timelessness of this present does not prevent it from entering into time since, in its streaming, it is constantly temporalizing everything, including itself.  Thus, according to Husserl, “The primal stream of the living present is primal temporalization….  Times, objects, worlds in every sense ultimately have their origin in the primal streaming of the living present.”  This living present is, as we have seen, a level of our own egological being.  Accordingly, Husserl immediately adds that “times, objects, worlds” all have their origin “in the transcendental primal-ego [Ur-Ego] that has its primal living as a primally streaming making- and being-present” (Ms. C 2, p. 5a, beginning of Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 4).
  


The self-temporalization of this living present—i.e., of this primal (or ‘absolute’) ego—occurs through the generation of retentions and protentions of its original impressional appearing, which is that of a timeless welling up of impressions.  The retentional modifications transform this welling up into a streaming or welling away from the now.  The corresponding protentional modifications give it the sense of a welling up of what is streaming towards the now.  The result, according to Husserl, is my “first temporalization,” my temporalization as a primal ego of the streaming present.  In his words:

Originally, I exist as the ego of the streaming original present, to which already belongs an original transformation of the primally welling originality into its welling away.  In modifying this originality, [this transformation] creates the pre-form of representing, that of retention, and then in the opposite direction [creates] protention.  With this occurs my first self-temporalization … which as passive, as primally associative in the stationary streaming, temporalizes the stream that constitutes itself in its living and extended temporality with its temporal modalities of the present (the presentness of streaming), the past (the just past streaming) [and] the future.  It does this phase for phase, stretch for stretch and unendingly as a stream, and it [temporalizes] the whole of it as a concrete subjective temporality without beginning or end. (Ms. C 16, May 1932; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 355).

Thus, my first temporalization occurs through the retentional and protentional processes that make up the life of the living present.  These temporalize its non-temporal welling up, giving it extension in the apartness of time.  It becomes a streaming that will stream, that has just streamed, and, hence, between the two, one that is presently streaming.  The result is “a concrete subjective temporality,” one in which I find myself at the center.  My temporalization is, in other words, a function of the retentional and protentional processes that center and, hence, help define the anonymous welling up of the living present.  


This means that although I act “now and only now,” my acts, as part of the streaming, enter into time.  As Husserl puts this, there is a necessary distinction “in every act with regard to its original temporalization as an experience.”  On the one hand, there are “the genuine, primally-welling egological act-modes” (for example, the mode of “initiating an act”).  They “pertain to the functioning primal ego itself” and, as such, are not in time.  On the other hand, we have “the experiential impression or the experiential retentions and protentions” (Ms. C 10, p. 14a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 197).
  These impressional, retentional and protentional experiences, which are experiences of the act, are in time.  The reference, here, is not, to the timeless “letting loose” of retentions and protentions, but rather to the experiences that through this timeless process are fixed in retained or protended time.  It is their synthesis that gives us the act as an enduring process.  


The point can be put in terms of the “primal functioning” of the living present discussed above (p. 148).  Such timeless functioning is responsible for both the initiation (Einsatz) of an act and the retentional and protentional letting loose that places the act in time.  The functioning ego, the ego of the living present, thus acts and places itself in time as an actor.  As Husserl describes this,

The ego ‘itself’ is a retaining [behaltendes] ego in its continual action.  It, thus, does inherently have a kind of temporalization.  It does not let its mode of initiating [an act] simply slip away, rather it retains what it originally grasps, ‘persisting’ still in its grip, even as it, continually transformed, grasps the new.  The ‘still in possession’ modifies itself.  It implies egological modes of performance as a stream of modification (Ms. C 10, p. 14b, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 198).

This stream is that of retentional modifications.  The “still in possession” implies it, since it is through such modifications that the ego preserves its act of initiation.  This preservation is the consciousness of the same.  Since the retentional and protentional action that provides this consciousness also yields the ego as the center of consciousness and, hence, as the ego to whom things appear, they make the ego conscious of its acts.  The result, then, is that “[t]he ego has consciousness of the continuity of its performances … as its own, as the continuing action of the stationary and remaining ego.”  “This,” Husserl adds, “is only possible through the genuine material [sachliche] temporalization of the stream as a living self-constituting lower level and, thereby, through that continuous material [i.e., content-filled] temporalization of the egological performances.”  The result of this temporalization is that the ego “itself, in the hyletic- and the act-temporality, has its position in factual time.”  As the act continues, the ego has its “enduring being there and being active” (ibid., p. 17b).
  


Such statements, of course, only concern the constituted ego.  Each of us, can regard our past action and, hence, ourselves as having acted.  A retained stretch of action, once converted into a long-term memory, can be returned to again and again.  Our having acted becomes part of our history.  It is anything but anonymous.  This, however, does not apply to ourselves as functioning, that is, as acting in the living present.  Such functioning, Husserl insists, is necessarily anonymous.   This anonymity includes its temporality, which means that the beginnings of our acts (their being let loose) are not “in” time.  We cannot, therefore, take them as having a necessary temporal relation to a prior event.  This, it should be noted, has important implications for the phenomenological concept of freedom.  It implies that there is no causal relationship capable of being posited that would place an act in a necessary relation to some prior event, which could then be regarded  as its “cause.”  It is because of this that we interpret ourselves as capable of spontaneously initiating an action, that is, as “free.”  This interpretation does not have a metaphysical basis.  It is based, rather, on an acknowledgment that we cannot possess the phenomenological data needed to place the initiation of our acts in a causal framework.  

§8. The Passive Constitution of the Ego


 Husserl, as early as the second volume of the Ideas, asserts that the ego is “constituted as unity” in relation to the stream of experiences, which itself “is constituted as a unity in unending, immanent time” (Ideen II, p. 112).  Such a constitution means that egological action exists by virtue of a passive basis.  As the Cartesian Meditations expresses this, “anything built by activity necessarily presupposes, on the lowest level, a passivity that gives something beforehand.  Pursuing this, we encounter constitution through passive genesis” (CM, p. 112).  He adds, “Thanks to this passive synthesis, ... the ego always has an environment of objects” (ibid., p. 113).  It has objects to act upon.  In manuscript C 17, Husserl repeats this position and then, in an inserted sheet, reverses it.  The ego, rather than presupposing the passive temporalization of the stream, is asserted to engage in such temporalization.  If it does, then it cannot be constituted.  It is active from the start.  Since this text has caused such controversy, it would be well to examine it.


The manuscript’s discussion of passive temporalization begins on p. 63.  There Husserl asks, “What about the stream and its ‘passive intentionality,’ the passive ‘temporalization’ of a pre-time and a pre-being in this pre-time with the tracing out of ‘being-past, -present’ and -future’ ‘before’ having to grasp togetherness (‘co-existence’) and succession?”  He replies:

“Passive” signifies here without the action (Tun) of the ego.  Whether or not the ego is awake and is the acting ego, streaming occurs.  The stream does not exist by virtue of the action of the ego as if the ego aimed at actualizing the stream, as if the stream were actualized by an action.  The stream is not something done, not a “deed” in the widest sense.  Every action is itself “contained” in the universal stream of life, which is, thus, called the “life” of the ego ...” (Ms. C 17, pp. 63a-b, Aug.1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, pp. 179-180).
 

This “life” occurs in pre-time.  It engages in the “pre-temporalization” that yields the retentional and protentional experiences discussed above.  On this basis, it also engages in the subsequent layers of temporalization, e.g., those of enduring entities.  As Husserl describes it:  

“The absolute transcendental life [of the ego] … is the ceaseless pre-temporalization … In this pre-time there is constituted, in the ‘stream’ of this life, not just the pre-temporal unities (the experiences in their temporality as experiences); [there is not just] ‘constitution’ in the first sense, which pertains to consciousness in the first, pre-temporalizing sense; but also, in a new [founded] sense, there is also constituted all the levels of existents for the ego and also, correlatively, the ego itself” (ibid., pp. 65a-b; pp. 180-181).
  

Thus, not just the acts and objects of the ego, but also the ego itself—as a unitary temporal center—result from the passive temporalization of the stream.  Husserl’s position, then, is clear.  As he writes a year later: “The ego itself is constituted as a temporal unity.  As the stationary and remaining ego, it is an already acquired (and, in continual acquisition, a continually acquired) ontical unity: the identical ego of my temporal life” (Ms. C 17, Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 348, Sept. 20, 1931).
  


The denial of this position occurs in the context of the twofold intentionality it presupposes.  First we have “the pre-intentionality in which the streaming of the stream of experiences and the streaming life itself constitute themselves.”  This is the intentionality of the retentional and protentional chains, each member being a retention or a protention “of” the next.  Then, on this basis, we have “the intentionality of authentic intentions and acts in which—on the basis of the streaming life (of consciousness and unities of consciousness in the first sense)—there occurs the act-consciousness as the egological consciousness of something” (Ms. C 17, p. 65a; Aug. 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 180).
  This, in other words, is the intentionality that relates the already constituted ego to a constituted object.  In a sheet inserted at this point, Husserl denies this distinction.

After later clarifications (1932), I have become convinced that there are not two intentionalities in an authentic sense [im eigentlichen Sinn] and, thus, there is no pre-temporalization in an authentic sense.  The actual temporalization that is presupposed and executed in the evident temporal givenness of the experiential stream is that of the transcendental-phenomenologizing ego.  Because it originally executes this, it possesses the evidence of the temporality of experiences and, thus, is apodictic truth.  Temporality, either original or acquired, is just the accomplishment of the ego (ibid., 65b; p. 181).    

 No reason for the denial is given except a remark that follows his assertion that the ego is not always at work temporalizing its experiences.  As Husserl continues the above passage:

Naturally it is not the case that this temporalization of the experiences is always being executed.  As a transcendental pure temporalization that requires the transcendental-phenomenologizing ego, which is the ego that is active in the epoché, such temporalization is not always at work.  It is apparent that if the constant streaming inherently had, as streaming, an actual [wirkliche] intentionality, we would wind up in an infinite regress.  Human life in its human, mental temporality, which is part and parcel of world-temporality, is always already temporalized through activity (ibid.).
 

No further information is given about the regress that would occur if we did presuppose that the first intentionality were “genuine.”  One can, however, surmise that, like the earlier regresses of the Bernau Manuscripts, it pertains to an illegitimate employment of the schema.  If the constant streaming possessed “an actual intentionality” similar to that which the active ego possesses, it would involve both interpretations and contents-there-to-be-interpreted.  The presence of the intentional object would be the result of this interpretation.  This schema applied to the streaming would thus require the momentary retention to be mediated by an interpretation and contents-there-to-be-interpreted.  It would, in other words, be a constituted intentional object made present by interpreting the contents as contents of this retention.  Such contents, however, if they were to be intentionally present “in an authentic sense,” would demand a further application of the schema.  They would require their own representing contents, whose presence would require a further application of the schema, and so on indefinitely.  Another way of putting this is to say that if the “experiential retentions [Erlebnisretentionen]” are present as intentional objects, a prior temporalization is required to make them present as such.  The process of this temporalization, if it is to be objectively present, would require a prior temporalization, and so on indefinitely.
  It is, apparently, to avoid this that Husserl asserts: “The stream must, apriori, be constituted by the ego.” 


Having said this, however, he immediately begins to qualify this assertion.  He writes, “This temporalization is itself streaming; the streaming is always there beforehand [im Voraus].  But the ego is also there beforehand [im Voraus]; as an awake ego, transcendentally-phenomenologically awake, it is always the ego of consciousness” (Ms. C 17, p. 65b, Aug. 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 181).
  How can the streaming be temporally constituted by the ego, and yet be there “beforehand”?  The way it is there beforehand is in its containing the life of the ego, its actions, affections, retentions, etc.  In Husserl’s words, the ego’s life “is a universal life in the form of the stream. Its individual moments that achieve prominence are intentional experiences—that is, modes of egoity [Ichlichkeit], modes of activity in the widest sense, which also include affection, egological suffering and acting, egological action in the exact sense, and, further, the retentional modes of acting [Tuns], etc.” (ibid., p. 182).
  All these are included in the stream.  But if they are, how can the ego, whose modes of activity they are, be said to constitute the stream?  The measure of Husserl’s doubts on this point is seen when, apparently forgetting his initial denials of pre-intentionality and pre-temporalization, he adds: “With regard to the description of the streaming, we have the problem of the pre-intentionality and the pre-temporalization [of the streaming] as the self-temporalization of the lasting streaming into an authentic stream of experiences” (ibid.).
  The problem is that this self-temporalization is not-thematic, while the thematic, awake life of the ego is always already constituted.  In Husserl’s words, “To live thematically is to live wakefully as an ego; the theme is always already constituted; for the ego, it is something existing.  Hence, the primal stream as such, the streaming in its mode of experiential ‘being,’ is always non-thematic” (ibid., p. 183).  As non-thematic, however, how can its temporalization result from the awake, “transcendental-phenomenologizing ego”?
  


Such comments, at very least, make ambiguous Husserl’s initial denial of the pre-temporalization and pre-intentionality of the stream.  In fact, we find that in subsequent manuscripts he returns to his original doctrine that the ego is founded on the pre-egological streaming.  In 1933, for example, he writes: “The structural analysis of the original present (the stationary-living streaming) leads us to the structure of the ego and to the underlying levels of egoless streaming which constantly found it.  This streaming leads us back to the radically pre-egological through a consequent inquiry back to that which makes possible sedimented activity and to that which such activity presupposes" (Ms. E III 9, Sept. 1933; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 598).
 This return to his original position is not surprising given Husserl’s position that egological activity is both our own and that of the “absolute” or “primal” ego, both “egos” being alternative designations of the “absolute” that “ is nothing other than absolute temporalization.”  Given that the different levels of temporalization are correlated to different levels of our being, I can interpret this absolute temporalization as my temporalization once I am temporalized into a central ego.  Such temporalization makes the original temporalization appear as mine.  The point of this, however, is that I cannot really assert that “temporality, either original or acquired, is just the accomplishment of the ego” without noting the different references involved in the “original” versus “acquired” temporalization.  The first refers to the action of the living present, the “absolute” in Husserl’s later terminology.  The “ego” here is the point of my coincidence both with the absolute and all other egos.  Such temporalization is no more “mine” than the living present is.


This point can be put in terms of the regress that Husserl cites as a reason for asserting that all temporalization is egological.  The solution to the regress is the same as that given in the lectures on internal time consciousness and the Bernau Manuscripts (see above, pp. 87, 99).  It is to limit the schema to the realm of constituted appearing.  On the original level of temporal constitution, we find those time-constituting phenomena whose being is their appearing.  Like the dying away of a retention, they are simply present.  This level of ultimate, irreducible appearing is both pre-egological and egological.  Pre-egologically, it is part of the “absolute streaming” that results in the centering of time.  Egologically, it is part of our background awareness, the awareness we have even when we are not specifically active, i.e., do not specifically engage in constitution as an “awake” ego.  Of course, we can turn our attention to it.  We can attend to the dying away; we can also be aware of the increasing protentional “presence” of that which is not yet present.  We can do this before we interpret these non-constituted phenomena as the appearing of the streaming away and the streaming towards us of temporally positioned objects.  It is because we can do this that Husserl has to assert that the streaming is always there beforehand [im Voraus], i.e., always present before constitution.  


This solution to the regress is, thus, the solution to the question I originally raised with regard to Husserl’s insistence on the functioning ego’s anonymity: the question “How can a “nameless” ego be a subject for phenomenology? (see above, p. 139).  As Husserl now puts this question: “How can I speak of a primal phenomenal being … that is anonymous?  How are we to understand this anonymity and the anonymity of the ego itself, which we exhibit as the pole of acts? … how can we at all justify a method that makes us appropriate this primal-ego, this primal phenomenal sphere so that we can designate it at all as primal phenomenal” i.e., as primally appearing?  His answer is to assert that “this primal phenomenal being, understood as the living present, is originally apprehended, is a field of original bestowals, original perceptions regarding everything in it” (Ms. C 2, pp. 10b-11a, Oct. 9, 1931; CMs, p. 7).
  Husserl’s confidence in this assertion is based on the fact that the anonymous ego is simply the point of my coincidence the living present in its pre-objective, pre-individual streaming.  It is this coincidence that allows him in the above passage to refer to it as a “primal phenomenal being,” a “primal ego,” and a “pole of acts.”  We are pre-objectively aware of the streaming that forms its life.  It is always already there “in advance” of us, ready to be turned to and examined as an ultimate realm of appearing.  

Chapter 5 

The Extension of the Temporal Field

My account of Husserl’s investigations of time consciousness has, thus far, been limited to the field of consciousness and, in the previous chapter, to its constituted focus—i.e.,  to the individual ego understood as a subject to whom the world appears or, equivalently, to the ego that “has” consciousness.  With this chapter, I shall begin to broaden this perspective, shifting from the temporality of consciousness to that of its objects.  The arc of the discussion will move from the temporality of individual objects, to that of states of affairs, to that of public, intersubjectively available objects.  It also will involve a brief discussion of secondary or long-term memory insofar as it contributes to such temporality.

§1. Temporality and Individualization.


For Husserl, any discussion of temporalization must begin with the primal impression or sensation.  In his words, “The primal impression is the absolutely unmodified; it is the primal source for all further consciousness and being.”  It is such, since “the now point itself has to be defined through the original sensation” (Pdiz, p. 67; Br. p. 70).  Contrary to the position of some recent works on Husserl’s theory of temporality, most notably those of Kortooms (2002) and Rodemeyer (2006), Husserl never abandons this stress on the primal impression, i.e., on the material of sensation or “hyle” (the Greek word for “material”).  Twenty-five years later, he still asserts, “When we speak of a primal impressional core (in a formal sense, of material, of hyle), we obviously come to the deepest level … to the hyle in the sense of the Ideen, as the core of the ‘data of sensation’” (Ms. C 4, p. 8b, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 99).
  On the one hand, this hyle is externally provided.  In Husserl’s words, “The primal hyle in its own temporalization is, so to speak, the core of the concrete present, a core that is foreign to the ego” (Ms. C 6, p. 4b, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 110).
 On the other hand, as part of the core, this external material is really—i.e., immanently—present in the perceptual experience.  In Husserl’s words, “In the streaming experience, which is called perception, there comes forward the phase-by-phase changing impressional moment as really [reel] belonging to it” (Ms. B III 9, p. 55b, 1931).
  Husserl can call this impressional moment or material both “foreign” and “really belonging” to the perceptual experience since, while it is integral to this experience, it is not something generated by it.  It is integral to it since its presence manifests itself as the primal appearing that founds the perceptual experience.  To call this immanent content “foreign” signifies, then, that appearing is foreign.  It is such because it is not produced by consciousness.  In an appendix to the lectures on time consciousness, Husserl writes: “The primal impression … itself is not produced; it does not arise as something produced but through genesis spontanea; it is primal generation…. Consciousness is nothing without impression” (Pdiz, p. 100; Br. p. 106).  The last point follows since the primal appearing of such impressions gives consciousness its initial content.  The spontaneous generation referred to here is that of the impressional appearing that is irreducible to anything else.


  According to Husserl, this impressional appearing is also an individualization.  He introduces this point by writing, “The content of the primal impression is what is signified by the word “now,” when this is taken in the strictest sense.  Every new now is the content of a new primal impression” (Pdiz, p. 67; Br. p. 70).
   To call the “now” the content of the primal impression signifies something more than saying that the primal impression gives the now its specific material content.  Given that the now is the presence of the impression, the impression, we can say, defines the now by individuating it.  As Husserl continues his description: 

Ever new primal impressions continuously flash forth with ever new matter, now the same, now changing. What distinguishes primal impression from primal impression is the individualizing moment of the original temporal impression, which is fundamentally distinct from the quality and other material moments of the content of sensation. The moment of the original temporal position is naturally nothing for itself.  Individuation is nothing in addition to what has individuation.”  (Pdiz, p. 67; Br. p. 70).   

Thus, over and beyond the particular sensuous content of the impression—the content that forms its “material” moment—we have its “individualizing moment.”  Even if the material content of a stretch of impressions is the same, their individualizing moments differ.  The impressional contents that, by definition, we register as now have in them a principle (or “moment”) of individualization that allows them to be posited as contents occupying distinct temporal positions.  To call the now the content of the impression has, then, an existential as well as a material sense.
  It signifies the individualization of presence into something there now.  

Behind this individualization is the complete originality of the impressional appearing.  As was earlier noted, it makes no sense to apply the schema to such appearing.  It is not an appearing based on contents interpreted as “representatives” of something else.  We cannot distinguish a content from its appearing since, on the primal level, the content directly appears and this, in such an immediate fashion, that we have to say that the content is its appearing.  In other words, since the now, “in the strictest sense,” is the impressional content’s appearing, we can say with Husserl, “the content of the primal impression is what is signified by the word ‘now.’”  This sui generis appearing as now is, by definition, completely individual.  As completely original, it cannot be related to anything else.  It is not common, but the primitive basis for all commonalities.  It is, we can say, individual, not in the sense of already being an individual thing or object, which, as such, would possess commonalities with other such things (commonalities springing from their constitution).  It is, rather, individual by being the root of all individual positing.

For Husserl, this signifies that this appearing as now provides the anchor, the individual point of attachment for the retentional chain that positions the content in a definite point of time.  In his words, “Every actual now produces a new time point, because it produces a new object or rather a new object-point that, in the flow of [retentional] modifications, is held on to as one and the same object-point” (Pdiz, p. 66; Br. 68, translation modified).  In the continuing succession of new nows, “what is at issue,” Husserl adds, “is not ‘newness’ as such, but rather a constant moment of individuation in which the temporal position has its origin.” (ibid., translation modified).  This means that even though the impressional content does not change with the new now, “the same sensation now and in another now is differentiated.  It has a phenomenological difference that corresponds to the absolute temporal position” (ibid., translation modified).  The Bernau Manuscripts repeat this position.  The individual difference of time points has its origin in the now-positing or appearing.  In his words, “Every new positing (the now-positing) posits its content in the form of a new time-point.  This means that the individual difference of time-points is the correlate of a certain primal foundation by means of a mode of givenness,” namely, the givenness of a content as now (BM, p. 291).  This holds, Husserl adds, even if the impressional content, say that of a sounding tone, remains the same throughout the flow of consciousness: “In this flow, the essentially identical content is apprehended as always different, as ‘new,’ as constantly other, even though it is apprehended in terms of its ‘content’ as the same.”  The reason why “the specifically same content is apprehended as ‘factual,’ as different in existing, as individually constantly other” is that it is presented in an ever new now (ibid.).  As Husserl sums up his position:

This is the origin of individuality, of factuality, of the difference in existence.  The most original having or grasping of a content as a fact … is accomplished in the actuality of the original presentation [Präsentation] and is accomplished in the consciousness of the original presence of the content. It is apprehended in the mode of now as a now-content, and it is apprehended in this mode as an individual, a singular with this content; the first and most radical character of individual existence comes forward in the form of being-now (ibid.).

What we have here is, of course, just the origin of individuality.  The being-now (Jetz-Sein) achieves the actual individuality of a definite time-point by being held fast by a retentional chain.  In Husserl’s words: “Every time-point constitutes itself as the unity of the emergence and sinking back of an originally given now through the endless continuity of retentions, and what is valid of the time-point also holds of every duration.  Everything that exists … is identical in the flow of the transformations of the present to the past in a continual [retentional] shading off” (BM, pp. 294-5).
  Thus, first we have the impressional appearing, then its retentional fixing in a series of time points.  Since every point “in” time has a point prior to and subsequent to it, we have to add here the action of the protentional chains.  As we have seen, every time-point fixed in the past is preserved with its protentional references. 

Insofar as the contents of these content-filled time-points can be interpreted as forming perspectival patterns, individuality also achieves a spatial character.  This “being-here,” as Husserl notes, presupposes the “being-now” of the individual (ibid., p. 292).  Together they form the tode ti, the “this-here” of an individual object.  Such an object, Husserl writes, “presupposes an ego with its living present and its actual body (or 0-point of orientation).”  The possibility of its “here and now” presupposes, he continues, “a universal pure possibility, that of the hypothesis of an ego as such (or a plurality [of egos]) and a ‘nature’ in relation to it” (ibid., p. 300).  This statement follows since the retentional and protentional processes that fix the original appearing in time also yield the central ego, i.e., in the subject to whom temporally situated objects appear.  Such objects, in perspectivally exhibiting themselves, result in a “0-point of [their] orientation,” that is, the “here” of an embodied subject.  The two possibilities of individualization are, thus, correlated.  The “here and now” of an individual object is matched by the “here and now” of the subject.  

§2. The temporality of states of affairs


When we come to speak of states of affairs, such as “the book is on the table,” individuality, in a certain sense, falls away.  The assertion can be validly made at different times and by different people so long as the relation it expresses obtains.  Its truth does not express an individualizing nowness, but rather transcends the particular expressions of it.  How is this possible?  Husserl writes that “the presentation [Darstellung] or appearing of the state of affairs is a presentation, not in a genuine, but rather in a derived sense.”  It is a presentation derived from the “genuine” or “straightforward” presentations of the individual objects, e.g., the “book” and the “table.”  As such, it has only a mediated relation to the individualizing nowness of these objects.  The same holds for the state of affairs that is presented.  As Husserl continues: “The state of affairs, properly speaking, is not something temporal either; it exists for a specific time but is not itself something in time as a thing or process [Vorgang] is. Time‑consciousness and presentation [in the straightforward sense] do not pertain to the state of affairs as such but to the things composing it” (Pdiz, p. 97; Br. 103, translation modified).  In other words, while the objects that found the state of affairs are in time, and hence, distinct individuals, the state of affairs relating them is not temporal or individual in the same way.  The reason for this is that the relation is constitutively distinct from the things related.  As Husserl writes in the Bernau Manuscripts, “The individual constitutes itself in time, it endures through it …. In its original constitution, the individual state of affairs presupposes the constitution of the individual.  And precisely this results clearly in another temporality for the state of affairs.”  Because its constitution is founded on the constitution of the objects, it relates it loses their temporal “originality,” their being now that anchors their temporal individuality (BM, p. 322).  


How does this happen?  Why isn’t the temporal individuality of the founding objects passed on to the state of affairs that expresses their relation?  The answer can be found in the Logical Investigations’s account of the presentation of a state of affairs.  According to Husserl, “the moment of synthesis” that connects the objects into a state of affairs “does not establish any direct connection between the representing contents pertaining to the founding acts,” i.e., the perceptual acts directed to the founding objects.  Rather, this synthetic moment “connects and is founded in what the [founding] acts are and contain in addition to their representing contents” (LU, 4:702).  This is the interpretative character of the underlying perceptual acts.  It is the “interpretation” (Auffassung) that makes the contents “representing” by taking them as contents of some object.  In the Investigations, Husserl calls this character the “intentional matter” of an act.  He defines it as “that aspect in an act which first gives it reference to an object.”  It is “the sense of [its] objective interpretation,” its “interpretative sense [Auffassungssinn]” (LU, 3:429-30).  It is precisely this “matter” that the moment of synthesis connects.  In Husserl’s words, “in all circumstances it connects their intentional materials and is in a true sense founded on them” (LU, 4:704).  To take an example, suppose we present to ourselves the state of affairs, “A is a part of B.”  Founding this are the perceptions of A and B.  Now, according to Husserl, the interpretative intention of the perception directed to B includes as part of itself the interpretative intention of the perception directed to A.  The partial coincidence of the two interpretations is itself interpreted as representing the connection that is expressed by the assertion “A is a part of B” (see ibid., 4:705).  


The loss of temporal “originality” that occurs in this constitution is a function of the fact that such partial coincidence of interpretative intentions or “intentional matters” can occur again and again in any number of contexts.   We can, for example, repeatedly return to the same objects and experience the partial coincidence of the interpretative intentions of the perceptions directed to them.  Interpreting this, we can reconfirm the state of affairs that A is part of B.  The thought that one is part of the other is thus not tied to a specific presentation and, hence, not tied to the individualizing nowness of the sensuous presence of A and B.  Here, of course, memory plays its part.  Remembering the original state of affairs, we see that it is the same as the one that we are presently confirming.  We can do so repeatedly.  As transcending in its identity the particular times of its confirmation, the state of affairs thus achieves an “ideal” objectivity, which, while tied to the specific sensuous data of the underlying objects, is no longer temporally determinate in the way that they are.  As Husserl describes this process: 

It is possible ‘at any time’ for me to consider [mir vornehme] the hyletic data, to represent them again and to then accomplish the thought [Denken] in an ‘evident’ analysis.  I then have the state of affairs that ‘comes forward’ [vortritt] as pertaining to the data.  The state of affairs is an ‘ideal’ objectivity, but one that, in a uniquely individual manner, ‘pertains’ to the hyletic data.  Such data are, indeed, what they are as ‘ideal’ possibilities of identifying memory (BM, p. 324). 

It should be noted that even this tie to the hyletic data can be generalized.  This happens because we can “accomplish the thought” that “A is part of B” not just for the same but also for similar objects, asserting, for example, “the trunk is part of the tree.”  

We can, thus, dispense entirely with the relation to particular sensuous contents—e.g., those of “this” particular tree.  As this example indicates, what anchors the identity of our assertion is not the sensuous (“representing”) contents pertaining to a given object, but rather the partial coincidence of our acts’ interpretative intentions.  This is what is repeatedly the same.


This analysis has an important implication for the functioning of language.  According to Husserl, what our descriptive language expresses is not the sensuous contents of our perceptions, which are essentially private, but rather their interpretative intentions.  For example, the word “box” does not designate particular sensuous contents since we can use it to name a given box as we turn it, shifting the contents through which it appears.  Similarly, the parent or caregiver who teaches a child this word necessarily views the box from a different side and, hence, experiences different sensuous contents than the child does.  Subjectively regarded, what the word refers to is the interpretative intention (or “interpretative sense”) that gives our different acts their reference to the object.  This is the same.  Objectively regarded, the word refers to the result of this intention, i.e.,  the one object that we are claiming to see in the different perceptual acts.  The word, we can say, stands for this perceptual referent.  It indicates it in the sense of being a linguistic sign standing in place of the intersubjective referent of our different perceptions.  Since this identical referent is distinct from our private sensuous contents, each of us can use the word with the same sense.  Each of us can express what we see by asserting the primitive state of affairs: “this is a box.”  Doing so, we interpret the coincidence of our interpretative intentions as we grasp the box as itself first from one side and then another.  This coincidence occurs because the interpretative intention is the same in all the different acts.  Again and again, we take the pattern of perceptions that exhibits the box as having a single referent.  The same analysis holds for the linguistic expressions of more complex states of affairs, such as “A is part of B.”  Once again, the interpretative intention is a founded one.  It “interprets” the relation of the interpretations of the founding perceptions, which in this case involves only a partial coincidence.  

The above can be put in terms of Mohanty’s description of the ideality of meanings.  The claim that “meanings are ideal entities” attempts, he writes, “to capture an essential moment of our experience of … meanings.”  Three things characterize it: “first, discourse, and more so logical discourse requires that meanings retain an identity in the midst of varying contexts; secondly, meanings can be communicated from one person to another, and in that sense can be shared; further, in different speech acts and in different contexts, the same speaker or different speakers can always return to the same meaning.”
  According to Husserl, the reason why this identity can be communicated, shared and returned to in different contexts is that it is founded “on what is universal in the objectifying acts.”  This means that its origin is a “function that is essentially bound to the generic elements of the objectifying acts" (LU, 4:704).  These generic elements are the act’s interpretative intentions.  Their partial coincidence, which the linguistic meaning expresses in our example, “A is part of B,” is universal in the sense that it is not tied to the specific contents of the underlying acts.  Such contents, as private, i.e., as limited to the individual experiencer, cannot be shared.  Since they are individualized and made temporally determinate in the nowness of their appearing, they cannot be returned to.  They are, hence, incommunicable.  What can be communicated is that which is common, which is our interpretation of the perceptual intentions that give such contents their reference to the object.  The interpretation that is based on their complete coincidence is what we express in the communicable assertion, “this is x.”

This position affects how we understand the ideality of  the propositional meaning.  In the Logical Investigations, this ideality is asserted to be that of a one-in-many or a species.  Husserl writes: “The genuine identity [of a meaning] that we are asserting is none other than the identity of the species.  As such, and only as such, can it embrace in a unity … and as an ideal unity, the dispersed multiplicity of individual singulars.”  These individual singulars are, he adds, the “act-moments of meaning, the meaning-intentions” of the “varied acts of meaning” (LU, 3:105-6).  This assertion that the individual instances of a meaning are the “meaning intentions” indicates that the propositional meaning in the first instance designates a function: namely, the referring function carried out by the various “acts of meaning” through their “meaning-intentions.”  The ideality of meaning is, then, an ideality of this referring function.  To call it “ideal” is to assert that this function can remain the same in the shifting contexts of linguistic expressions.  Preserving its identity, it can be communi​cated.  The individual “act moment of meaning” that exemplifies it can be continually reactivated allowing us to return to the same reference as communicated through the same linguistic expression.

In a late work, The Origin of Geometry, Husserl completes this description of the idealization—and, hence, the timelessness—of meanings by describing their intersubjective constitution. The constitution begins with an individual presentation of some state of affairs.  As a real act, the experience with its “self-evidence” passes.  It thus “results in no persisting acquisition at all.”  One can, of course, recall the presentation and compare it with a present experience having the same reference.  When we do, there can arise, in Husserl’s words, “the self-evidence of identity: what has now been realized in original fashion is [identified as] the same as what was previously self-evident” (Krisis, p. 370).
  This identification can occur again and again with new acts of presentation and recollection.  The ideality that is here grasped is, however, only intrasubjective.  It is not yet ideal as a functioning propositional meaning.  To move to ideality in the sense of a super-temporal structure that is there for everyone, we need a linguistic community.  In the “reciprocal linguistic understanding” that defines such a community, “the product of one subject can be actively understood by the others” (p. 371.).  Such others can take a person’s words and re-enact the presentational experience they express.  One person can experience the same self-evidence that an other person claims for his act.  With this, a new experience of identity is constituted.  By virtue of our mutual understanding, there arises “the self-evident consciousness of the identity of the mental structure in the productions of” auditor and speaker.  This can happen repeatedly between different individuals.  In the resulting “chain of understanding ... what is self-evident turns up as the same” again and again (ibid.).  It achieves, in other words, the status of an ideality.  As Husserl writes, it “becomes an object of consciousness, not as a [particular mental] likeness, but as the one structure common to all” (ibid.).  The final stage in the constitution of the ideality of this structure, which involves individual meaning-intentions and their founded interpretation, comes through its expression in written language.  Writing, Husserl observes, “makes communication possible without immediate or mediate personal address.”  Freed from the presence of the original author or auditor, a written text is, in Husserl’s phrase, “communication become virtual” (ibid.).   All that it requires is the capacity to reactivate the interpretative intentions that its words express.  For Husserl, this capacity “belongs originally to every human being as a speaking being” (ibid.).  Given this capacity and given the persistence of the written text, the meanings it expresses achieve the “persisting existence of ‘ideal objects’”—an existence that transcends individual speakers and knowers (ibid.).  The propositional meanings have the super-temporal availability of a text waiting to be read and reactivated in an individual mind.

§3. Recollection’s Effect on Temporality


According to The Origin of Geometry, the intrasubjective ideality of a meaning depends upon our ability to repeatedly recall the experience that originally presented it.  By contrast, its intersubjective ideality requires that we “take into consideration the function of empathy and fellow mankind as a community of empathy and language” (Krisis, p. 370).  Before turning to the consideration of such empathy, we must, at least in passing, consider Husserl’s account of memory (Wiedererinnerung).  To distinguish this longer term recall from retention, I shall follow Brough’s practice of calling it “recollection.”  

As Husserl observes, “recollection can occur in different forms.”  It can occur in “a simple grasping, as when a memory ‘rises to the surface’ and we look at what is remembered in a flash.”  Here, its presence is that of an image.  Alternately, we can run through a remembered event, reliving its details as they originally unfolded.  In this case, as Husserl writes, “we execute a memory that actually does reproduce and repeat, a memory in which the temporal object is completely built up afresh in a continuum of re‑presentations and in which we perceive it again, as it were—but only ‘as it were.’”  The “as it were” quality points to the fact that recollection does not present originally, but rather re-presents.  In its detailed form, it re-produces the process of the original perceptual experience.  In Husserl’s words,  here, “[t]he whole process is a re‑presentational modification of the perceptual process with all of the latter’s phases and stages right down to and including the retentions: but everything has the index of reproductive modification” (Pdiz, p. 37; Br. p. 39).  What distinguishes the recollective from the perceptual process is the presence of an actual impressional now in the latter.  In recollection, “[t]his now is not ‘perceived’—that is, given itself—but represented” (ibid., p. 41; Br. p. 42).  Recollection represents a now that is not impressionally present.  Retention, of course, also presents a now that is not impressionally given.  The difference is that retention or “primary memory” presents this past now originally.  As such, it is a form of perception.  In Husserl’s words, “if we call perception the act in which all ‘origin’ lies, the act that constitutes originally, then primary memory is perception. For only in primary memory do we see what is past, only in it does the past become constituted—and constituted presentatively, not re‑presentatively” (ibid., p. 41; Br. p. 43).  The point is that recollection (or secondary memory) is distinguished from retention (or primary memory) insofar as it plays no role in the original perception.  To originally perceive a temporally extended object, we must have retention.  Recollection, by contrast, is a reproduction of the perceptual process, which, in the actual reliving of an experience, includes a reproduction of its primary memories.
 

Husserl does not explain how we actually engage in this reproduction.  It is not, like short term memory, with its retentions of retentions, broken down into a more elementary process.  He does, however, note a number of features that distinguish it from short term memory.  The first is that, unlike the original retentional process, which necessarily proceeds at a fixed rate, the reproductive process can be speeded up.  As dependent on our being “affected” by the primordial impressions, the original perceptual process is marked by a certain passivity.  Its reproduction (or representation) has, by contrast, a certain freedom.  In Husserl’s words, 

“The original appearing and the flowing away of the running-off modes in the appearing is something fixed, something of which we are conscious through ‘affection,’ at which we can only look.... Representing, on the other hand, is something free, a free running through: we can carry out the re-presentation ‘more quickly’ or ‘more slowly,’ more distinctly and explicitly or more confusedly, in a single lightening-like strike or in articulated steps” (Pdiz. p. 48; Br. p. 49-50).

The freedom of recollection includes our ability to remember the same event again and again.  Thus, having originally experienced a succession A and then B, I can “‘repeat’ the consciousness of this succession; I [can] re‑present it to myself memorially. I ‘can’ do this and do it ‘as often as I choose.’ A priori the re‑presentation of an experience lies within the domain of my ‘freedom’” (ibid., p. 42; Br. p. 44).  By contrast, the original intuitive perception occurs only once.  In Husserl’s words, “I can relive the present, but it cannot be given again” (ibid., p. 43; Br. p. 45).  It is, then, “only past durations” that are subject to this repeated recall, “only past durations that I can actually intuit, identify, and possess objectively as the identical object of many acts” (ibid.).   The basis for this identification is  the coincidence of the reproduced.  As with retention, we have “a peculiar coinciding in the unity of one consciousness: a successive coinciding” in which the identical elements shine through (ibid., p. 44; Br. p. 46).  


This ability to possess objectively a past duration gives us a first sense of objective time.  Time appears as that which stands against us as something we can return to again and again.  Thus, according to Husserl, “only in recollection can I repeatedly have an identical temporal object.”  This object is a constituted “unity produced in certain possible identifying coincidences of recollections.”  The same holds for the objective time in which this object occurs.  Here, “each point presents an objective time‑point that can be identified again and again, and the extent of time is made up out of nothing but objective points and is itself identifiable again and again. (Pdiz, p. 108; Br. p. 113).  To move beyond this objective duration to the objective time in which it is placed (a time   that stretches to the present), another aspect of recollection must be taken into account, namely, the special way it grasps the past as past.  This involves the past’s being positioned in a temporal context.  In Husserl’s words, “Recollection … posits what is reproduced and in this positing gives it a position in relation to the actually present now and to the sphere of the original temporal field to which the recollection itself belongs” (ibid., p. 51; Br. p. 53).  In other words, the sense of pastness of the recollected now involves its reference to the before and after of its surrounding temporal field and through the latter, ultimately, to the present now.  

Originally such references were a matter of the retentions and protentions of the original perceptual experience.  The reproduction of this experience does not just renew these memorially.  It also places them in a context in which what they retain and protend can also be made the focus of our recollection.  This recollected context is one where these references are fulfilled.  As Husserl puts this with regard to protention: 

Every process that constitutes its object originally is animated by protentions that emptily constitute what is coming as coming, that catch it and bring it toward fulfillment. However, the recollective process does not merely renew these protentions memorially. They are not only there in the process of catching what is coming; they have also caught it. They have been fulfilled, and we are conscious of this in the recollection. (Pdiz, pp. 52-53; Br. p. 54).  

In other words, all the perceptual process’s original intentions to what was coming are now set in a context in which we can know their success or failure.  We can explore this context by going forward in our memories, proceeding “towards the future of what is recollected.”  As we do so this, the “fixed” horizon of this recollected future “becomes richer and more vital … filled with ever new recollected events” as we advance in our memories towards the future.  The same holds for the retentional references of the recollected now.  In Husserl’s words, “Every temporal point that has receded into the past can be made—and made repeatedly—through reproductive memory the 0-point of a temporal intuition” (Pdiz. p. 70; Br. p. 72, translation modified).  It can become the central now of a temporal field made up of a retained past and a protended future.  We can also repeatedly take a point in the past of this field and make it our new 0-point.  Focusing on this, “the reproduction yields … a further going back into the past, etc.” (Pdiz. p. 70; Br. p. 72).  Since every move is capable of being repeated, we have “a fixed chain of connected objectivities that are identified over and over again” (ibid., p. 70; Br. p. 73).  Given that the same repetition is possible as we advance towards the future, every stretch of recollected time achieves its status “as an extent within the one and only objective time” (ibid., p. 71; Br. p. 73).  It becomes part of the time that is objective in its availability as “there” to be returned to again and again.


The above analysis points to, but does not quite capture the specific sense of the pastness of the recollected now.  Husserl asks, “how does the reproduced now happen to re‑present a past? … How does the reference to something past that can be given originally only in the form of the ‘just past’ come about?” (Pdiz, p. 51; Br. p. 53).  One sense of the pastness of the reproduced now comes from the possibility of making it coincide with the retained now.  We can recall a temporally extended object that we still hold fast in retention.  The identification of the retained and the recollected object gives the latter the sense of pastness that the original fading imparts to the retained object.  This, however, is only peripheral to the sense of pastness that is specific to recollection.  It follows from the fact that the recollected object is always set in a context that we can explore.  Specifically, the protentions that originally animate its perceptual process are, in the memorial reproduction of this process, such that we already know their success or failure.  As I cited Husserl above, “They are not only there in the process of catching what is coming; they have also caught it. They have been fulfilled, and we are conscious of this in the recollection.”  This consciousness, rather than, say, any vividness, distinguishes the recollected from the perceptual process.
  In Husserl’s words, the difference is that “[t]he fulfillment in the recollective consciousness is re‑fulfillment (precisely in the modification that belongs to memorial positing) (Pdiz, pp. 52-53; Br. p. 54).  Thus, in an original perception, we have a certain openness in the protentional horizon.  Our expectations are such precisely because we cannot yet confirm them.  All this is lacking in the recollected experience.  We know what is coming.  A sense of déjà vu attaches to the reproduced.  


It is this sense of fulfillment’s being a re-fulfillment that allows us to distinguish memory from phantasy.  According to Husserl, every conceivable time “is subject to the requirement that it must exist as an extent within the one and only objective time if one is going to be able to think of it as actual time (that is, as the time of some temporal object)” (Pdiz, p. 71; Br. p. 73).  Thus, if we are to take it as actual, it must come with a set of references to what preceded and followed it.  Phantasy does not, per se, have these references.  If I imagine myself standing before the door of a cathedral, I am free to imagine what would follow if I entered the cathedral.  What follows has no sense of a re-fulfillment, of déjà vu.  The evidence of memory, however, involves this sense.  Thus, standing before the door, I can validate that it is the same door I remembered because the protentions implicit in the memory can be perceptually re-fulfilled by walking through the door.  This follows because I do not just remember the door but also what was on the other side.  The memory of the door comes with a certain set of anticipations.  When I walk  through the door and see that these are re-confirmed, I take my memory as justifying itself.

§4. Intersubjective Temporality


Our sense of objectivity does not just come from our ability to reconfirm our memories.  Generally speaking, when we doubt whether something we see is there, we ask others if they see what we do.  As I cited Husserl, we “take into consideration the function of empathy and fellow mankind as a community of empathy and language” (Krisis, p. 370).  By virtue of such linguistically communicable empathy, the ideality of objective time is not just that of an intrasubjective identity that can be returned to again and again.  It achieves an intersubjective character, becoming an identity for multiple subjects as the objective time of a common, objective world.  As Aristotle shows, this objective status involves translating temporal relations to spatial ones—those obtaining, for example, between positions on a sundial or a watch.  Thus transformed, they become publicly available objects, part of the world we share in common (see above, p. 22).   The phenomenological question here concerns the evidence for this common world.  I cannot look through another person’s eyes.  I cannot share his perceptual consciousness, which is built up of his impressions, his long and short term memories, his anticipations and interpretations.  If I could, our two consciousnesses would merge.  He would not be another person.  Given this, the question is how I can know that “my objective perception and his, my actual and possible experience of the world and his are noetically and noematically connected.”  What backs up my assumption that “my constituted time and his … coexist through being coincident”? (Ms. C 17, end of Sept. 1931; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 331). 


These remarks of Husserl, which I have cited as questions, are actually assertions.  Their basis is his belief that in the living present there exists an empathy that puts us into contact with others.  Thus, having made these assertions, he asks: “How is this to be understood?”  He replies: “My living, primal modal present contains my empathy.  This represents the other’s living present in my living present” (ibid.).  This means, he writes: 

I discover that ‘in my now, I experience the Other’ and his now.  I discover my now and his now are existing in one, my appearances and his, what appears to me as valid for me and his [as valid for him], but both as the same.  Thereby, in the same experience, this other has his ‘externally’ appearing temporal extension as his continuing ob-jective present.  He possesses it in coincidence with my enduring appearance [to him] and the enduring appearance of the other [to me] that is tied to this, coinciding with it point for point (ibid., p. 332).

The result of this experience is a certain “primal empathy.”  This is not “the empathy that is explicating,” but rather “a primal intentionality inherent in the manifestation of a continuity with others, which, like the temporalizing merging, is continually mediated as ad-presenting” (Ms. C 17, p. 84b; end of 1931; CMs, p. 437).
  The point of such remarks is not to assert that our experiences are the same.  What we confront here is another version of the position that, on a certain level, egos are in coincidence.  This is the level of their identity with the non-extended source of their temporalization (see above, p. 158).  It is by virtue of this pre-individual source that their temporizations are the same.  This means, according to Husserl, that they do not just share a now, but also share in the passive process of temporalization that issues from it.  The resulting structures, both noematic and noetic, are thus the same and, with this, the general structures of the temporally constituted world are also the same.  This, we can say, is the justification of the late manuscripts for Husserl’s earlier assertion: 

My passivity stands in connection [Konnex] with the passivity of all others: One and the same thing‑world is constituted for us, one and the same time [is constituted] as objective time such that through this, my Now and the Now of every other—and thus his life‑present (with all imminences) and my life‑present—are objectively "simultaneous." Accordingly, my objectively experienced and ratified locations and the locations of every other share the same locality; they are the same locations, and these are indices for ordering my and others’ phenomenal systems, not as separated orders, but coordinated orders in "the same time." (Ms. B III 10, 1921; Analysen zur passiven Synthesis, p. 343).

Husserl’s claim is clear: We have a common world, one with publicly available objects like clocks, because the passive processes of our temporalization are synchronized.  The basis for the connection of these passive processes is the commonality of the source of our temporalization.  Such commonality is not ex post facto.  It is, rather, prior to the individuals that share common features.  Its basis is a constitutive level responsible for individuality, one, which as prior to it, cannot be claimed as “mine” by any individual.  The evidence for this claim is, therefore, the whole analysis of the living present carried out in the late manuscripts.  

Husserl, in defining “primal empathy,” remarks that our “continuity with others … is continually mediated as ad-presenting”—i.e., as presenting something in addition.  This points to the fact that because I can never directly experience another’s consciousness, I must do this appresentatively.  The reason for this has already been indicated.  Were a direct experience of the other possible, our two consciousnesses would merge.  As defined by the same perceptual experiences, memories and anticipations, our central egos would be the same.  There is, however, a more fundamental level of our identification.  This concerns our being before we are defined by our experience—i.e., it concerns our identity with the source of temporalization.  While this level is experienceable, such experience cannot reveal the other since the level is prior to the distinction of self and other.  To function in the apprehension of the other, this level of our identification must be mediated appresentatively.  How is this possible?  


To answer this question, we have to see how appresentation functions in the apprehension of the other.  Appresentation is an intending of the presence of one thing on the basis of the presence of another.  Thus, when I see a chair, my intention to it includes what I do not see, namely its back side.  Now, for Husserl, the appresentation that functions in our grasp of another person is a form of “pairing.”  This requires for its basis two similarly appearing objects.  Here, “two data are intuitively given and ... they phenomenologically establish a unity of similarity; thus, they are always constituted as a pair.”  Such constitution means that the sense which is intuitively present in one of them can serve as a basis for the co-intending of the same sense with regard to the other.  As Husserl expresses this, the thought of one member “awakens” that of the other.  There is, then, an “intentional overreaching,” one that results in the “intentional overlapping of each with the sense of the other” (CM, p. 142).  Husserl calls pairing a primal form of association, one that allows us to associatively match appearances with behaviors.  Suppose, for example, that we repeatedly experience a connection between a person’s appearance—his style of dress, etc.—and  a certain form of behavior.  When we encounter another person similarly dressed, we may “pair” him with the first individual.  On the basis of a “unity of similarity,” there then may occur an associative transfer of sense.  In harmony with our first example, we expect the second to behave in a certain way.  Here, the presence of a given style of appearance makes us co-intend the presence of the expected behavior.  Thus, having always seen persons delivering the mail dress in a certain way, when we see someone similarly attired approach our door, we expect a similar pattern of behavior.  When we do so, we engage in what Husserl calls an “analogizing apperception.”  As the root term “analogy” indicates, this is essentially a process whereby consciousness spontaneously acts to set up a proportion.  The intuitively given data that are constituted as a pair form the first two members of the proportion.  An objective sense attached to the first of these gives us a third member.  As for the fourth term, it is not immediately given.  It is an objective sense of the second which is associatively determined by the other three members.  Thus, when data are paired through a recognition of their given similarity, any additional sense that is attributed to the first is transferred associatively to the second.  This process goes on more or less continuously.  In Husserl’s words, “Each everyday experience involves an analogizing transfer of an originally established sense to a new case, with its anticipative interpretation of the object as possessing a similar sense” (CM, p. 141).


According to Husserl, our appresentative grasp of the other involves this analogizing transfer.  The intuitively given data that are paired are my own and the other’s bodily appearing—such appearing including the totality of our behavior.  A third term is my sense of myself, as an ego or subject, controlling my behavior.  The body conceived as bearing this objective sense is understood as an “animate organism”—Leib.  As for the fourth term in this proportion, the other’s ego as controlling his behavior, it is not and cannot be given immediately to me.  As Husserl observes, the fact that the other physically appears “does not prevent us from admitting that neither the other ego himself, nor his experience—appearances to him—nor anything that pertains to his own essence becomes originally given in our experience” (CM, p. 139).  The other’s ego thus stands as an X, as an unknown in our proportion.  This, however, does not prevent the phenomenon of pairing from occurring and, on this basis, the transfer of the sense “animate organism” to the other in his bodily appearing.  With this, the other’s ego becomes appresentatively grasped as a subject “like myself”—as an ego acting through his body (See CM, p. 143).  The transfer that establishes this grasp continues as long as its evidential basis remains intact, that is, as I can continue to pair the appearing behavior of the other with my own behavior.  As Husserl puts this, “The experienced animate organism of the other continues to manifest itself as actually an animate organism solely through its continually harmonious behavior ... The organism is experienced as a pseudo-organism precisely when it does not agree in its behavior” (CM, p. 144).  “Harmonious,” here, means harmonious with my own behavior.  The other’s actions must “agree” with this in order to establish the similarity necessary for pairing.  In Husserl’s words, the other’s ego is “determined as thus governing his body (and, in a familiar way, constantly confirms this) only insofar as the whole stylistic form of the sensible processes that are primordially perceivable by me must correspond to what is known in type from my own governing my body” (CM, p. 148).
  


The difficulty with this account involves this evidential basis.  I can easily make an associative transfer between two similarly dressed individuals—say, mailmen.  The behavior I have experienced in the first, I expect will continue in the second.  If the second has simply donned his uniform as a disguise, then his behavior, I assume, will ultimately reveal the fact.  Here, both appearing individuals are objectively present to me.  Both are external objects.  This, however, is not the case in the associative transfer involved in my appresentative grasp of the other as a subject like myself.  The appearing of my body to myself is not like the appearing of the other’s body.  My body is always experienced as here.  It is present to me as embodying the 0-point of my spatial orientation.  I experience its behavior as immediately subject to the control of my will.  If I move, I feel the kinesthetic sensations that even with my eyes closed allow me to judge its position.  If I touch it, I feel the double sensation of touching and being touched.  This is what establishes the limits of my body.  What is not my body does not give me the sensation of being touched when I touch it.  To appeal to the image of oneself in a mirror—i.e.,  to pair this with the appearing of the other—is no help here.  As Husserl makes clear, no other sense faculty can substitute for touch in my sense of my body as “mine.”  Take for example sight.  I can regard my body in a mirror, but as Husserl notes, “I do not see my body, the way I touch myself.  What I call the seen body is not something seeing which is seen, the way my body as touched is something touching which is touched.”  What is lacking here is “the phenomenon of double sensation” in which each hand feels the other as touched—i.e., as an object—and feels itself as touching—i.e., as a subject (Ideen II, p. 155).  Since sight lacks this, when I look at myself in a mirror, “I do not see the seeing eye as seeing.”  The eye that regards me from the mirror is experienced as an object.  It is like the eye of an other person and, hence, my seeing it does not give me a first person experience of its seeing me (ibid., p. 155, n. 1).  To have this I would have to experience its seeing as my seeing.  Touch does this since the hand that is touched also feels its being touched.  Thus, the sensations of the touched hand point back to the touching hand as touching.  By contrast, the eye that I regard in the mirror is like the inanimate objects that I touch.  I feel their properties, but I do not feel them feeling me.
If Husserl is correct in this analysis, then the analogizing transfer must fail.  I cannot really fill in the fourth proportional, the other’s ego as controlling his behavior, on the basis of the similarity of our bodily appearing and the sense I have of controlling my own behavior.  Some other basis for the appresentation has to be assumed.  The suggestion of the late manuscripts is that this is provided by our experience of the pre-individual living present—the “Absolute”—that is the source of our temporalization.  I can take the other’s appearing behavior as similar to mine by seeing it as flowing from a subject similar to mine.  The basis of our similarity as subjects is the pre-individual source of our constitutive activity.  What I appresentatively transfer to the other is my relation to this source, which, as pre-individual, is also common to him.  There are in this analogy only three terms.  The same source is related to me as a constituting subject as it is to him as a constituting subject.  Insofar as I experience the source and myself as constituting, I have the terms that allow me to transfer to him the sense of constituting as I do.  This sense involves his self-presence as a central ego, one that is defined by a centering environment in relation to which he directs his behavior.  The basis of the transfer is then the “primal empathy” mentioned above.  This is not “the empathy that is explicating,” that is, the empathy that explicates the other’s behavior according to “what is known in type from my own governing of my body.”  It is something presupposed by this.  This is the source of such governance.  I can bridge the gap between the appearing of the other’s body and the appearing of my own only by presupposing a common source for the functioning that animates both. *


One way to express this point is in terms of the goal of Husserl’s analysis of intersubjectivity.  It is that of explicating the constitution of a common world.  This is a world where “my objective perception and his, my actual and possible experience of the world and his are noetically and noematically connected” (Ms. C 17, end of Sept. 1931; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 331).  As the Cartesian Meditations defines it, this common world exists as “an ideal correlate of an intersubjective experience which has been carried out and, ideally, could continuously be carried out in a harmonious manner.”  This means that it is “essentially related ... to the constituting intersubjectivity whose individual subjects are equipped with mutually corresponding and harmonious constitutive systems.”  It presupposes “a harmony of the monads”—i.e., individual subjects.  More precisely expressed, it requires “a harmony in the genesis that is occurring in the individuals” (CM, p. 138).  But as Sartre points out, the account of explicating empathy given in the Cartesian Meditations does not reach the level of such constitutive genesis.  Even if we grant its descriptions with regard to pairing and the transfer of sense, we establish only a “parallelism of empirical egos” (Being and Nothingness, p. 316).
  In other words, granting that pairing occurs on the basis of similarity, the fact that the first term of the pair is a body interpreted as an animate (or “psychophysical”) organism means that the second term must also be regarded as such.  As Schutz expresses Sartre’s point:

The appresenting term of the coupling is not my transcendental ego, but my own self-given life as a psychophysical I ... And what is appresented by this pairing is first the object in the outer world interpreted as the body of another human being, which as such indicates the mental life of the Other—the Other, however, still as a mundane psychophysical unity within the world, as a fellow man, therefore, and not as a transcendental ego. (“Sartre’s theory of the Other Ego” p. 197).

To view the ego as transcendental is to consider it as constituting; to view it as a worldly or embodied ego is to consider it as constituted.  The pairing of two embodied egos is, then, the pairing of two constituted formations.  As such, it presupposes the deeper transcendental level which results in these two.  This is the level of the passive genesis, i.e., the pre-individual functioning that results in the central ego whose uniqueness is a matter of the specific contents of its experience.  


The suggestion of the late manuscripts is that the analysis of the living present provides the evidence for this deeper level.  As such, it fills in the gap in the descriptive account of the Cartesian Meditations.  In spite of the imperfect match in the appearing of the other and my self-appearing, there is a basis for their pairing, one that is provided by this deeper level.  This can be put in terms of the fact that the account assumes that similar behavior demonstrates similar constitutive systems.  The presupposition here is that such behavior is directed towards the constituted world, i.e., towards its constituted objects and senses.  Given this, a subject that does not behave as I do cannot be recognized as a subject like me, i.e., as a transcendental subject constituting in harmony with me.  In fact, he cannot be recognized as a subject at all.  This is because the transfer of sense that first establishes him as a subject cannot be made.  Thus, I can never recognize another person who is truly other.  All the others that I do recognize as subjects must constitute and, hence, behave as I do.  They must already be participants in an intersubjective world taken as a world of shared meanings.  If this is correct, then the transfer of sense (or, equivalently, the world of shared meanings established by this transfer) is not something whose legitimacy can be tested by behavior.  It is something by which we test behavior.  We presuppose a world of shared meanings in our attempt to recognize the other as a subject through his behavior.  When we take the account of the Cartesian Meditations as establishing a transcendental, as opposed to an embodied ego, there is, then, a certain circularity present in its descriptions: its criterion for the sharing of meanings is the harmoniousness of behavior; its criterion for this last is the sharing of meanings.  Thus, it is on the basis of the sense I make of the world and which, I assume, all subjects must share if they are to be genuine subjects, that I evaluate the behavior of others, i.e., judge if they are actual subjects.  Given this, I cannot use this behavior to validate our sharing these senses.  To break this circularity, I need some independent evidence that we do share meanings, i.e., that we have harmonious constitutive systems generating such meanings.  One can see the late manuscripts as providing this evidence as they trace the process of constitution to the pre-individual level.  They suggest that the “explicating empathy” described by the Cartesian Meditations presupposes the “primal empathy” that flows from our “continuity with others.”  The ultimate basis for our evaluation of the behavior of others is this continuity in the living present.  It provides the ground for the assertion that the constitutive systems that result in a surrounding world (and, hence, in an ego to whom the world appears) must be harmonious.  

§5. Rodemeyer’s Account of Intersubjective Temporality


I cannot conclude this account without mentioning Lanei Rodemeyer’s solution to the problem of the Cartesian Mediations.  In her recent work, Intersubjective Temporality (Springer, 2006), she also observes that its transfer of sense must fail since “my experience of my own body is nothing like my experience of another person’s body, and thus this ‘natural’ similarity between the two bodies would never be automatically given.”  This means that there must be some other basis for the transfer—“some kind of primordial experience on the basis of which I can analogize, pair, mirror and/or apperceive the other as a consciousness being similar to myself” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 163).  This is provided by the experience of the other’s consciousness that Sartre describes in his account of “The Look.”  As Rodemeyer relates this: “Even if the other subject does not look at me directly … her regard of the world de-centralizes my own constitution of the world so that necessarily, I no longer am the center of the world.  The world is hers as well … the look of the other makes me into an object in [her] world.”  My sense of this is my being affected by the other.  My experience of the other regarding me shows me that “the other subject affects me through her constituting activity”—i.e., through the constitutive activity involved in her perceiving and judging me.  This means, she adds, “A specific, unperceived ‘angle’ of her being calls for constitution, and thus it is appresented” (167).  Rodemeyer’s strategy is clear.  In her own words, it is to take “the criticism of Husserl’s comparison of our bodies as the basis of intersubjective recognition … as a launching pad for acknowledging the affectivity of the other’s consciousness” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 192).  


The obvious questions that arise here are: How are we to understand such affectivity?  What allows us to grasp it?  Her claim is that our ability to do so arises from protention.  In her reading of Husserl, protention is not just a process in which “the style of the past becomes projected into the future” (BM, p. 38).  Protention actually opens us up to the new.  In her words, “protention is the openness in temporalizing consciousness that goes beyond its own fulfillment” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 152).  It is this going beyond that permits affectivity.  As she states her premise, “An object can only call me to it if consciousness is able to apperceive beyond that which is in focus” (ibid., p. 158).  This possibility is provided by protention: “Protention reaches forward to constitute objects, and then gives us the opportunity to feel the pull of these objects as they are constituted.”  Doing so, it “exceeds” the “constituting activity of the living present … by being open to the affectivity of objects that are not in focus” (p. 160).  Although she does not go into the details of how it does this, her claim is clear: In its anticipatory openness, “protention forms the bridge between my consciousness and the other’s.”  It does so because “protention makes possible the affectivity of another consciousness which calls me to constitute it as other” (189).  


As Rodemeyer admits, the protention she has in mind is not Husserl’s “near protention,” but rather what she calls “far protention.”  This involves “futural typification and constitution” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 170).  What she has in mind is an openness to the other that is informed by certain typicalities that we originally experienced in our own consciousness.  This is why she pairs what she calls “far protention” with “far retention,” taking each as the inverse of the other.  While far protention looks forward to “futural typicalities,” far retention maintains “the general ‘memories’ that contribute to our every recognition of identities and types” (182).  Its role in apperception is to project these general memories onto what we perceive.  It does this by “taking the familiarity of a current presentation, linking it to similar experiences in the past, and projecting these possibilities based on past experience into the appresentations and apperceptions” (189).
  In the appresentation of the other, this projection involves the typicalities of my own self-experience.  Here, it “brings my own experience of myself as active consciousness connected with this body… into my protending activity which is taking me beyond my immediate present into the horizons of the other subject” (192).  Summing up, Rodemeyer’s account is that through far protention I become aware of the other as affecting me and through far retention I explicate this.  The result is “the ‘automatic’ constitution of other subjects as others” (190).


As ingenuous as this account is, it is hard to evaluate it from a strictly Husserlian perspective.  As Rodemeyer admits, “far protention … is not a notion that Husserl ever considered” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 161).  As for “far retention,” it is not clear that Husserl employs it in the sense she uses.  The term Fernretention occurs neither in the lectures on time consciousness nor in the Bernau Manuscripts.   It is also absent in the C-manuscripts, except for one passing mention of “der schon leergewordenen ferneren Retention”—i.e., the retention that has sunk down so far that it has become empty of any distinguishable content (Ms. C 3, p. 63b, Oct. 1931; CMs, p. 72).  In the passage from the Analysis of Passive Synthesis that Rodemeyer cites in reference to her use of the term, Husserl is concerned with how our present perceptions of things provoke the memories of similar things to rise to the surface—in his words, “how we are to understand the fact that the present retrieves the distant, submerged past through similarity.”  His answer is that what we retain has an affective force upon us, but such “affective force is necessarily decreased with the submersion” or sinking down of the retained.  “[F]inally,” he remarks, “everything that is retentional turns into the undifferentiated unity of the distant retention [Fernretention] of the one distant horizon, which extinguishes all differentiations.”  With this, the affective force that maintains an item in retention also vanishes.  He then theorizes that this “distant horizon, the horizon of the distant retention that is already dead, can be reawakened” by a present event that transfers its affective force to it, a force that could propagate itself to similar retained events.  The affective force they acquire turns our attention to them, giving us a tendency to call them to mind.  In his words,

a stimulating force issuing from the present can go into the horizon [of the submerged retention] … and can effect a prominence in it. This prominence is then propagated further according to the awakening force itself that issues from the awakened element, for example, from the force of the awakened obscure memory of a lecture in a series of similar lectures. This retentional awakening, then, functions in such a way that it brings with it a tendency toward remembering that could then be realized in an actually occurring remembering (APS, pp. 288-89).

In the next chapter, I will take up the relation between association and affection.  For the present, however, one thing is clear.  Husserl is not asserting that we are remembering “general memories” or typicalities.  As the context makes clear, he is trying to find out how a set of specific memories can be associatively reawakened.   His suggestion is that “far retention” can be seen as a kind of intermediary between present perception and recollection.  It forms a bridge between them because of the relation of retention and perception to affection.  

Rodemeyer attempts to move from this account to her concept of far retention by focusing on the fact that the retained becomes less and less differentiated as it sinks down.  In her words, “Differences between specific experiences disappear in far retention as similar experiences become grouped together into general memories … [W]hen these ‘memories’ arise through association with our current experiences, they … give us general expectations about the experiences we face now, because of their similarities with the current situation” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 94).  To accept this reading, we would have to take the “shrinking together” and “loss of detail,” which occurs as the retentional process continues, as resulting in generalization.  This equation of vagueness with generality would, however, have to be independently argued for.  

We also need more argumentation (or, rather, phenomenological analysis) with regard to the relation of far protention to far retention.  For Husserl, protention is what projects the past forward as we anticipate on the basis of our past experience.  In his words, “The running off of the retentional branches … works on the protention, determining its content, tracing out its sense.”  The result is an appearing “motivation” (BM, p. 38).  Insofar as this motivation is informed by retention, it is not, by definition, open to the new.  For Rodemeyer, by contrast, protention is open to the new, to the other.  As such, it “makes possible the affectivity of another consciousness which calls me to constitute it as other.”  This does not mean that it is not informed by far retention.  Her assertion is that “the retained consciousness as my own is linked with protention’s openness to the other, so that I can appreciate both the similarity and the openness of the other” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 189).  The question here is how protention can both be informed by retention and exceed it.  How can it be “the openness in temporalizing consciousness that goes beyond its own fulfillment,” such fulfillment being determined by its retentional basis (p. 152)?  

A further question concerns what she means by “the affectivity of another consciousness.”  Are we to take this literally in the sense of our possessing sensuous “affecting contents” that originate in our exposure to the other?  Should we also take them as contents-there-to-be-interpreted by our protentional intention to the other?  Given Rodemeyer’s critique of the schema, this is hardly possible.  Besides, the status of these contents is highly problematical.  If they do exist, they must pertain to “my originary affective experience of another consciousness.”  Yet, as Rodemeyer admits “this content is not any direct apprehension of the other’s consciousness or her experiencing acts” (190).  It cannot be, since, as she writes, “I cannot have the other’s consciousness directly, or else she would be me.”  How then does the affectation arise?  From my experience of the other’s body?  Is this its origin?  Rodemeyer simply asserts: “I am affected by her consciousness along with her body, and this becomes the content for my primordial foundation of intersubjective experience” (191).  Unfortunately, no further explanation of this “along with” is provided.  Given her statement that “my experience of my own living body, ‘from the inside,’ as it were, is essentially different from my experience of another person’s living body ‘from the outside’” (164), we are left wondering: what is this experience of the other’s body that would allow me to take the other as a subject like myself?  If we take it as an experience of the other seeing us, this, as I cited Husserl, is very different from our experience of ourselves as engaging in perception (see above, p. 198).   


Given Lanei Rodemeyer’s admission, “[w]e have clearly taken Husserl beyond his own realm,” it does seem unfair to criticize her for not following Husserl or for using his terms in a different way (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 194).   The questions I have raised in reviewing her position do, however, point out what is missing in my own account of Husserl’s theory of temporalization.  Among the most striking is the origin of protention’s directedness to what is coming.  Why do we anticipate on the basis of what we experience?  What is the basis for the essential future directedness of consciousness?  Is there a sense in which protention does “go beyond its own fulfillment”—i.e., proceed beyond what past experience led it to expect?  As we shall see, these questions relate to the affectivity of consciousness—the very affectivity that maintains retention and provokes protention.  Husserl’s pursuing them will ultimately lead us to a surprising reversal, one where we come to understand temporalization as a bodily function.   

Chapter 6 

The Tendency Towards the  Future

 
It is now time to return to the question of why we anticipate.  Husserl, as I noted, follows Hume in observing that we anticipate on the basis of past experience.  Having frequently observed a succession, we anticipate “the continuance of the sequence in the same style” (BM, p. 13).  For example, having repeatedly experienced the sequence of two elements, A, B, the occurrence of A leads by association to the thought of the accompanying B.  This thought is experienced as an anticipation of B’s arising.  All of this is clear, but does not answer the question why this occurs?  Not all association is future directed.  There must be some additional element that pulls our consciousness towards the future, i.e., gives it a protentional reference.  This question can be put in terms of our retained experience.  The Bernau Manuscripts tell us that the protentional tendency of our present experience is itself retained.  Thus, our retained experience has an inherent protentional reference.  This, however, does not tell us what the origin of this reference is, i.e., what accounts for the forward thrust of our present experience.  The issue of this origin concerns not static, but rather genetic analysis.  Statically, a retained experience, insofar as it has sunk down, implies the experiences that intervene between itself and the now.  The further past implies the less past experience.  Thus, statically, it is the very pastness of the past experience that makes it point to the future.  Genetically, however, the question is that of the drive, the push towards the future that underlies this logical implication.  Why does the process of temporalization, which results in contents becoming past, include a thrust towards acquiring new contents?

§1. Affectivity and Constitution


An initial answer to these questions can be found in Husserl’s description of the affectivity of experience in his Analyses of Passive Synthesis.  But to understand it, we need to first consider two possible relations of affectivity to constitution.  At issue is whether affectivity is prior or posterior to constitution.  Is it, in other words, a condition or a result of our constitutive activity?  Husserl defines “affection” as “the conscious stimulus [Reiz], the unique pull [Zug] that an apprehended object exercises on the ego.  This is a pull [or tension], which relaxes in the turning of the ego [to the object] and which continues in the striving ... to more closely observe the object” (APS, pp. 148-49).
  The relation of this pull to sensory contents is initially drawn when Husserl distinguishes between “actual affection and a tendency to affection.”  The latter is a “potentiality for affection” that is “rooted” in the contents themselves.   This tendency arises because “sense data (and data in general) send immediate affective rays of force to the ego-pole, but they do not reach it in their weakness; they do not actually become an awakening stimulus for it” (ibid., 149).  Only in their merging—which allows them to achieve a contrast to their background, i.e., exhibit what Husserl calls a “prominence’’—do they actually affect the ego.  As Husserl puts this: “affection presupposes prominence … prominence through the merging of contents with regard to [the production of a] contrast [with the background]” (ibid.).  

Since merging is part of constitution, this implies that constitution must first occur for the ego to experience affection.  Thus, Lanei Rodemeyer, arguing against the idea that “constitution is dependent on affection” writes that “the object must be already constituted—albeit passively—in order to affect the ego” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 160).  Husserl, at least initially, supports this interpretation when he distinguishes two types of merging: “a ) unconditionally necessary merging, which in rigid lawfulness occurs under any circumstances … and b) mergings, formation of unities, which occur through affection” (APS, pp. 159-60).  The first are those that are generated by the temporal processes.  They are a function of the retentional and protentional transformations of consciousness that place consciousness in coincidence with itself, thereby allowing its contents to merge.  In Husserl’s words, “the unconditionally necessary mergings” are “those that the fixed form of the living field of presence brings about constitutively” (ibid., p. 160).  This, he suggests, would  imply “that affection, even if it is at some level ubiquitous, could play no special role in the formation of unities” (p. 159).  Constitution could occur without it.  So could temporalization.  As Husserl links the two, “just as the original [temporal] streaming in immanence cannot be a special accomplishment of affection … the same must hold with regard to the hyle.”  The contents of sensation must merge “without any contribution (Leistung) by affection” (p. 160).
  As these statements make clear, the position here enunciated is that first we have the automatic process of merging through the ongoing process of temporal constitution; then we have the affecting unities that arise from this merging.  Given that the ego only notices what affects it, this initial process of merging must be passive.  It is, as Rodemeyer claims, a part of the passive constitution of the affecting object. 

In spite of the apparent definitiveness of Husserl’s assertions, this account is only a hypothesis.  In presenting it, he writes, “Let’s see if such a theory can be maintained” (APS, p. 160).
  Against it, there is the view that “the formation of unities, the actual formation of individual, self-existing data and groups [of data] depends on … the factor of affection” (ibid., p. 152).  The question, here, is whether “the actual arising of such unities does not itself depend on affection and association” (p. 153).  Or, as he also asks: “Do not affection and association first make possible the constitution of self-existing objects?”  As Husserl admits, “These are questions difficult to answer” (ibid.).  In fact, given that the ego seems to notice only what affects it, it seems that we are dealing with a “phenomenology of the so-called unconscious” (p. 154).  To throw some light on this, Husserl considers the example of a noise growing louder and louder until it breaks into our consciousness.  As the sound increases, its affective force grows: “It exercises an increasing pull on the ego.  Ultimately the ego turns to it.   More precisely, there is a modal transformation before the affection” (ibid.).  The affection enters “the anteroom of the ego.  The ego hears it  … yet it doesn’t listen to it in the sense of attentively grasping it” (ibid.).  As such examples indicate, affective force must already be present in the data before constitution.  If it were not initially present, the merging of the data would not bring it to prominence.  As for the source of the affection, this must be, not the already constituted object, but rather the impressions that provided its material.  As Husserl concludes: “The primal source of all affection lies, and can only lie in the primal impression, and its own greater or lesser affectivity” (p. 168).

What is the relation of the retentional process to such affectivity?  Does it proceed independently of it or are the two intertwined?  Here, too, Husserl changes his initial hypothesis.  As he notes, with the increase of retentional transformations, the affective power of the retained diminishes.  In his words, “During the constant retentional modifications of the primary impression, the latter keeps its affective power as an identically constituted datum, but this power does not remain undiminished.  ... It is clear that the affective power pertaining to [the primal impressions] and to the whole [they constitute] continually diminishes in the [retentional] process” (APS, p. 170).  Ultimately, the power comes to an end and, with this, there is a loss of all distinctions in the retained.   As Husserl expresses the relation between retention and affectivity: “The end is, thus, a complete loss of distinctions [in the retained], a loss that stems from a loss of affective power.  Since every retained trait has in the [retentional] transformation given up its affective power, it itself becomes dead” (ibid.).  The suggestion here is that retention depends upon affective power.  The loss of such power is the loss of the ability to hold fast to the retained.  This implies that if the affective power of the retained material could somehow be increased, the process of its clouding over, i.e., its loss of distinctions would be slowed.  This, of course, does not mean that the retentional process would, itself, slow down, but only that we could hold fast to the retained for a more extended period.  Husserl confirms this implication when he writes: “Through the addition of affective power, which naturally has its primal source in the impressional sphere, a retention that is poor or completely empty of affecting content can again yield what is hidden in its clouded over sensuous content”(p. 173).  Here, the addition of new affective power reverses the process of clouding over.  By virtue of it, we can maintain the retained somewhat longer. In Husserl’s words: “The objective moments that have received particular affection remain so long as the new power remains … thus, they are preserved longer than would have been the case without this new power” (ibid).  

What we have here is, in fact, a reversal of Husserl’s initial position.  He began by asserting that contrast and, hence, distinctions of content, are required for affection (APS, p. 149).  In this view, the “phenomenon of perspectival shrinking together” that marks the retentional process brings about a loss of affective power.  He now reverses this, by asserting: “We understand [this shrinking together] not as a phenomenon of actual loss of objective distinctions, but rather as initially affective: The perspective is an affective perspective” (p. 172).  In other words, the loss of affective power brings about the loss of distinction.  It does so since such power is what makes consciousness attend to the distinctions.  Without such power, nothing can achieve prominence.  Thus, “with the loss of its affective power, [the retained] itself becomes dead.  No longer can it, as prominent, engage in the merging process; for positive affecting power is the basic condition for all life in its movement of binding and separating” (p. 170).


If we accept this, we cannot say that first we have the automatic process of merging through the ongoing process of temporal constitution; then we have the affecting unities that arise from this merging.  Given that the process of retention is essential for the constitutive process, retention’s dependence on affective power implies that the constitutive process is equally dependent on such power.  Thus, without affective power, we cannot have the merging, combining, prominences and contrasts that the synthetic process occasions.  Since the primal impressions that fill the living present are the source of this affective power, they must give what we retain its power to be maintained in consciousness and, hence, to merge.  In Husserl’s words: “Every living present brings … constantly new data of perception … thus, a constantly new source of affective power, which, awakening, can … stream over the retentionally constituted unities, and can make possible the syntheses of merging, combining, and contrast in every coexistence.  Actual contrast, actual formation of unity always necessarily presupposes affective power or a difference of affectivity” (APS, p. 172).  

§2. Affectivity and association


In the C manuscripts, Husserl treats “association as the universal title for the formation of unities, which achieves [leistet] the unity of the stream in general, [bringing about] temporalization on all its levels; thus, as a title for everything that the constitution of ‘beings’ already presupposes” (C 15, 4b, 1931?; CMs, p. 298).
  This means, as he elsewhere writes, “constitution in all its forms is association in a constantly expanding sense” (C 16, 62a, 1931; CMs, p. 345).
  As we have just seen, the same claims are made about affectivity.  It is also asserted to be at the basis of constitution.  For Husserl, these claims are not opposed since association is itself explained through affectivity.  To see this, we can turn to the most basic sense of association, which is the linking of mental contents such that the mind’s attention is drawn from one item to the next.  According to Husserl, “The vague principle of association from similarity and contrast receives an incomparably richer and deeper sense” when we understand it in terms of affecting content (APS, p. 180).  Doing so, we see that the transfer of the mind’s attention is occasioned by a transfer of affective power.  Thus, the fact that one thing calls a similar thing to mind is traced to the transfer of its affecting power to the second.  This explanation of association applies to all its levels. In the most primitive of these, there is an association between the primal impression and its retention, with the mind’s attention being transferred from the impression to the retentional fading.  Behind this transfer, there is a transfer of original affective power of the impression to the fading.  As long as the impression’s retentional transformations preserve at least some of its original affective power, we keep it in mind.  Husserl calls this first level of “primal association” that of the “systematic or systematizing affective wakening, which makes possible the objective structure of the living present, [including] all the types of original synthesis of the unification of multiplicities” (ibid.,  p. 180).   It is the affective wakening that is responsible for retentional synthesis and, hence, for temporal constitution.  A second level of association occurs when affective power, in being transferred to the retained, undoes its clouding over.  This level, in Husserl’s words, is “that of the backward streaming awakening, which makes clear again the obscured empty presentations, bringing the sensible contents implicit in them to affective validity” (pp. 180-81).  For example, in hearing the first notes of a familiar melody, the whole of it can come instantly to mind, even if, with the passage of the music, it has sunk back into complete obscurity.  Finally, there is the level of association we brought up in discussing Lanei Rodemeyer’s concept of “far retention,” where “retentional awakening functions in such a way that it brings with it a tendency toward remembering that could then be realized in an actually occurring remembering” (APS p. 289).  This “third level,” Husserl writes, “is that of the passage from such reawakened empty presentations to reproduced intuitions—here, this means into recollections [Wiedererinnerungen]” (p. 281).  


This third level is that of everyday association, when seeing, hearing or even just thinking about something is the occasion of our recalling something else.  Its description can be taken as partially filling in the lacuna I noted in his original account of recollection.  In the lectures on time consciousness, he describes recollection as reproduction, but does not explain how we engage in this reproduction.  It is not, like short term memory, with its retentions of retentions, broken down into a more elementary process.  In the Analysis of Passive Synthesis, this underlying process is described as a transfer of affective power to the retained sequences that have sunk down to the point that they have become “empty presentations,” i.e., presentations that can no longer be maintained in retention.   The affective power they receive reawakens them in the sense of causing us to re-produce them.  Thus, for Husserl, “[r]ecollections only arise through the awakening of empty presentations” (APS, p. 181).  This happens when they receive affective power from events in the present.  In his words: “Just as, in the primal sphere of all associations, the awakening and binding proceed according to the measure of affective power and, thus, is continually determined afresh through the addition of affective powers, the same occurs here in the drawing forth of the distant past” (p. 182).  What we presently experience awakens a sedimented stretch of the distant past. The transfer to it of affective power turns the mind’s attention to it causing it to be reproduced.  Normally the “recollection fluctuates in its clarity and definiteness.”  In the ideal case, however, “the present that has passed away is reproduced in the liveliness of the noetic-noematic flow with all [its] performances” (ibid.).  We actually relive, as it were, the original experience.  

§3. Affectivity and Protention

 
We are now in a position to present Husserl's initial answer to the question of why we anticipate on the basis of our past experience.  Why is that an event recalls a similar one in the past and, with this, calls to mind the event that normally follows it?  What is behind this associative train?   Since association is, itself, understood in terms of a transfer of affective power, such calling to mind must itself involve this transfer.  Suppose, for example, that having experienced the sequence p – q, we now experience a p' that is similar to p.  The reason why this experience brings to mind a q' similar to q is that when p' occurs, this calls to mind the occurring in the past of p by transferring to this sedimented  recollection an affective power that turns our attention to it.  This, in turn, awakens the recollection of the q that originally succeeded p by transferring to it p's affective power.   The recollection of q then calls to mind the anticipated q' by lending it its affective power.  As Husserl expresses this, “If p q have successively occurred and a p' similar to p arrives … so it reminds us … of the p that has sunk down.  This p receives an additional affective power, the addition [of power] then goes over [from p] to the q.  In union with this, q', in essential necessity, is also expected in connection with the just occurring p'” (APS, p. 187).  

To understand this explanation, we must take note of the merging that accompanies the awakening of the retained.  Thus, having experienced p' and having recalled the sequence p – q, their co-presence in consciousness results in the merging of the sequence p – q with p'.  As a result, the recalled q stands in the place of (or indicates) the not yet experienced q'.  The merging, in other words, results in the projecting forward of the q as the anticipated q'.   The reason why it is anticipated comes from the basic fact of affection, this being the “pull” that results in our “turning toward” the affecting stimulus and continues in the “striving” to grasp it.  We experience this pull as anticipation.  It is, in fact, the origin of the forward thrust of our consciousness.  As Husserl puts this, “Ceteris paribus, the primal impressional occurring in the living present has a stronger affective tendency than what has already been retained.  Precisely because of this, with regard to the direction of propagation, affection possesses a unitary tendency towards the future.  Intentionality is primarily directed to the future” (APS, p. 156).   The phenomenon, here, is the reverse of the loss of affective power as retentions sink down.  Such a loss implies that the fresher the retention, the greater the affective power.  Thus, when we ascend the vertical of the time diagram, the affective power of the retained must increase with the freshness of the retentions until it reaches the high point of the present impressional moment.  This increasing draw or pull of affecting content is what yields the protentional intentionality inherent in the retained.  Thus, the merging that projects q forward in the place of the non-yet experienced q' carries with it the reawakened pull of q that was at its height when q was impressionally given.  This pull is experienced as the protentional presence of q'.  Both the pull and, hence, the presence are increased by repetition.  The more instances we experience of p followed by q, the greater the material for the merging and the greater the affective power of the q that is projected forward.  For Husserl to call this pull an “intentionality” is simply to revert to the basic sense of intentio, the Latin word signifying a “stretching out” or “straining” towards something.  By virtue of it, the living present stretches out in its protentional horizon towards the future.  This stretching out is also an interpretative intention.  In drawing consciousness forward towards the anticipated q', it makes it look for some data and ignore others.  We “see” (or try to see)  what we are looking for.  

With this we come to the  phenomenological sense of Rodemeyer's statement: “Protention reaches forward to constitute objects, and then gives us the opportunity to feel the pull of these objects as they are constituted” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 160).  For Rodemeyer, the pull is posterior to the constitution of the object.  As such, it is posterior to the protention that functions constitutively.  Thus, for her, affectivity is not “a necessary condition for our temporalization” since “in order to be drawn to the object, temporalizing consciousness must already be established” (ibid.).  Given this, the relation between protention and the pull remains a mystery.  What she does not see is that protention functions through the pull.  It is not the case that the object must first be constituted for us to feel the pull.  Rather the pull is the genesis of protention.

§4. Instincts


One of the most striking things about the C manuscripts and other unpublished work from this period is the dovetailing of Husserl’s writings on the body and its instincts with his work on temporalization.  For a reader who limits himself to Husserl’s published works, this is all the more surprising in that Husserl’s transcendental philosophy appears to proceed in abstraction from the body.  Thus, in his “Afterword to Ideas I,” Husserl writes: “When one performs the transcendental-phenomenological reduction, ... psychological subjectivity loses precisely that which gives it its validity as a reality in the naively experiential, pregiven world; it loses its sense of being a soul in a body in a pregiven spatial-temporal nature” (Ideen III, p. 145).  As the Cartesian Meditations expresses this, the ego that remains after the reduction, “is not a piece of the world” (CM, p. 64).  Yet, in spite of these assertions, we find from the 1920’s onward an increasing focus on the body’s role in perception.  This leads, ultimately, to a transformation of Husserl’s conceptions of affection and association.  Thus, in the C manuscripts, Husserl asks: “Is not original affection instinct—that is, a mode of the empty striving lacking all conception of a goal …? (Ms. C 16, p. 36a, March 9, 1932; CMs, p. 326).  His answer is: “The original affection [is] instinctive” (Ms. C 13, p. 29b, 1934; CMs, p. 274).   Thus, the temporalization that has been defined in term of affection (and, hence, association) comes to be drawn into his developing theory of the instincts.  Protention, for example, which in the Analyses of Passive Syntheses was tied to the pull of affecting contents, now comes to be seen in terms of the instinctive desire for certain contents.


To understand this transformation, we have to turn Husserl’s account of how our bodily sensations—our kinesthesia—function in our grasp of objects.  Apprehending an object can involve turning our heads, moving closer to get a better look, focusing our eyes, picking up the object, feeling its weight, rubbing our fingers across it to judge its smoothness, inhaling through the nose to detect its odor—in short, employing the body and its various senses to gain a concrete sense of the object.  As Husserl observes, there is an “if – then” relation between our bodily actions with their kinesthesia and the resulting appearances of the object (see Ms. D 12 I, p. 10a).
  This mean that “[t]o every system of constitutive appearances ... there pertains a motivating system of kinesthetic processes” (Ms. D 13 I, p. 25a). 
   I know that if I move forward, I will get a better look.  My desire to do so thus motivates the appropriate kinesthesia.  As Husserl describes this process, the optical “datum changes with the passage of the kinesthesia.... the running off of the optical and the change of the kinesthetic [data] do not occur alongside each other, but rather proceed in the unity of an intentionality that goes from the optical datum to the kinesthetic and through the kinesthetic leads to the optical, so that every optical [datum] is a terminus ad quem and, at the same time, functions as a terminus a quo” (Ms. C 16 IV, p. 40b; CMs, p. 229).
  The datum, in other words, is both an end and a beginning in the continuous passage from visual to bodily sensations and back again.  Both are required in our grasp of objects.  Given, as Husserl writes, that “every particular kinesthetic system is associatively one with a part of the body,” 
 be this the hand that grasps an object, the legs that propel us towards something, or the eye that focuses on it, we have to say that the object synthesized is a combination of both visual and kinesthetic sensations.  Insofar as the kinesthetic refer to me, I am in my bodily being part of every synthesis.  On an immediate phenomenological level, this holds for all the features synthesized.  On this level, the object’s presence involves my focusing my eyes and a specific shape appearing.  It involves my moving closer to it and a specific flow of perspectival appearing.  Similarly, its presence includes both the feel of my arm holding it up and my sense of its weight.  The point is not just that external perception and perception of one’s body vary conjointly.  It is that the “unity of the intentionality” that unites them includes the kinesthesia in the perception of the object.  Husserl would, thus, agree with Merleau-Ponty’s assertion: “External perception and the perception of one’s body vary in conjunction because they are two facets of one and the same act. ... it is literally the same thing to perceive one single marble, and to use two fingers as one single organ” (Merleau-Ponty 1962, p. 205).  For both Husserl and Merleau-Ponty, the perception of the marble includes the grasping fingers.
  This implies that even when we are apparently exclusively focused on the object, we have a certain prereflective consciousness of ourselves in our bodily being.  All this puts into question the possibility of a transcendental description of knowing that proceeds by abstracting from the body.  Since kinesthesia supply an essential part of its perceptual material, consciousness, qua perceiving, implies the body.  Similarly, the object implies an embodied consciousness.  This follows since our embodiment is a constituent part of the object’s appearing sense.   


Given this, an account of perception must also include the role that our bodily instincts play in our perceptual processes.  Thus, in describing the interweaving of  our ocular and kinesthetic sensations, Husserl asserts that “both are instinctive, drive processes [instinktive, triebmässige Verläufe]” (Ms. C 16, p. 40b, March 10, 1932; CMs, p. 329).  The assertion, here, is that the instinctive drive to see embraces the whole ensemble.
  To see the import of this, a preliminary description of the instincts is necessary.  In the broad sense an instinct signifies a natural impulse or urge.  The term can also be used to refer to an inborn organized pattern of behavior, one that proceeds more or less automatically to reach its goal without the benefit of prior experience or learning.  A classic example of this is the nest building of birds.  The first appearance of this instinct, if not perfect, is still sufficient to ensure the survival of the young and the continuance of the species.  Such “hard-wired” behavior decreases as organisms become more complex.  Inborn patterns become increasingly supplemented by experience, habit, learning, and, in the case of humans, acquired culture.  This does not mean that the instincts disappear.  Although submerged, they remain as powerful impulsions from within, as drives urging the organism to actions which serve biological ends.  Two examples will suffice to make my meaning clear.  In less complex organisms, the sexual drive results in a fixed pattern of behavior—a courtship ritual—leading to mating.  In humans, by contrast, its object can assume the most diverse forms as witnessed by what Freud calls the “perversions.”  Here, early childhood experience and learned behavior play their part.  The same holds for the drive for nourishment.  The particular object of this drive, although it may have originally been satisfied by a mother’s milk, is soon culturally determined.  As the individual grows, it becomes more complex.  Our experiences of various tastes and foods are combined and the results themselves recombined.  Phenomenologically regarded, there is a constitutive process here: fulfillments on one level combine to produce intentions whose fulfillment requires a higher level synthesis, a more elaborate preparation of the meal. 


Husserl draws a number of points from this general account.  The first is the all-pervasive character of the striving that originates in the instincts.  He writes: “All life is continuous striving, all satisfaction is transitory.”
  This means that “the ego is what it is essentially in a style of original and acquired needs, in a style of desire and satisfaction, passing from desire to enjoyment, from enjoyment to desire.”
  Thus, for Husserl, there are no “value free” “mere sensations or sensible objects.”  On the contrary, “nothing can be given that cannot move the feelings [Gemüt].”
   When it does move the feelings, the ego turns to the source and this turning towards is itself a striving.  This does not mean that the object must be given for the original striving to occur.  The relation is reversed: for Husserl, the striving is what first motivates the process of grasping the object.  The grasp follows the striving.  Thus, it is not just in the simpler animals that instincts operate without the organism having any initial conception of their intended goal.  This also occurs in us.  The infant placed at the breast is motivated by smell, then by touching the nipple, then by the kinesthesia of sucking and swallowing before the goal of the drive towards nourishment appears.
  As Husserl states the general principle: “Striving is instinctive and instinctively (thus, at first, secretly) ‘directed’ towards what in the ‘future’ will first be disclosed as worldly unities constituting themselves.”
  This acting before the goal is known is not limited to the original expressions of the instincts.  It is present throughout our instinctual life.

Husserl describes this life as a layered one, with fulfillments on one level providing the materials for intentions to the next.  He writes, “Developmental stages—on every level new needs appear, needs formally essential for this level.  They appear as dark ‘instinctive’ modes of egological valuation (feelings) which first reveal themselves in their attainment ... .”
  Their attainment gives rise to needs whose fulfillment requires the next level of synthesis.  The result, then, is an ongoing series of “levels of instincts, of original drives, needs (which at first do not yet know their goals), systematically ordered, pointing beyond themselves to higher levels.”
  Throughout this process, the instincts remain the same.  What changes is their fulfillments.  The instincts continue to “designate the original, essentially universal primary drives, the primal affections that determine all development.”
  With a particular level of fulfillment, “the instinct is not at an end.  It takes on new modes.”  “I,” Husserl writes, “continue to be the instinctive ego and the process of revealing continues as an act process.”

There is an obvious relation to constitution implicit in the above.  As Husserl describes it, “To begin with, this life is an egological life.  It is my life, the life of the person reflecting—a constituting life.  ‘To constitute’ is again and again to produce continuous and discrete syntheses” (Ms. C 3, p. 33a, March 1931; CMs, p. 42).
   This life is instinctively directed to constitution, in particular, to the constitution of world.  In Husserl’s words, “The beginning of world constitution in its primordiality is the constitution of ‘nature’ from the hyletical primal nature, or rather, from the threefold primal material: the sensuous core, sensuous feeling, [and] sensuous kinesthesia.  This corresponds to the ‘primal instinct’[for constitution]” (B III 9, p. 67a).
  As the example of the child seeking the mother’s breast indicates, we often do not know the object of our instinctive strivings.  Our “striving is instinctive and instinctively—thus, at first, hiddenly—‘directed’ towards what ‘in the future’ will be revealed as worldly unities constituting themselves” (Ms. A VI 34, p. 34b).
  In each case, however, we are impelled by our instincts.  For Husserl in the late manuscripts, these primal urges supply the motive force, the energy which pushes the constitutive process forward.

§5. Nonobjectivating and Objectivating Instincts

To understand the role of the instincts in this process, we have to reduce “the concrete streaming present … to the ‘nonegological,’ namely the immanent hyle (the sphere of sensation).”
  The relation of this hyle to the instinctive strivings that animate the constitutive process is one of affection and striving: The hyle affects the ego; the ego responds by striving.  The result is a unity in which the two function together.  As Husserl describes the situation: “Content is nonego, feeling is already egological.  The ‘address’ of the content is not a call to something, but rather a feeling-being-there of the ego....  The ego is not something for itself and the non-ego something separate from the ego; between them there is no room for a turning towards.  Rather, the ego and its non-ego are inseparable; the ego is a feeling ego with every content ”
  The result is a certain identity between the two.  It is one where we can say: “What from the side of the hyletic data is called the affection of the ego is from the side of the ego called tending, striving towards.”
  One way of understanding their relation is in terms of the analogy of the lock and the key.  Only if the key fits will the lock turn.  For hyletic data to be recognized as contents by the ego—that is, for the data to count as hyle, as material for its syntheses—the data must affect the ego.  This being-affected is the ego’s striving.  It is what awakens it as an ego.
  Thus, the awake ego, its striving, and the affecting contents are all given together.  Functionally, each by itself is only an abstraction.  To continue the analogy, not every key fits the lock.  Similarly not every material affects the ego.  What we have is a linking of specific material with specific strivings.  In Husserl’s words, we have “determined ways of striving that are originally, ‘instinctively’ one with [their] hyletic complement.”  There is a “primal association” between the two.

Husserl calls the instincts that are these original ways of being affected “nonobjectifying instincts.”  As just noted, they are directed to specific types of contents. They determine our being affected, our turning towards some contents rather than others—for example, those contents which indicate what can provide us nourishment.  In Husserl’s words, instinct, in this instance, designates “the interest in the data and fields of sensation—before the objectification of sense data,” that is, before there is “a thematically actualizable object.”
  To obtain a thematic object, something more than simply being affected must occur.  An “objectifying instinct” must accompany it.  Here, a drive towards synthesis animates the ego’s turning towards the data.  The drive seeks to make objective “sense” of the data.  Its goal is a grasp of a one in many, a unity which exhibits itself through the shifting fields of sensation.  Husserl terms it “the original instinct of objectification.”
  To speak in this context of “affecting contents” is to see them as a “terminus a quo [a starting point] for instinctive intentions.  These ultimately fulfill themselves in the constitution of ‘visual things’ [‘Sehdingen’].”
  In other words, things—not contents—are the goal of this type of instinct.  This, of course, does not mean that we can functionally separate these two types of instincts.  The “primal merging” that “in the streaming stationary present grounds unities” (Ms. C 3, p. 68a, Oct. 1931?; CMs, p. 76), does not just concern the data of sensation.  “Also the feelings merge, and with this the strivings” (Ms. A V 26, p. 3a).
  As a result, the nonobjectivating instincts, with their strivings for specific contents, exist in a continuum with the objectivating instincts that are directed to the objects bearing these contents.  The intentions to these objects arise from the merging of the intentions—ultimately, the strivings—directed towards the specific contents.  

§6. The Origins of the Instinctive Drives

If we ask why we engage in these instinctive drives, two answers are possible.  Subjectively, there is a certain pleasure in yielding to an instinctive impulse.  For example, before an infant learns to control his body, “there is a ‘joy in wild-movements’ [Freude am Strampeln], in moving the body through moving the limbs.”  Through this, as infants, we gradually learn to control these movements.  In Husserl’s words, there is the “development of a kinesthetic system that is afterwards freely at our disposal” (Ms. C 16, p. 38b, March 10, 1932; CMs, p. 327).  Our ability to voluntarily control our movements does not signify the end of this instinctive pleasure in movement.  Rather, as Husserl remarks, “The kinesthetic hyle is not just a process, but an instinctive process” in which the hyle is itself the source of our pleasure (ibid.).  Here, “[t]he instinctive intention and the instinctive pleasure in fulfillment do not concern a final state, but rather the whole process” of moving.  The process “itself is the goal” (ibid., pp. 38b-39a; CMs, pp. 327-28).
  This pleasure in moving our body does not occur in isolation.  Visual data also enter in: “This instinctive process exists in relation to other hyletic events…. Optical data stimulate eye movements and, with this, kinesthesia in general” (p. 39b).  With the activation of our “kinesthetic system,” we move to get a better look, to more closely observe the object.  The fact that this is accompanied by a certain “pleasurable affection” [Lustaffektion] leads Husserl to write: “Aristotle’s [assertion that ]‘all humans naturally have joy in sense perception’ here gains its truth.”
  The “truth” is that the goal of our activity is the activity itself rather than any particular thing established through the activity.  

 Because the nonobjectifying and objectifying instincts are somatic, there is also a biological, “objective” interpretation of their origins.  The nonobjectifying instinct is the link between content and affection (between stimulus and response).  Taking it as genetically determined, we can see it as part of the animal’s evolutionary inheritance.  This inheritance is made up of those features that allowed a species’ members to survive and reproduce themselves.  We can, thus, say that the organism registers and reacts to a particular set of stimuli—for example, those associated with nursing—because of their utility in its preservation.  The same holds for the objectifying instinct.  An organism could not survive if it could not make appropriate “sense” of its environment.  It must, then, perform those syntheses that bring its affecting objects to apprehension.  It has to grasp what preys upon it as well as its own prey.  It must also grasp the aspects of its environment—for example, the sexual displays of potential mates—it needs to reproduce.  In this explanation, we make use of “the concrete ontogenesis and phylogenesis of animals [with their] different forms of sexuality and propagation according to the [different] species, i.e., the different forms of their ontogenetic styles of self-preservation …” (Ms. C 8, p. 16b, Oct. 1929; CMs, p. 170).
  As Husserl observes, “All [these species] have their instinct-lives: instincts for self-preservation for living in the world, breeding instincts [Gattungsinstinkten] for living in specific societies of their species, and defensive instincts with regard to other species” (ibid., pp. 18a-b; CMs, p. 172).
  For Husserl, this objective interpretation is not just limited to the biological level.  It also holds for the constitutive activities of consciousness.  Consciousness is driven “to constitute a world that exists for it as the pre-given realm of its ‘self-preservation’” (Ms. C 3, p. 27b, March 1931; CMs, p. 37).  Here, “[t]he ego in its egological striving (the ego in its ‘personal’ self-preservation) is related to its environment as a field of its activity” (ibid., p. 30a; CMs, p. 38).  This means, as he elsewhere writes, “as constituting the world, as objectifying ourselves as human beings within this world, we find ourselves living as persons within it and engaging in self-preservation” (Ms. C 4, p. 2a; August 1930; CMs, p. 89).
  


There is a “transcendental” interpretation of the above.  Husserl, in describing the instinctive life of the ego “with new particular goals, constantly higher development of its interests,” writes that “nonetheless, the ego is the same.  It is the ego of an inherent striving that drives it, a total instinct that is at work in all its life of acts ” (Ms. C 13, p. 6b, January 1934; CMs, p. 254).
  He also refers to a “transcendental instinct—in a sense, a universal tendency that proceeds through the totality of the intentionality of the ego—a constant, ongoing universal teleology” (Ms. C 13., p. 13b, Jan. – Feb., 1934; p. 13b; CMs, p. 260).  This is its drive to constitute a world “where constituting subjectivity finds itself as worldly,” i.e., as part of a world where “the constituting ego develops itself as the ego of its harmonious validities” (ibid.).
  This “total” or “transcendental” instinct is, in fact, that of self-preservation.  It gives the ego “the active style of an ego constantly preserving itself through correcting itself as it takes positions based on experience” (Ms. E III 9,  Nov. 15, 1931, Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität, Dritter Teil, p. 404).
  Transcendentally understood in terms of constituting subjectivity, the drive for self-preservation is inherent in the constitution of the world.  Given that the ego is defined by its world, the world’s preservation is its preservation.  The coherence of its theses with regard to the world is the ego’s own coherence as situated in and centered by its world.  In Husserl’s words, "The ego necessarily strives (as an ego) for self-preservation …  A presupposition pertaining to this is that there be a world, at very least, that there be a physical nature which harmoniously preserves itself ..." (Ms. A V 21, p. 106a, 1916).  This implies that “a complete dissolution of a world in a ‘tumult’ [of experiences] is equivalent to a dissolution of the ego” (Ms. F IV 3, p. 57a, 1925).  Given this, we have to say with Husserl: “[The assertion] that I remain who I am as the same transcendental ego—as the same personal ego—is equivalent to the assertion that my world remains a world” (Ms. B I 13, VI, p. 4, Dec. 15, 1931).
  My drive for self-preservation, thus, necessarily embraces the whole of the constitutive life that is directed to my world.  

§7. The Instincts and Temporality

The link between this theory of the instincts and Husserl’s account of temporalization has already been indicated.  Having tied the process of temporalization to affection, he interprets affection as instinctively determined.  In Husserl’s final period, this link is placed in the context of constitution, association, and temporalization.  For Husserl, as we have seen, “Constitution in all its forms is association in a constantly expanding sense.  All association presupposes primal association in the sphere of primal temporalization.”
  Even in this sphere, association has the basic sense of one thing calling to mind another.  This transfer of attention is occasioned by a transfer of affecting power.  Thus, behind retention, there is the primal association between a primal impression and its fading.  The transfer of the affective power of the impression to its fading—i.e., to its retentional modification—keeps it in our attention.  So long as the affection lasts, the retained is preserved.  Now, what grounds this transfer is the instinctive attachment of the mind to its data.  This is a striving to have and hold fast. 
  The first “retentionality” is, Husserl remarks, “that of still having, holding fast without activity [die des Noch-Habens, Behaltens ohne eigene Aktivität]” Ms. C 13, p. 38a, March 26, 1934; CMs, p. 280) .  This “holding fast” is a manifestation of the “total” or “transcendental” instinct of self-preservation.  Transcendentally regarded, retention is the most basic mode of our self-preservation.  Without its holding-fast, each momentary impression would vanish immediately upon its appearing.  Consciousness would vanish with the experiences that form its content.  It could never preserve itself and, hence, could never be present to itself.  The same holds for the ego.  Lacking any centering temporal environment, it could not maintain itself as the focal point of consciousness.  Protention, of course, is also needed for the self-presence of consciousness.  Not just retained but also protended moments are required for temporal centering and, hence, for the ego as the temporal pole or center.  To see protention as instinct-driven is to assert that the basic striving for possession is not limited to the retaining of what we have already experienced.  It also manifests itself in a having-in-advance, i.e., in the anticipatory having of protention.  As such it appears as a striving to acquire new contents.

Implicit in the above, is the fact that this primitive instinctive striving for possession exists prior to the prominences caused by merging.  The striving for possession is, in fact, generative of the latter.  If we reverse their relation and claim that temporalization presupposes affection and striving, which presupposes prominences, then, as Husserl observes, a lack of such prominences would “make the stream impossible as a time-constituting stream.”
   At this point, the ego, lacking a centering temporal environment, would be “asleep.”
  This hypothesis leaves us with a number of questions.  First: how could we phenomenologically justify speaking of the stream prior to the formation of prominences and, hence, prior to the affections that occasion our turning to it?  Does it make any phenomenological sense to posit a nonapprehended stream of data?  Such data would have to “exist” but not yet be “given.”  Moreover, how could such prominences form so as to first begin the temporal process?   Wouldn’t their formation presuppose temporal constitution and, hence, the temporal process?  A further question concerns our phenomenologically conceiving the ego as somehow existent, waiting to be awakened by the temporal process.  Such questions point to the fact that the hypothesis involves an illegitimate, nonphenomenological substantialization of both the ego and its data.

Protention and retention are the most basic nonobjectifying instincts.  Because of their role in constitution, they exist in continuity with the objectifying instincts—i.e., those that direct themselves to objects.  The striving of these instincts manifests itself in the cross-wise intentionality (Querintentionalität) that proceeds through the retentions to the object that shows itself in their merging.  Husserl, having described the “particular mergings” that yield the “unities that stand out,” writes: “We say that everything that stands out affects [us].  How is this to be understood?  It pertains to everything hyletic, insofar as it is there for the ego, that it moves the ego in its feelings.  This is its original mode of being there for the ego in the living present.  Feeling, to be determined as feeling, is nothing else but what is termed ‘affection’ from the side of the hyle” (Ms. E III 9, p. 16a).
  The result of this affection is consciousness’s “being directed” or “striving towards” what affects it.  Here, however, the original, nonobjectifying relation to the hyletic data occurs in the context of their merging.  As Husserl continues: “Ultimately, the whole hyle is united in passive temporalization including the heterogeneous [contents].  Everything homogenous, however, is united in the special mode of merging; within the total merging, [there is a merging] into fields and then particular mergings into unities that stand out” (ibid.). 
  These unities affect the ego.  The instinctive striving that they occasion gives rise to the Querintentionalität—the crosswise intentionality that cuts “across” the retained to direct itself to the intentional object.  Given the ego’s self-preservative drive to exist in an “environment as a field of its activity,” this drive, which gives the ego a field of objects to act upon, can also be considered to be part of its transcendental instinct for self-preservation.  

Both the nonobjectifying and the objectifying intentionalities play their part in what Husserl in a late manuscript calls the “universal drive-intentionality [Treibintentionalität]” of our conscious life.  Husserl asks “whether or not the intentionality of drives—including those sexual social drives directed to others—has a prior level that occurs before an articulated world-constitution?”  He then remarks, 

Primordiality is a drive system [Treibsystem].  When we understand it as a primal stationary streaming, then within it lies every drive that strives to enter other streams and with this, perhaps, other ego subjects.  This intentionality has its transcendent ‘goal,’ transcendent as the Other [Fremdes] that is brought in; and yet, in the primordiality, the intentionality has this goal as something inherent; [there is] thus a primal modal intention that in their core [the core of the ego subjects] simply arises and fulfills itself.  

What is this “primal modal” intention that arises in the core of ego subjects?  Husserl continues by identifying its intentionality first with protention and retention and, then, with a universal drive intentionality:

In my old doctrine of internal time-consciousness, I treated the intentionality that is hereby exhibited simply as intentionality: directed to the future as protention and modifying itself, but still preserving its unity as retention.... May we not or, rather, must we not presuppose a universal drive intentionality [Treibintentionalität], one that unifies every original present into a lasting temporalization and that, concretely, propels [forttreibt] it from present to present in such a way that every temporal content is the content of a fulfilled drive and is intended before the goal?  Must we not presuppose that this drive propels it in such a way that in each primordial present there are higher level transcending  drives [transzendierende Triebe] that reach out into every other present, binding them like monads together, in the course of which they all are implicit in one another--implicit intentionally? (Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität, Dritter Teil, pp. 595-95).
  

The point of this reflection is to ask whether at the level prior to world constitution, one cannot understand the drives that link us to others.  Since at this level, which is that of the core of their living present, egos are in coincidence with each other, Husserl speaks of the “core” as a singular.  Thus, the question is whether the pluralization of the living present does not leave as a trace of its original singularity an interrelatedness of the living presents of the individual ego-subjects or monads, one that makes them imply each other in the “higher level transcending  drives” that occur in constituted time.   The manuscript does not definitively answer this question in the sense of phenomenologically explicating (as opposed to simply asserting) these drives.  It only asserts that “this would lead to the interpretation of a universal teleology as a universal intentionality that harmoniously fulfills itself in the unity of a total system of fulfillments” (ibid., p. 595).


An understanding of this teleology can be gained by focusing on Husserl’s taking the primordiality of the living present as a “drive system.”  As part of this, the intentionality of protention and retention are interpreted as part of a drive intentionality that “simply arises and fulfills itself.”  Here, the primal occurring of impressions gives rise to the protentional intention that looks forward to new impressions and fulfills itself as they come to presence.  It also gives rise to the retentional intention to the just past impressions—an intention that fulfills itself in their preservation.  Now, to call these intentionalities “drives” is to see them as part of the drive-intentionality that  “unifies every original present into a lasting temporalization and that, concretely, propels [forttreibt] it from present to present.”  Such propelling, we can say, is a function of the instinctive having-in-advance that underlies our protentional intentionalities.  This having-in-advance includes a drive towards having in the present.  Thus, the fulfillment of perceptual expectations is an actual present intuition.  What moves us forward is the fact that we are instinctively driven to make sense of our environment.  As I cited Husserl, we are moved by the striving that appears as “instinctively (thus, at first, secretly) ‘directed’ towards what in the ‘future’ will first be disclosed as worldly unities constituting themselves” (Ms. A VI 34, p. 34b).  Activated by the input of affecting impressional content, this striving “propels” us “from present to present” as we focus our eyes, move to get a better look, and generally engage in the bodily activities required to sensuously experience and make sense of the world about us.  With regard to the past, the effect of this “universal drive intentionality” is the linking of retention with retention, the outcome being the unity of the retained with the ongoing present.  The resulting “lasting temporalization” is, thus, the experienced time that is made up of the present instant and its associated horizon of retained and protended moments.  It also includes the hyletic data contained by such moments.  The outcome of this “universal drive intentionality” is, thus, the unification and merging of both hyle and time that results in the presence of the constituted objects that give us our surrounding world.  So understood, this intentionality is another expression of Husserl’s total or transcendental instinct.  Husserl refers to the latter as “a universal tendency that proceeds through the totality of the intentionality of the ego.”  As such, it expresses “a constant, ongoing universal teleology” (Ms. C 13, p. 13b, Jan. – Feb. 1934; CMs, p. 260).  The goal that defines this teleology is that of constituting a world where the ego possesses “harmonious validities”—i.e., where its positings and values cohere (ibid.).  To understand this in terms of the “universal intentionality that harmoniously fulfills itself in the unity of a total system of fulfillments” would be to assert that the drive system animating the living present is inherently synthetic.  As present in each of us, it drives us to co-constitute the world.   

§8.  Conclusions

The above can be summarized in the series of conclusions.  The first is that temporalization is informed by an instinctive drive towards constitution.  At the basis of our constitution lies an instinctive “interest in the data,” an interest whose most primitive expressions are the retentional and protentional drives discussed above.  The merging of this data brought about by these drives transforms them from non-objectifying to objectifying drives.  Thus, the Querintentionalität of the lectures on time consciousness is now seen as a function of the instinctive drive towards the constitution of objects.  This is why, as I cited Husserl, the “affecting contents,” whose merging results in this “crosswise intentionality,” come to be seen as a starting point for the instinctive intentions that “ultimately fulfill them​selves in the constitution of ‘visual things.’”  A second conclusion, which is implied in this, is that we are always ahead of ourselves, always inherently future directed.  In the Analyses of Passive Syntheses, this protentional tendency was seen as a result of the affective “pull” of affecting contents, one that reaches its high point in the present impressional moment.  In the later manuscripts, the pull towards the future is regarded as the consequence of an instinctive drive to acquire new contents, one that proceeds through the present moment to embrace the future.  The ego that is animated by this drive is inherently future-directed.  This can be put in terms of  Husserl’s assertion that the ego is “a center of affections and actions” and a “pole of the as yet undetermined instincts” (Ms. C 3, pp. 38a, March 1931; CMs, p. 49).  Its constitution as both results from the centering of experience occasioned by the retentional and protentional processes and from the fact that the contents that initiate these processes are affecting contents.  The centering makes the ego a focal point of consciousness.  Because of this, the affections appear to affect it; the instinctive strivings these affections engender appear as its strivings.  Genetically regarded, however, these affections and actions, which seem to spring from the ego, are actually constitutive of it.
  Since a future-directed Querintentionalität passes through the retentions and protentions that situate the ego, this ego is necessarily turned to the future.  Its being as “a center of affections and actions” is, in other words, essentially teleological or future directed.  Husserl thus writes, “Every transcendental ego has what is innate to it—innately, it bears in itself the ‘teleological ground’ for its streaming, constitutive life in which it temporalizes the world and itself as a human being.  The ego inherently bears the streaming, purely associative, sub-egological [unterichliche] temporalization in its founding construction, in its essential form [as the temporalization] that begins without the participation of the ego” (Ms. E III 9, p. 7a).
  


This “streaming, purely associative, sub-egological temporalization” is, of course, that of the retentional and protentional processes.  To call this the “teleological ground” of the ego is simply to acknowledge the directedness of the temporal process itself.  As we saw, it is inherently synthetic, inherently directed towards the constitution of beings.  This means, as Husserl writes:

Affection and action are already directed towards ontological constitution.  The teleological.  Even the process of associative temporalizing functioning has a teleological meaning, even this functioning is ‘directed towards’ [something].  [This directedness appears in] the type and division of the appearing hyletical unities, their division in fields of sensation—and the interplay of the unities of the different fields of sensation—so that nature can constitute itself with its natural spatial-temporal forms (Ms. E III 9, p. 5a).
  

Behind this directedness toward the constitution of nature is, concretely, our “instinctive being-directed to bodies—the  instinctive noetic-noematic tendency towards the constitution of bodies, the preliminary level for the constitution of objects that provide nourishment” (ibid.).
  The goal, here, is one that has been noted a number of times.  Its that of providing the ego a world in which it can live.  Every organism must make sense of its world, i.e., must constitute a sense of it that allows it to flourish.  It must, at a minimum, acquire nourishment, recognize possible sexual partners and avoid being preyed upon.  In acting on these constituted senses, it conditions its environment and is, in turn, conditioned by this environment.  The changes it makes in its world also need to be made sense of and acted on.  Thus, the constitutive process, particularly with regard to human subjects, is ongoing. Our being egologically defined in terms of our human world is always in progress.  It always has something outstanding, a future, ahead of it.  This can be put in terms of Husserl’s remark, discussed above, that “the streaming is always there beforehand [im Voraus].  But the ego is also there beforehand [im Voraus]” (Ms. C 17, p. 65b, Aug. 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 181).   Teleologically interpreted, this signifies that the ego is in advance of the streaming as a goal, one that is progressively realized (along with its world) through the ongoing, instinctively driven constitutive process.  

§9. Return to the Question of the Status of the Phenomena that Constitute Time


The examination of the late manuscripts on temporalization seems to lead us to an aporia.  On the one hand, we have the assertion that time-constituting phenomena are timeless and pre-individual.  As “unspeakable” in terms of our time-bound language, they are part of the anonymity that marks the ego’s pre-individual core.  On the other hand, these manuscripts also speak of these phenomena in terms of affections, drives (Triebe) and instincts, implying that their origin is bodily.  According to these manuscripts, “Appearing is impossible without previous sensation and kinesthesia” (Ms. B III 3, p. 3a, 1931).
  This is because “[t]he ocular data constitute themselves in union with a kinesthetic system” (ibid.).
  The appearing world implies both.  With the constitution of nature, the appearing world, thus, implies the body with its kinesthetic sensations, a body that is understood as the basis for the ego’s relations to the world.
  According to Husserl, this implication is present at the beginning of the constitutive process.   It appears in the identification of the ego’s turning towards the data and the data affecting it.  As I cited Husserl: “The ego is not something for itself and the non-ego something separate from the ego; between them there is no room for a turning towards.  Rather, the ego and its non-ego are inseparable; the ego is a feeling ego with every content” (Ms. C 16 V, p. 68a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 351).  At the beginning of the constitutive process, the ego and non-ego are like two sides of the same thing.  Their identity is such that we can say that “[w]hat from the side of the hyletic data is called the affection of the ego is from the side of the ego called tending, striving towards” (Ms. B III 9, pp. 70a-70b).  Such statements signify a fundamental addition to Husserl’s earlier position that the founding level of the constitutive process is that of content-intentions, i.e., a level of an original appearing that, as the constitutive process proceeds, will come to be taken as the appearing of an intended object (see above, pp 87-88).  Given that the original data is affecting, we have to add that the lowest level is also that of content-feeling, i.e., of an original appearing that, in the process of constitution, will reveal itself as the affection of some object.  The original appearing is, in other words, one of content-intention-feeling.  This hyphenated expression signifies the fact that retentional and protentional intentions present in the original appearing occur in union with an affectivity that manifests itself in the “stretching forth” or “straining” that expresses the root sense of “intention.” 


The question is: how do we integrate this view with the assertion that the original time-constituting phenomena are prior to time, pre-individual, and, hence, “unspeakable”—i.e., anonymous?  In raising this question, I am, in a sense, proceeding beyond Husserl.  There is, as far as I know, no definite answer to it given in the late manuscripts.  I can, however, speculate on a possible response, one based on the material thus far considered.  According to Husserl, the reason why the original, time-constituting phenomena are timeless is that they constitute time.  We tend to speak of the constitution of time in temporal terms.  We describe primal impressions, their retentions and protentions as if they were separated by already constituted time.  In reality, however, this “apartness” of time is our product.  Before our action, there is only change—or rather, as Aristotle indicated, a sheer otherness (see above, pp. 20-21).  The reason why time-constituting phenomena are bodily is that their origin is our bodily ability to register, retain and protend impressions.  This may be put in terms of an analogy of the ability of our eyes and brains to change electromagnetic waves of a certain range of frequencies into different colors or the corresponding ability of our ears and brains to change the advancing pressure ridges in the air into audible sounds.  Corresponding to this, we can posit an analogous ability to change the sheer otherness of these visual and audible contents into temporal phenomena through our bodily abilities to register, retain, protend and synthesize these visual, audible and other sensuous contents.  As our product, time is, therefore, necessarily bodily.  It begins with the ability of our senses to register certain contents or, what is the same, the ability of such contents to bodily affect us.  


The question is: how can these two suppositions be combined?  How can we say with Husserl that “[t]ime‑constituting phenomena, therefore, are evidently objectivities fundamentally different from those constituted in time” (Pdiz., pp. 74-75) and also assert that such phenomena are bodily.  How does the “anonymity,” the unspeakability, that attaches to the pre-individual status of the phenomena that are before time pertain to the body?  To put this question in a broader context, let us recall that, for Husserl, the analysis of temporalization leads to an ultimate level where we have to assert that we are in coincidence with each other.  This level, as being prior to the individual, cannot be claimed by any individual as exclusively “mine.”  By contrast, the evidence for temporalization being a bodily function points to this ultimate level as bodily.  The living, pre-individual present, by virtue of the impressions animating it, is always affective and, hence, always points to our embodiment.  How are we to understand this?  Is there a way of regarding our embodiment such that it displays both the affectivity and the anonymity of the living present? 


One way to approach this question is through Aristotle’s observation that the words we use must necessarily express communicable and, hence, common senses.  As such, they cannot express the uniqueness or particularity of any being.  This implies that we cannot define the particular.  We can only apprehend it “through intuitive thinking or perception” (Metaphysics VII, x, 1036a 2-7).  To apply this insight to our embodiment is to note that it has both a communicable and a non-communicable aspect.  The bodies that are present to us as objects in the world—the bodies of other persons—are certainly expressible.  Their similarity to one another allows us to form those common senses—e.g., those of the various body parts, types, actions, etc.—that compose our descriptive account of embodiment.  That there is another, non-communicable level, one that is essentially private is evinced by Heidegger’s statement, “Insofar as it ‘is,’ death is essentially, in every case, mine,” (SZ, p. 240).  His point is that no one can die for me.  It is something that I must do by myself.  Death, in other words, is irremediably private.   What Heidegger does not stress is that my being subject to death is an aspect of my organic functioning.  As such, the same claims can be made about its other aspects.  It is, for example, equally true that no one can eat for me, go to sleep for me, go to the bathroom for me, and so on.  The case here is different from someone going to the bank for you, or cooking a meal, or engaging in one of the host of other services that we daily perform for each other.  What sets our bodily particularity apart is the inherent uniqueness—and, hence, the non-substitutablity—of its organic functioning.  It is that in and through we relate to the world.  As the ground of such relations, it is prior to them and, hence, prior to their communicable senses.
  Taken as the affective basis of our constitutive life, it thus has the same pre-individual “unspeakability” or “anonymity” as the living present.  

The above may be put in terms of Rodemeyer’s observation that “my experience of my own living body, ‘from the inside,’ as it were, is essentially different from my experience of another person’s living body ‘from the outside’” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 164).  Experienced from the outside, the body has a communicable sense—the sense, for example, that includes all that medical science has to say about it.  Experienced from within, however, the notion of its commonality with others has a very different phenomenological basis.  Experienced on the basic level of the affectivity of the living present, our embodiment shares this present’s pre-individual character.  This affectivity, which from the perspective of the already constituted world appears as so irremediably “mine,” is, as prior to the constitution of this world, not “mine” any more than it is some other person’s.  The same lack of evidence on this level for positing the living present as “mine” also applies to the affecting content animating it.  In other words, our pre-individual coincidence on this level embraces both the living present and its affecting content.  

The above has a certain implication for the intersubjective transfer of sense described above.  The basis of this transfer was said to be the living present.  I bridge the gap between the appearing of my own body and the appearing of another person’s body by accessing this present as a common source for the functioning that animates us both (see above, p. 199).  We can now say that this appresentative basis for my transfer of sense from myself to the other is both temporal and bodily.  This is because we have an original connectedness by virtue of the bodily basis of our temporalization.  The point follows because the living present in which we are in coincidence is, by virtue of the contents that animate it, inherently affecting.  As such, it provides the ground for the primal, “non-explicating” empathy that expresses itself in the transfer of affect—for example, my wincing when I see another hit his finger with a hammer.  This view of primal empathy provides an answer to the question originally raised in connection with Lanei Rodemeyer’s assertion: “I am affected by her consciousness along with her body, and this becomes the content for my primordial foundation of intersubjective experience” (Intersubjective Temporality, p. 191, italics added).    Given Rodemeyer’s admission that our experience of our bodies “from the inside” is essentially different from our external experience of others’ bodies “from the outside,” what is this experience of the other’s body that would allow me to take her as a subject like myself?  The answer must be that the foundation of this “along with” is our basic affective experience.  In other words, my being affected by her “look” is my being affected by her consciousness through her body; and this is founded by the body’s position as not just the origin of consciousness in general, but, more particularly, as the origin of temporalization.  It is, in fact, through its grounding our sense of time that it grounds our consciousness.

§10. An Organic Interpretation of Temporality


What does it mean to assume that the origin of our sense of time is to be found in our embodiment?  At very least, it implies that time is a function of life, that is, of the way life apprehends and uses change to promote itself.  Before I examine the questions raised by such a view, I am going to take a few pages to flesh it out.  I can do so by turning to the thoughts of Hans Jonas, who studied with Husserl in Freiburg between 1921 and 1923.  Jonas argues that the inorganic and the organic have very different temporalities.  The inorganic is identical to the matter composing it.  This means, he writes, “its being now is the sufficient reason for its also being later, if perhaps in a different place.”  “A proton,” for example,  “is simply and fixedly what it is, identical with itself over time, and with no need to maintain that identity by anything it does.”  Its conservation is, thus,  “a mere remaining …. It is there once and for all” (Mortality and Morality), p. 86).
  In other words, temporal distinctions do not enter into its essential description; since it is inherently always the same, its temporality is that of sheer nowness.  The case is quite different for the organic.  To be, the organic body must reassert its being from moment to moment; it must reach outside of itself if it is to be.  This is because, as both totally composed of matter and yet different from it, it must engage in metabolism—i.e., in the exchange of material (Stoffwechsel) with the world—in order to be.  Thus, the matter composing it, Hans Jonas writes, “is forever vanishing downstream.” “[I]ndependent of the sameness of this matter, it is dependent on the exchange of it” (ibid.).   Without this, it would not be alive.  Thus, in contrast to the inorganic, its material state cannot be the same for any two instants.  Were it the same, were its metabolism to cease altogether, it would die.  It would become inorganic.  Since it is organic, it needs the influx of new material.  In Jonas’s words, “This necessity (for exchange) we call ‘need,’ which has a place only where existence is unassured and [is] its own continual task” (ibid.).  Such need expresses its relation to the future.  Thus, a living entity has a future insofar as its being is its doing, i.e., stretches beyond the now of its organic state to what comes next.   Here, its “will be”—the intake of new material—determines the “is” as represented by its present activity.  Insofar as it exists by directing itself beyond its present condition, it is ahead of itself: it “has” a future.  In other words, the living being, as need, as the necessity for exchange, is already stretched out in time.  Its being has a teleological structure, one that involves a future-directed self-affirmation.  It exists by fulfilling the intentions that are synonymous with its needs.  Such needs, in other words, express themselves in the “straining” or “stretching out” beyond its present condition that is the basic sense of intentionality.  Their fulfillment is a self-affirmation insofar as the living being, in its need, is ahead of itself.  It exists as a stretching forth from itself towards a condition of satisfaction that will be achieved through its present activity.  Here, we can speculate that when, in the course of evolution, organic beings become conscious, this need will be felt as desire.  The relation to the future that is definitive of an organic being will express itself in the instinctive striving that animates the protentional process.  Given the nature of its metabolic basis, such striving expresses an underlying drive of the organism to preserve itself.

A similar argument can be made with regard to the retentional process.  Unlike a proton that remains what it is, an organic being has a past.  It preserves the results of its metabolism in its flesh, and such retention gives it a “having been.”  Jonas expresses this preservation in terms of value.  He writes, “The basic clue is that it values itself.  But one clings only to what can be taken away.  From the organism, which has being strictly on loan, it can be taken and will be unless from moment to moment [it is] reclaimed.  Continued metabolism is such a reclaiming, which ever reasserts the value of being against its lapsing into nothingness” (Mortality and Morality, p. 91).  This need to reclaim oneself can be seen as the organic basis of retention.  We retain the material we ingest making it part of our body structure.  We retain the impressions we receive, making them part of our conscious life.  This parallel is founded on need.  We need to replace and integrate the materials we have lost to keep our organic structure.  We need to hold on to and integrate the impressions we receive to make sense of our surroundings.  Without such retention, consciousness would vanish.  In each case, then, the basic drive at work is that of self-preservation.  

It is interesting to observe that  both metabolism and retention proceed recursively.  Recursive processes are those where the results of the process feed the process.  In mathematics, a recursive function is one that operates on a number (its “argument”) and uses the resulting number as its new argument.  For example, taking the function x + 1 and letting the initial argument for x be 1, we have the function equal 1 + 1 or 2.  Taking this result as the new argument for x, we let x = 2, and x + 1 now gives us 2 + 1 or 3.  Such a return of the result to the function can be repeated indefinitely.  Its basic idea is that of a feedback loop and, as such, is found everywhere.  It characterizes life in its metabolic processing.  A living being takes in nourishment, turns it into flesh, i.e., into the very metabolic process that it is as a living, growing organism, using the result to acquire further nourishment.  Through this result, that is, through itself, it continues the metabolic process, the result being itself as a metabolic process.  Hans Jonas expresses the same thought when he observes, “organisms are entities whose being is their own doing ... the being that they earn from this doing is not a possession they then own in separation from the activity by which it was generated, but is the continuation of that very activity itself.”
 To apply this to the retentional process is to note that it also works on the result of its processing.  It takes the impressions it receives from the world and acts to retain them.  To preserve what it retains, the retention that it forms is itself retained.  In other words, the retention itself becomes the new “argument” for the retentional function.  The iteration of this recursive process thus results in chains of retentions of retentions of the incoming impressions.
  Now, the result of this recursive process can be seen as the argument for a further recursive process.  The initial process gives us the series of appearances that make up a temporally extended appearance.  When we take this result and see this series as presenting a given object, this object becomes the focus of consciousness.  At this point, the individual appearances (the individual members of the series) are viewed in terms of their membership in an ongoing set of appearances.  Each becomes “of” it; each is now taken as an appearance “of” the object that appears through the set.  This result can also be recursively processed.  The appearing objects resulting from the last stage can be seen as part “of” a higher unity, a state of affairs.  As is obvious, this increasingly complex relation transforms consciousness.  From a momentary awareness of a fleeting impression, it becomes progressively an awareness of a temporally diverse series of impressions, an awareness of objects, and, from there on, an increasingly complex awareness of states of affairs.  Such complexity should not make us forget that at the basis of this process is, in Jonas’s words, “a reclaiming, which ever reasserts the value of being against its lapsing into nothingness.”  Once again, we can speculate that when the organic beings that require such reclaiming to live become conscious, this requirement will leave its trace.  The retentional activity that expresses it will be based on an instinctive striving directed to the contents whose presence is one with their appearing.  
§11. Skepticism and Embodiment


According to the above, the reality of time is that of living beings.  Understood as the way life apprehends and uses change to promote itself, it can be asserted that the different types of temporal synthesis are those of the different forms of living beings.  What is crucial here are the requirements for self-preservation of such beings.  Since such synthesis is the basis of our knowledge, it, too, seems tied to the needs of self-preservation.  The epistemological implications drawn from this interpretation have often been quite skeptical.  For Nietzsche, for example, the instinctive basis of knowledge implies that “we have senses for only a selection of perceptions—those with which we have to concern ourselves in order to preserve ourselves” (The Will to Power, §505, p. 275).
  Utility, rather than truth, determines what we see.  The same holds for our “knowledge.”  Nietzsche’s theory of the instincts, thus, leads him to assert: “The utility of preservation—not some abstract-theoretical need not to be deceived—stands as the motive behind the development of the organs of knowledge—they develop in such a way that their observations suffice for our preservation” (ibid., §480, pp. 266-7).  If this is so, then a change in the conditions of preservation does not change just “utility.”  It changes what counts as knowledge as well.  The skepticism implicit here is that of relativizing  reason considered as an “organ” of knowledge.


What prevents Husserl from drawing the same conclusion from his work on the instincts?  That he does maintain his faith in reason is apparent from a number of passages.  Having asserted that the instincts are “the primal predisposition of the ego presupposed by all constitution,” he writes: “The system of efficacious instinct … The constituted world with its essential forms, or the universe of rationality, is statically and genetically included within them.  Thus, the irrational is the inborn predisposition of subjectivity that makes possible rationality” (Ms. E III 9, p. 4b).
   This does not just mean that reason is “a transformation of the original instincts” (Ms. E III 4, p. 16b). 
  It signifies as well that “developing from a basis of ‘unconscious’ instinctual drives,” reason ultimately becomes such as to comprehend these (ibid., p. 17a).  Through the method of free variation, it can, in fact, know the instincts in their essential structure.  Thus, having described the “psychological concept of the instincts,” he turns and asserts: “All this has its essential form, which, eidetically presented, is one of essential lawfulness ...” (Ms. E III 9, p. 7b).
  Here, as elsewhere: “Essence precedes existence;  existence must first of all demonstrate its right [to exist]” (ibid.).
  This implies not just that there is an essential structure to our constitutive life, but also that its instinctive basis does prevent us from examining this structure.   


The reason for this optimism is to be found in his account of constitution.  In Husserl’s descriptions, constitution is positioned as a mediating term, linking the instincts to reason.  Its relation to reason makes Husserl consider it as an inherently rational act (see Ideen I,, pp. 316-17, 329, 336).  To succeed in its positing or “production” of synthetic unities, constitution must follow certain rules.  Reason is simply the formalization of these.
  This means that the relation between evidence and assertion that distinguishes the rational from the irrational assertion is a relation embedded in the constitutive process.  Reason’s rules of evidence are actually formalizations of the constitutive relations between phenomena and the unities posited through their synthesis.  All this does not affect the fact that the instincts supply the drives for temporal synthesis.  Given that this synthesis is inherently rational, the fact that our conscious life is instinctively “directed towards ontological constitution” signifies that it is instinctively directed to rationality.  Such rationality forms the “teleological ground for its streaming, constitutive life” (Ms. E III 9, p. 7a).  This holds, not just individually, but also collectively.  As Husserl writes:

In order that the world and the subjectivity constituting it can exist (the world that in essential necessity has the form of the Logos, of true being, which, however, is only recognized afterwards by the scientific phenomenologist), the world, proceeding from pre-being to being, must constitute rational persons within itself.  Reason must already exist and must be able to bring itself to logical self-revelation in the rational subject (Ms. E III 4, p. 19a).
   

The broader claim, here, is that the reason, which “already” exists, is present in the instincts, understood as “the inborn, primal essence, the primal predisposition of the ego presupposed by all constitution.”  Such instincts, insofar as they drive the inherently rational process of constitution are “the irrational” that “is the inborn predisposition of subjectivity that makes possible rationality” (Ms. E III 9, p. 4b).

What about the assertion by Nietzsche and others that the rationality inherent in constitution is relative to the utility of preservation?  It would be, if the constitutive process were determined by specific contents, i.e., if its forms differed depending on the type of content.  At this point we could say that preservation determines the types of content we register and, hence, the forms of synthesis.  As such, it would determine the rationality inherent in these forms.  For Husserl, however, this assertion confuses the nonobjectifying and objectifying instinct.  While the former directs itself to specific contents, the latter does not.  All that the objectifying instinct requires for its action is the merging of similar contents.  Given this merging, it directs itself to the unity, whatever its particular quality, which stands out.  There is, then, a certain elementary process of abstraction from the contents present in synthesis.  By virtue of it, the forms of synthesis are not limited to the level of sensuous perception, but can proceed beyond this, bringing to presence increasingly complex states of affairs.   

This point can be put in terms of the nonrelativity of logic.  On each level of objective synthesis, there is a grasp of a one in many.  For Husserl, the forms of unification that structure this grasp appear in formal logic.  As its name implies, such logic begins by abstracting from specific contents.  This abstraction simply mirrors the independence of the forms of synthesis from their particular contents.  Thus, the logical law that we cannot contradict ourselves, i.e., assert that a predicate unambiguously belongs and does not belong to an object, has its necessity in the formal structure of synthesis.  Verbal contradiction, of course, is always possible.  What is impossible is the synthesis that would intuitively present an object confirming a contradictory assertion.  Such presentation depends on the merging and consequent reinforcement of similar qualities.  In synthesis, contradictory qualities (those that would result in unambiguously contradictory predicates) cancel each other out.  They, thus, cannot appear.  Although this example is taken from the elementary level of grasping sensible unities, the same general necessity holds as we proceed through the levels of constitution.  It is grounded in the fact that constitution is synthetic.  As such, it inherently attempts to place its data within the framework of unity in multiplicity.  Contradictory qualities break apart this unity.  To affirm them is to affirm that we are in the presence of not one, but two or more objects.

§12. Temporality and Freedom


All biologically based forms of relativism presuppose the causal determination of the subject.  How can Husserl assert the instinctive determination of subjectivity and yet maintain his belief in freedom?  What is the relation of the instincts to human freedom?  Such freedom, as I have elsewhere written, has a number of aspects: spontaneity, self-transcendence, desire, and reason.
  To assert that a free act is inherently spontaneous is to assert its not being determined beforehand.  There is nothing temporally prior to it that would completely determine it.  This lack of determination includes the self’s own history.  Somehow, the self must be able to separate itself from itself, i.e., from the determinations that spring from its past history.
  Beyond such self-transcendence, freedom also requires desire.
  Being free, I act autonomously, but I also act to achieve some object, something I desire.  Human freedom is, of course, more than desire.  It involves rational choice.  For Kant, this linking of rational choice to freedom is definitive of the moral act.  Such an act satisfies the test of reason.  I ask: Can my maxim for action be universalized and still be self-consistent?  Can I, for example, allow everyone to lie or will this undermine the very notion of lying?
  Since to universalize the maxim abstracts it from all the particular circumstances that might determine me, my ability to act on a universal maxim is a function of my freedom.  


Husserl’s concept of our selfhood satisfies all these requirements.  As I earlier noted, his assertion of the anonymity of our functioning comes from the fact that the beginning of our acts are not “in” time.  This implies that there is no causal relationship capable of being posited that would place an act in a necessary relation to some prior event, regarded as its “cause.”  We must, then, consider such acts as spontaneous (see above, p. 165).  The requirement for self-transcendence is fulfilled once we move beyond the anonymous core of our functioning to the “streaming creation of transcendence” that arises in our “letting loose” of retentions (Ms. C 7, 21a, July 9, 1932; CMs, p. 130; Ms. AV5, p. 6b, Jan. 1933).  This original transcendence is that of pastness in relation to presence.  It is the arising of a "temporal distance" between the two through the retentional process.  As Husserl describes the result of this process: “I exist in streaming.  In streaming a self-transcending is continually accomplished, namely a past is constituted” (ibid., p. 22a).  My remaining in my anonymous core vis à vis this past is my independence of it.  As for desire, its temporal root for Husserl is our sense of being affected on the basic level of the turning towards or striving occasioned by the hyletic material that animates the core of our functioning.  The original striving is a striving to possess and hold fast or retain this affecting content.  Desire is the self-presence of this content.  As such, its root is the self-referential character of retention and protention.  


What about freedom understood as choice, i.e., the choice that occurs when we consider a number of alternatives and act upon what appears to be the best option?  The temporal root of this ability involves both recollection and our capability to project our previous experience onto the future.  For example, choosing a path when coming to a fork in a road, we remember having gone down both paths and what lay at the end of each.  Projecting this forward, we compare the two results with our desired goal.  In this action, there is, of course, no question of reason, that is, of conceptualiza​tion or deduction.  All that is required is the association that occurs when a present perception calls up remembered ones.  Thus, we associate one path with one remembered outcome, the other path with another.  We then choose accordingly.  As is obvious, not just humans possess this capability.  Many animals are capable of the association that makes it possible.  What distinguishes human freedom is the presence of reason.  This involves an ability to examine not just the consequences, but also the consistency of our various choices.  As such, it presupposes both the ability and the motivation to reflect on our choices.  For Husserl, this motivation arises from our striving to preserve the unity of our rational selfhood by not contradicting ourselves.  It is a manifestation on the level of such selfhood of our instinctive drive for self-preservation.  As such, it is a continuation of a drive that is operative throughout the constitutive build-up of our selfhood.  At every level of its constitution, “[d]issatisfaction is the blocking of self-preservation.” Satisfaction is a fulfillment of this drive (Ms. E III 4, pp. 2b).
  On the lowest level, it appears as the self’s determination to hold fast to itself, that is, to retain the affecting contents that “awaken” it.  On the level of rational autonomy, it is present as the self’s desire to preserve itself as a rational agent.  On this level, as Husserl writes, “I exist in my convictions [Überzeugungen].  I preserve my one and the same ego—my ideal ego of the understanding—when I can constantly and securely continue to strive towards the unity of the aggregate of my convictions ” (Ms. A VI 30, p. 54b).  What is at stake here is nothing less than my unity as a thinking self.  In Husserl’s words, “As an ego, I am necessarily a thinking ego . . .  I preserve my egological unity, the unity of my subject, only insofar as I remain consistent in my thinking.”
  The fact that the striving to do so can lead to the denial of particular desires—for example, the desire to make a false promise—is, for Husserl, what lies behind Kant’s connecting reason and freedom with morality.  For Kant, rational freedom cannot appear in the world since the independence of the agent that acts on a universal maxim implies this agent’s transcendence of the appearing world.  In Kant’s terms, the free agent must be a “noumenal” as opposed to phenomenal actor.  For Husserl, by contrast, such freedom is part of our self-constitution.  It appears as a layer of the temporal process that begins with the spontaneity of the anonymous (or “noumenal”) core of our selfhood and continues till it reaches the stage of the self-reflective, moral agent.  Its constitutive development is correlated both to our instinctual striving for self preservation and to our environment.  As such, it is part of the appearing of the world.  For Husserl, then, the freedom involved in rational deliberation is not opposed to the instinctive striving that animates our lives.  Through the link between instincts and synthesis, such freedom is actually an upper level manifestation of the instinctual foundations of our constitution of the world.  It is instinct in its guise of reason.

Chapter 7

Comparisons

 
I began this work by observing that questions of temporality are also questions regarding our selfhood. This cannot be otherwise given that our consciousness presents itself as a field of temporal relations and given the “I” or ego is the temporal focus of this field.   Whether we limit our selfhood to the anonymous functioning ego or expand its concept to include the bodily basis of our temporalization, the temporal nature of this selfhood is readily apparent.  It is for this reason that Husserl’s successors, in their different interpretations of our selfhood, felt compelled to offer competing accounts of its temporality.  A concluding chapter, in limiting itself to a few key concepts, can offer only the briefest sketch of their positions.  It is for this reason that I ended my account of Husserl’s conception of temporalization by describing the temporal basis of our rationality and freedom.  These concepts, more than any others, bear witness to his successors’ differing accounts of how our selfhood is temporally founded.  

§1. Heidegger’s Account of the Temporal Modes


For Heidegger in Being and Time,
 human selfhood is defined as care (Sorge).  Calling this selfhood, “Dasein,” he writes: “Dasein, when understood ontologically, is care” (SZ, p. 57).  “Care” is a care for our own being since Dasein, according to Heidegger, is the entity for whom its own being is an issue (SZ, p. 12).  It has to decide what it will be.  In other words, its being is a matter of its choices as it makes its way in the world.  Such choices involve its projects, i.e., the things it wants to accomplish.  Engaging in these, it discloses both the world and itself.  Water, for example, appears as a liquid to drink or as something to douse a fire or something to wash with depending on Dasein’s particular needs.  Similarly, wind can be seen as wind to fill its sails, if its goal is to take a sailboat across the lake.  Disclosure, as such examples indicate, exhibits things in their instrumental value.  They are disclosed insofar as they are useful for our projects.  Our interpretations of them, our considering them as something definite, is based on this.
  In Heidegger’s words, interpretation “appresents the what-it-is-for of a thing and so brings out the reference of the ‘in-order-to,’” i.e., its use in a particular project.
  As a result, the world becomes articulated.  It gains its meaningfulness as an “equipmental totality.”  This disclosure of the world is also a self-disclosure.  As persons for whom our being is an issue, our being becomes that of the accomplishers of these projects.  Thus, the project of writing a book, if carried out, makes a person an author.  Similarly, the builder is the person who has built something.

Since such projects involve the world, so does the selfhood that is disclosed through them.  Insofar as it is defined through projects involving objects in the world, Dasein’s fundamental ontological mode is, according to Heidegger, being-in-the-world.  This being-in-the-world involves our “comportment” (our behavior) towards beings, which is itself based on our understanding of being.
 What is this understanding?  It is, as indicated, our knowing how to make our way in the world.  It is our already always implicitly grasping the context of the relations involved in our tasks or projects.  To take a homely example, our understanding of “breakfast” is constitutive of our being-in-the-world of the kitchen in the morning.  We “understand” how to go about making breakfast.  The objects in the kitchen—the eggs, plates, cereal bowls, spoons, etc.—all have meaning; they are “understood” in their purpose; and we behave or “comport” ourselves towards them accordingly.  Heidegger calls the place of such interrelated objects a “Bezugsbereich.”  This term designates an area of relations that is suited to disclose beings in a particular way.  The kitchen is one example of a Bezugsbereich.  Another is the law court, whose trial proceedings are meant to disclose guilt or innocence.  A very different Bezugsbereich is provided by the scientific laboratory, which discloses being in its measurable material properties.  As such examples indicate, the human world consists of multiple areas of relations.  Each has its particular manner of revealing being.  Corresponding to each is a particular understanding of how we are to make our way among its objects.  Thus, the richer and more multiple our understanding is, the richer is our human world. Its meaningfulness increases along with the complexity of our behavior.  So does our sense of who (or what) we are in our being-in-the-world.


All this has a reference to our temporality.  In fact, the point of Heidegger’s descriptions is to exhibit “temporality as the meaning of the being that we call Dasein.”  This involves “the repeated interpretation … of the structures of Dasein … as modes of temporality” (SZ, p. 17).  Such structures are those of our being-in-the-world as “care”—that is, as beings who face the choice of what sort of beings we shall become through our projects.  These projects do not spring out of thin air.  They are rooted in our own capabilities and the possibilities they afford us.  As Heidegger observes, in making a choice, “Dasein has already compared itself in its being with a possibility of itself” (p. 191).  This means that “Dasein is already ahead of itself in its being.  Dasein is always [in considering these possibilities of itself] ‘beyond itself’ [‘über sich hinaus’]” (p. 192).  Sartre expresses this insight with his typical rhetorical flair.  Man, he asserts, is the being “who is what he is not, and who is not what he is” (BN, p. 112).  Separated from myself in my being ahead of myself, I am not what I presently am. Given this, I can only “be” what I am not, i.e., be as projected toward those goals or possibilities which I actualize through my projects.  This being ahead of myself is, according to Heidegger, part of the structure of my being as care.  In his words, “The being of Dasein signifies, being ahead of yourself in already being in the world as being there with the entities that one encounters within the world.  This being fills in the meaning of the term care” (SZ, p. 192).  This complicated terminology should not conceal from us the basic phenomenon that Heidegger is pointing to:  Someone is knocking at the door.  Hearing this, we are already ahead of ourselves, already projecting ourselves forward to the moment when we answer the door.  In our being, we are there at the door awaiting ourselves as we walk forward to open it.  The insight, in other words, is that we are in our being temporally extended.  This being ahead of ourselves is the origin of our sense of futurity.  It is what allows futurity to appear.  When, for example, I walk towards the door, I disclose the future by closing the gap between self that awaits me and the present.  As Heidegger writes, “This … letting itself come towards itself [auf sich Zukommen-lassen] … is the original phenomenon of the future” (p. 325).  The original sense of the future is not “a now that has not yet become ‘actual” and that someday will be for the first time.” At its basis, instead, is a structure of Dasein: that of anticipation.  In Heidegger’s words, “Anticipation [Vorlaufen] makes Dasein authentically futural [zükuftig].”  It itself is possible “only insofar as Dasein, as being, is always coming towards itself” (ibid.).  In other words, having projected myself towards the goals of my projects, I am always ahead of myself.  As I act to accomplish these goals, I am always coming towards myself.  This experience of my coming towards myself is the original appearing of the future.


The original appearing of the past also occurs through the accomplishment of my goals.  In describing it, Heidegger returns to the fact that my projects spring from my possibilities.  I am “ahead of myself” when I project these possibilities forward as practical goals.  Such possibilities are inherent in my given historical situation.  Thus, my possibility of winning a marathon depends on my given physical makeup, i.e., on a history that includes the facts of my birth and subsequent physical development.  It also depends on how much I have already trained for the event and on my living in a culture that has developed the tradition of running marathon races.
  It is this dependence that is at the origin of my sense of pastness.  The past is what provides me with the resources for my projects.  Such resources are part of my being-in-the-world.  In providing me with my possibilities, the “having been” of this being is what allows me to be ahead of myself, i.e., have a future.  This dependence does not mean that the past determines the future.  According to Heidegger, the line of dependence does not go from past to future, but rather the reverse.  In his words, “Dasein ‘is’ its past in the manner of its being, which roughly speaking, occurs from its future….   Its own past—and this always implies the past of its ‘generation’—does not follow after Dasein, but rather is always in advance of it” (SZ, p. 20).   His point is that, while the past gives me the possibilities for my future action, it is only in terms of such action that they can be considered possibilities at all.  They are such only as material for my projects.  Thus, just as paper appears as writing paper when I use it for this purpose, so its very possibility to serve as such is there for me, i.e., discloses itself, only in terms of this way of my being ahead of myself.  This means, in Heidegger’s words, “Dasein can authentically be past only insofar as it is futural.  Pastness originates in a certain way from the future” (p. 326).  


Heidegger’s account of the present follows the same pattern.  It, too, is described in terms of the accomplishment of our projects.  Such accomplishment results in the disclosure of the things about us.  They show themselves as useful to our projects or as simply there, i.e., as not having any immediate use value.  In any case, our taking action to accomplish our goals results “in a making present [Gegenwärtigen] of these entities.”  The result is the “present in the sense of making present” (SZ, p. 326).   Taken as a temporal mode, the present is thus part of an ongoing process that involves the past and the future.  In accomplishing a goal, I make what the goal involves present.  I also transform my past by adding to it.  This addition transforms the possibilities it offers me.  For example, having opened the door in response to someone knocking, my having been—my past—includes this action.  My present discloses the result—the presence of the person standing there before me.  As part of my situation, this becomes part of my having been, i.e., affects the possibilities that now open up to me.  Heidegger expresses this in terms of the “resoluteness” that characterizes us when we genuinely confront the possibilities inherent in our situation.  He writes: “Coming back to itself futurally, [that is closing the gap between the future and the present], resoluteness brings itself into the situation [of Dasein’s having been] by making present.  Having been [Gewesenheit] arises from the future in such a way that the future that has been (or rather the future that is in the process of having been) releases the present from itself” (ibid.).  This is a rather complicated way of saying that the present is released from the future as we realize the latter—i.e., accomplish our goals.  Doing so, we bring ourselves into our situation since the past that we are has been augmented.  


With this account of the temporal modes, Heidegger completes his description of Dasein as care.  “Temporality,” he writes, “reveals itself as the sense of authentic care” (SZ, p. 326).  This is because our temporal distension makes care possible.  It is, in fact, its inner structure: 

“Dasein’s total being as care signifies: [being] ahead-of-itself in already-being-in (a world) as being-there-with (entities one encounters in the world)…. The original unity of the structure of care lies in temporality.  The ‘ahead-of-itself’ is grounded in the future.  The ‘already-being-in …’ exhibits the past.   ‘Being-there-with is made possible in making present” (p. 327). 

According to Heidegger, these three modes can be considered as temporal “ecstasies”—i.e., ways in which we stand out from ourselves.
  In our temporal being we are extended along the lines of our having-been and our being ahead of ourselves.  Even in the present, we are not self-present but rather there with the things we disclose.  In a striking metaphor, Heidegger compares this three-dimensional structure of our temporal apartness to a clearing—i.e., to a point in the woods where the trees part and light enters in.  He writes, “The being that bears the title being-there [Da-sein] is cleared [gelichtet]…. What essentially clears this being, i.e., what makes it ‘open’ and also ‘bright’ for itself, is what we have defined as care” (p. 350).  Since care is temporally structured, he clarifies this by adding: “ecstatical temporality originally clears the there [Da]” (p. 351).  This clearing is our openness to the world.  It is our clearing in its midst.  The fundamental point here is that our being in the world is rooted in our temporality.  The transcendence of the world is a function of this temporality.  Its apartness is founded in the apartness of time.  It is, Heidegger argues, through my closing the gap between the present and the future, that I “spatialize” my world.  For example, I disclose the space between the door and my place in the room through my action of walking towards it to answer someone knocking.  Had I no such project, this space would not be “cleared.”  It would not be disclosed or made “bright” (SZ, §23).

 §2. The Nullity at the Heart of the Temporal Modes


In a letter dated Meßkirch, October 22, 1927, Heidegger writes to Husserl:

Which kind of being [Seinsart] is the being in which the ‘world’ constitutes itself?  This is the central problem of Being and Time, i.e., a fundamental ontology of Dasein.  At issue is showing that human Dasein’s kind of being is totally distinct from all other beings and that it is precisely this [kind] that contains in itself the possibility of transcendental constitution.”
  

To grasp Heidegger’s answer to the question of Dasein’s being, we have to ask with him: what is the condition of the possibility of our being as care?  Here, it is not sufficient to say that we are “care” because we are the kind of being for whom our being is an issue.  We have to ask: why is it an issue?  Heidegger’s answer is that it is an issue for us because of our radical otherness from everything we encounter in the world.  Dasein is not encountered as a mere thing is; neither is it present as something useful for a project.  In Heidegger’s terms, then, our being is an issue for us because we are “no-thing,” that is, we do not fall under the ontological categories that are descriptive of things.
  Our absence on the level of these categories gives us the nothingness (the no-thingness) that is at the heart of our projective being.  This nothingness is what allows us to “be there” with the possibilities we choose to realize.  In Heidegger’s words: “Not only is the projection, as one that has been thrown, determined by the nothingness [Nichtigkeit] of the being of its basis [Grundseins], but also, as projection, [Dasein] is itself essentially null [nichtig] … the nothingness meant here belongs to Dasein’s being-free for its existential possibilities” (SZ, p. 285).
  Such nothingness belongs to our freedom to choose among our different possibilities precisely because our Dasein is not some thing, not some entity with a determinate nature.  If it were, then its nature would limit its choices and, hence, its ability to be ahead of itself.  


Another way of expressing this nothingness is in terms of the temporality that Heidegger derives from our structure of care.  The nothingness that determines our projective being shows itself in the apartness of the temporal dimensions.  It is what underlies their description as temporal ecstasies.  Such nothingness is the gap, the “spacing” as it were, that makes possible the ahead-of-itself of the future, the having-been of the past and the being-with of the present.  It is also the “clearing” of the Da of our Dasein.  What underlies our temporalization and, with this, our ability to engage in constitution is, according to Heidegger, not presence but radical absence.
  This insight marks the fundamental divide that distinguishes his account of temporalization and, hence, of selfhood from Husserl’s position.  


It also accounts for his introducing the subject of death into his description of Dasein.  According to Heidegger, the nothingness we span in our temporal apartness makes us subject to the nothingness of death.  Such nothingness, like our very selfhood, is radically private.  Because no one can die for me, “death,” he writes, “is essentially, in every case, mine” (SZ, p. 240).  It “lays claim to me as an individual” (p. 263).  What it “claims,” as it were, is my temporal apartness; it claims the very openness or “clearing” that I am in my being-in-the-world.  For Heidegger, the possible (in fact, the inevitable) collapse of our being-in-the-world—and, hence, of the spacing that we are—is the real object of the anxiety that haunts Dasein.  The nothingness that Dasein will be when it dies points to its inner nothingness, its lack of anything that can remain.  In Heidegger’s words, “The nothing (Nichts) that anxiety confronts reveals the nothingness [Nichtigkeit] that determines Dasein in its very basis, the basis itself being its thrownness-into-death” (p. 308) 
  I am subject to death because I am not a thing.  A thing cannot die.  A clearing, a temporal apartness, can, however, close up.  As a clearing I am both subject to the nothingness of death and in my no-thingness an expression of it.

This equation of my inner nothingness with my mortality is the paradoxical heart of Heidegger’s description of our temporalization.  One way to approach it is through the essential futurity and alterity of death.  Its futurity follows from the fact that as long as we are alive, death remains outstanding.  Death is the possibility that lies beyond all our other possibilities.  When it is accomplished, all the others must vanish.  This is because, as Heidegger writes, death undoes “our being in the world as such.”  Facing death, we confront “the possibility of our not being able to be there” in the world at all (SZ, p. 250).  Thus, death is always ahead of us.  Were we to eliminate it, we would suppress our being-ahead-of-ourselves.  We would collapse the temporal distance that makes us Dasein.
  We would, in other words, reduce ourselves to the category of a mere thing.  A thing can neither die nor be ahead of itself.  Our not being a thing, our no-thingness, is, however, the nothingness that is at the basis of our projective being.  Thus, the essential futurity of death and the futurity (the ahead-of-ourself) of our projective being both point back to this nothingness that lies at our basis.  

Such nothingness is ourselves in our radical self-alterity.  We are, at our basis, other than all the possibilities of selfhood that we can realize through our projects.  In the “null basis” of our being as care, we are also distinct from all the particular beings we disclose. Our inner alterity is such  that it places us beyond everything worldly that we can imagine or know.  We are, in our inner nothingness, non-representable, i.e., anonymous.  The radical alterity of such nothingness thus coincides with the radical alterity of death.  The identification of this nothingness with death focuses on the fact that death itself, as my annihilation, is other than everything I can know.  Its radical alterity is my alterity in my being-ahead-of-myself.  The self I am ahead of as I project myself forward to my goal is myself in my no-thingness.  What I “leap over” in projecting myself forward is the radical absence that allows me to be temporally distended.  This, in Heidegger’s view, is the death that is “in” me as my nothingness and anonymity.  This is a striking departure from Husserl’s account of our selfhood.  For Husserl, the anonymity that is at the heart of the functioning that results in our being-in-the-world points back to the sheer presence of the living present.  It manifests our coincidence with all other functioning subjects in the nowness of such presence.  For Heidegger, by contrast, such anonymity points to radical absence.  Rather than manifesting our coincidence with others, it bears witness to the essential privacy and solitude of death.  

To connect such nothingness to Heidegger’s concepts of reason and freedom is to trace, with him, the dependence of reason on freedom.  The principle of reason is that there is a reason for everything.  It is, in its Leibnizian formulation, that nothing occurs without its ground or cause.  This means that there is some reason for its being the way it is rather than some other way.  To raise the question of reason is, then, to ask: Why is a state of affairs this way and not some other way—i.e., what is the reason for its being the way we find it?  Now, to ask this question is to implicitly assume that what we inquire about could be otherwise.  To reverse this, we can say that it is the assumption that a state of affairs is not necessary, but rather could be otherwise, which first raises the question of the cause of this state’s being as it is.  It makes us inquire into the circumstances upon which the state of affairs depends.  How is it, then, that we can see that a situation could be otherwise—i.e., take it as contingent?  To do so we have to range it amongst its alternatives, that is, consider it as one possibility among many—i.e., as that possibility that happened to be actualized.  To consider the world in terms of the possibilities it offers is, however, to consider it in terms of our disclosure of it, i.e., its dependence on the projects through which we project forward the possibilities of our being.  At the root of our ability to do this is the sense of our own freedom.  It is our sense that our being-in-the-world is up to us.  It is our constantly facing the question of what we shall disclose.
  Behind the question of reason is, then, our freedom.
  As for this freedom, what lies behind it is the essential nothingness that allows us to be ahead of ourselves.
  For Heidegger, then, “freedom is the abyss [Ab-grund] of Dasein” (“Vom Wesen des Grundes,” p. 69).  The nothingness that grounds freedom makes it an abyss since it signifies that it has no substantial ground.
Given its tie to freedom, what gives reason its relative stability?  How do we distinguish the reasonable from the unreasonable?  For Husserl, reason reflects the relation of evidence to positing that informs constitution.  The formal and material logics that structure reason are those of constitution.  This means that the reasonable is what can show itself through the constitutive process.  As we pursue the implications of our intuitively established assertions, the reasonable is what can be born out by the evidence of perception, be this our sensuous perception or our founded “categorial” (intellectual) perception.  For Heidegger, however, what appears is relative to our choices.  It is a function of the projects that we choose to engage in and, hence, ultimately, of our freedom.  Since the aspect we reveal of our world often conceals its other aspects, the evidence the world offers cannot be used as a standard for the rationality of such choices.  What about turning to the historical record?  Can we not look back and see the results of the decisions of past generations, thereby gauging our own?  Not according to Heidegger.  In fact, “[i]n no other science are the ‘universal validity’ of standards and the demands for ‘universality’ … less possible as criteria for truth than in genuine history [eigentlichen Historie]” (SZ, p. 395).  The reason for this is that there is no “factual” nature of mankind.  Dasein’s “factuality [Tatsächlichkeit] constitutes itself in its resolute projection of itself upon a chosen potentiality for being [gewältes Seinskönnen]” (p. 394).  We are, factually, what we choose to be.  This, however, depends on the future we envisage for ourselves.  The same holds for history.  In Heidegger’s words, “even historical disclosure temporalizes itself in terms of the future.  The ‘selection’ of what should be a possible object for history has already been made in the factual existential choice of Dasein's historicity.  History first arises and uniquely exists in this choice” (p. 395).  This emphasis on choice does not mean that we are not historically determined.  The possibilities we chose from in making our choices are those afforded by our given situation.  Thus, as Heidegger asserts, the “remains, monuments and records” that the historian investigates “can only become historical material when, according to their own type of being, they have a world-historical character.”  This, however, depends upon their “interpretation,” which is, itself, determined by “the historicity of the historian’s existence” (p. 394).  In other words, it depends upon the historian’s epoch, on its common interests and projects.

It is, in fact, in terms of such common interests and projects that we can speak of a relative stability of  reason.  The freedom that lies behind reason as an ultimate or non-grounded ground is, in fact, historically limited in the possibilities that form its choices.  Such possibilities are, themselves, tied to the dominant mode of disclosure that determines each epoch.  This, according to Heidegger is matched by a standard for what counts as “real,” that is, a standard for being as such, which is itself correlated to a Bezugsbereich.  If, for example, an epoch takes the measurable material properties of entities as disclosive of their being, the scientific laboratory will count as the privileged area of relations for disclosure.  If, as in the Middle Ages, the presence of the being of beings is revealed in the communion host, the cathedral with its ceremonies will take up this function.  When, as in ancient Rome, reality is conceived in legal and political terms, then the law courts and political forums will form the dominant areas of disclosive relations.  This ongoing history of different standards of disclosure points to the nature of being as such.  It signifies, in Heidegger’s words, that time is “the horizon for all understanding of  being [Sein] and for any way of interpreting it (SZ, p. 17).  In Being and Time, this signifies that being is that which is disclosed through the ahead-of-itself, the having-been, and the being-there-with of Dasein.  The structures of being are correlative to the structures of disclosure, which are, at bottom, those of temporalization.  Given the finitude of Dasein, i.e., its situatedness and mortality, its disclosure of its world is necessarily finite.  Its action is always limited and partial.  Its disclosures of the world generally conceal those aspects of it that do not fit in with its projects.
  In the works that follow Being and Time, particularly those of the 1930s, this finitude is ascribed to being itself.  It is taken to be inherently finite.  It cannot appear without concealing itself.  Each appearing is finite, but not in the sense that it is a portion of a greater whole, one graspable by some higher “divine” intelligence.  It is finite insofar as being is inherently horizonal, i.e., has the style of inherently existing one perspective at a time.  It is this finite appearing that determines the different epochs of our history, each being correlated to a specific standard of disclosure and, hence, to a different style of constitution.  Each such appearance of being transforms what, from the Husserlian perspective, counts as “reason.”  The structure of evidence and positing that Husserl saw as inherent in reason is, hence, a relative one.  It is correlated to the epoch’s standard of disclosure.  This standard as expressed in its particular methods of disclosure is, itself, derived from its standard of what is to count as the being of the entities that it seeks to disclose.
  

§3. Sartre and the Contingency of Reason


Jean-Paul Sartre, along with Levinas, initiates the French tradition of seeing 

Husserl from a Heideggarian perspective.  Sartre’s critique of Husserl’s account of intentionality is a good example of this type of reading.  He argues that Husserl’s account fails because it does not grasp the nothingness at the basis of our projective being.  He begins by contending that Husserl “defines consciousness precisely as a transcendence.... This is his essential discovery.  But from the moment that he makes of the noema an unreal, a correlate of the noesis, a noema whose esse is percipi, he is totally unfaithful to his principle” (BN, p. 23).  Sartre’s contention is that Husserl is engaged in a kind of Berkeleyan idealism, one that asserts that the being of the noema (or object of consciousness) is its being perceived.  For Sartre, this makes the noema something “unreal.”  It has its being, not in itself, but only as a correlate of a noesis or act of consciousness.  The consciousness that grasps it does not ontologically transcend its own acts.  It is not really consciousness of an object that transcends it.  Yet, this is what it means to say that consciousness is intentional.  Husserl, thus, misunderstands the “essential character” of intentionality when “he makes of the noema an unreal.”  In fact, he misunderstands the being of consciousness.  For Sartre, “[t]o say that consciousness is consciousness of something means that for consciousness there is no being outside of that precise obligation to be a revealing intuition of something—i.e., of a transcendent being” (ibid.).  Intentionality means, in other words, “that transcendence is the constitutive structure of consciousness; that consciousness is born supported by a being which is not itself” (ibid.).  If we grant this, then we also grant that consciousness in its very being implies a “non-conscious” being.  It cannot exist without the latter.  As such, it “is powerless to constitute the objective” in any Husserlian sense (BN, p. 24).    


Sartre expresses this insight in terms of the ontological categories of the “For-itself” and the “In-itself.”  The “For” of the “For-itself” expresses the inner distance (or non-identity) required by the intentional relationship.  To say that consciousness is consciousness of something is not to say that it is that thing.  Intentionality, insofar as it implies transcendence, is an “openness to,” rather than identity.  This holds even when we speak of self-awareness, i.e., of the fact that consciousness, even before any explicitly reflexive act, is always present to itself.  For Husserl, such self-presence is the result of the retentional relation.  This is what opens up our original self-transcendence.  For Sartre, however, such self-transcendence is a function of the nothingness at the heart of consciousness.  He writes, “presence to always implies duality ... If being is present to itself, it is because it is not wholly itself.  Presence is an immediate deterioration of coincidence, for it supposes separation” (BN, second italics added, p. 124).  Given that consciousness, to be consciousness, must be self-aware, such separation must also characterize it.  The intentionality which defines the being of consciousness can thus be viewed as implying a self-separation (a “nothingness”) at the heart of this being.  In Sartre’s words: “The being of consciousness qua consciousness is to exist at a distance from itself as presence to itself, and this empty distance which being carries in its being is Nothingness.  Thus, in order for a self to exist, it is necessary that the unity of this being include its own nothingness as the nihilation of identity” (BN, p. 125).  With this, we have the category of the For-itself.  As Sartre paradoxically expresses it, “The For-itself is the being which determines itself to exist inasmuch as it cannot coincide with itself” (ibid., pp. 125-6).  It is, as it were, being in its continual self-separation, being in its continuous deterioration of identity.  As for being-in-itself, it is simply the polar opposite of this.  The In-itself has no gaps; nothingness is entirely excluded from it.   We cannot say that it is active or passive since such concepts involve the differentiation of agent and patient and, with this, the implicit assertion that one is not the other.  It hasn’t even the differentiation that would allow us to speak of it as a self-affirmation: the “undifferentiation of the In-itself is beyond [this].”  Faced with the Parmenidean quality of its sheer identity, the only thing we can say about it is that “being is itself” (BN, pp. 27-8).  


What breaks up this identity is the For-itself, i.e., the various projects it engages in.  As in Heidegger’s account, these projects reveal the what-it-is-for of the objects of the world.  Such projects are grounded in our being in care, i.e., in the fact that our ultimate project is our own being.  The same holds for the different temporal modes.  In Sartre’s rendition, I have a past because I fix myself through my actions.  I make myself part of the In-itself of my given situation.  When I act again, I surpass this.  In Sartre’s words, “The past is the In-itself which I am, but I am this In-itself as surpassed” (BN, p. 173).  As for the present, Sartre writes: “In contrast to the Past which is In-itself, the Present is For-itself” (BN, p. 175).   Temporally, this For-itself manifests itself in the act of surpassing, this by virtue of the Nothingness, the inner distance, which makes the present self a For-itself.   As Sartre expresses this: “The For-itself is present to being in the form of flight; the Present is a perpetual flight in the face of being” (BN, p. 179).  What motivates this flight, which manifests itself in the ongoing movement of the present, is the nothingness at the heart of our selfhood.  If this were to be filled up with being, we would become an In-itself.  It is its lack of being that drives the For-itself and, hence, time, forward.  As Sartre expresses the basic necessity:  “If Presence did not lack anything, it would fall back into being and would lose presence to being and acquire in exchange the isolation of complete identity.  It is lack as such which permits it to be Presence.  Because Presence is outside of itself towards something lacking beyond the [present] world, it can be outside itself as presence to an in-itself which it is not” (BN, p. 182).  Thus, behind the “flight in the face of being” that directs itself beyond the present to the future is the very “lack” that allows consciousness to make an in-itself intentionally present.  Since such presence cannot define it, consciousness moves on from it. With this, we have the definition of the future.  It is “the determining being which the For-itself has to be.”  It is, in other words, the self towards which we surpass ourselves.  It is the ongoing goal of the project of self-making.  The goal is ongoing because the project can never end: “There is a Future because the For-itself has to be its being instead of simply being it” (BN, p. 182).  If it were it, i.e., if it completed its project of self-making, it would fall into the “complete identity” of the inert In-itself.  


This description of nothingness as the ground of intentionality and the apartness of time occurs in tandem with Sartre’s account of freedom.  It, too, is a result of such nothingness.  This is because the possibility of freedom is that of detachment or withdrawal from being.  As Sartre writes: 

“For man to put a particular existent out of circuit is to put himself out of circuit in relation to the existent.  In this case he is not subject to it; he is out of reach; it cannot act on him, for he has retired beyond a nothingness.  Descartes, following the Stoics, has given a name to this possibility, which human reality has, to secrete a nothingness which isolates it—it is freedom” (BN, p. 60)  

We “secrete” this nothingness every time we reflect upon ourselves, every time we “step back” from ourselves and grasp our relation to some existent.  The fact that intentionality is not identity means that the reflecting consciousness is not the consciousness reflected upon.  For Sartre, this non-identity is the possibility of our withdrawal, of our detaching or freeing ourselves from the self which we reflexively grasp.  Because of this, it is a withdrawal from the conditions determining the latter.  This detachment is a possibility grounded in our very being as a For-itself, i.e., as a mode of being that, because of its inherent nothingness, exists as a continuous decomposition of the identity of the In-itself.  For Sartre, then, “human reality can detach itself from the world—in questioning, in systematic doubt, in skeptical doubt, in the epoché, etc.—only if, by nature, it has the possibility of self detachment” (BN, p. 60).  The possibility of this detachment is the same as that of our freedom, which is the same as that of our self-presence or consciousness.  It is the nothingness that is the nihilation of our identity (BN, p. 126).  Given this, it follows that “what we call freedom is impossible to distinguish from the being of ‘human reality’ ... there is no difference between the being of man and his being-free” (ibid.).  Both point to the nothingness that makes our human being distinct from all other beings.


Sartre answers the question of the relative stability of reason in a way similar to Heidegger.  He ties it to the interests and projects that arise from our given situation.  As with Heidegger, the world that such projects disclose is the correlate of the possibilities we realize, which arise from the possibilities that we are.  In Sartre’s formulation, “the world, as the correlate of the possibilities which I am, appears from the moment of my upsurge as the enormous skeletal outline of all my possible actions.  Perception is naturally surpassed towards action; better yet, it can be revealed only in and through projects of action ” (BN, p. 425).  What determines perception and, hence, the world it discloses are the projects we engage in.  The appearing properties of the world are, he adds, the “correlates of the non-thetic projects which we are but are revealed only as structures of the world: potentialities, absences, instrumentalities” (ibid.).  When we carry out our projects, things show their potential to help us reach our goals; they are either present or absent as means (instrumentalities) for our purposes.  As with Heidegger, the world, thus, appears as an “equipmental totality.”  In Sartre’s words: “Thus, the world appears to me as objectively articulated; it … refers to … an infinity of instrumental complexes” (BN, p. 425).  Such instrumental complexes—e.g., hammer for the nails, nails for the board, the board for the shelf to be erected—are not the creative constitutive product of some disengaged “pure” subjectivity.  They are rather the result of our “being-in-the-midst-of-the-world.”  I am in the midst of the world “because I have caused the world to-be-there.”   I have caused it to-be-there “because I have caused instruments in general to-be-there by the projection of myself towards my possibilities” (BN, p. 429).

Reason, with its linking of actions to consequences, arises because the world that results from this “practical and active” determination has a certain ordered character.  Just as an overall project involves a number of subsidiary projects each of which may, in turn, require further projects for its realization, so we find a corresponding hierarchy of means in achieving our goals.  Thus, to get to the store, I must drive; to get to the car, I must descend the stairs.  To drive, I require a car, but to use it, I must take my keys.  I must also be careful to fill the car with gas so that it won’t run out.  This, however, requires cash and a stop at the gas station.  If I am out of cash, I must first stop at the bank and use my cash card.  This use, however, first requires that I have applied for one.  As is obvious, were I so minded, I could continue this description until I sketched out the instrumental complexes by which I make my way in my world.  The order of these complexes is, in fact, “the practical organization of existents into a world.”  Within it, “each instrument refers to other instruments, to those which are its keys and to those for which it is the key” (BN, p. 424).  The “paths” connecting these determine the “hodological space” (from the Greek hodos for path) that characterizes this world.  Thus, just as the “place” of an object is here “not defined by pure spatial coordinates, but in relation to axes of practical reference,” so such axes give me my space.  In Sartre’s words, “The space which is originally revealed to me is hodological space; it is furrowed with paths and highways; it is instrumental and is the location of tools” (ibid.).

Such space may be considered the Sartrean analogue to Heidegger’s Bezugsbereich.  The reason that is correlated to it as a place of disclosure is structured by its “paths and highways.”  It recognizes them and proceeds through them.  When I try to proceed crosswise—e.g., by attempting to get money from the bank machine without my cash card—I do not just act irrationally.  I also encounter what Sartre calls a “coefficient of adversity.”  This resistance points to the fact that what is articulated by this space is the transcendence of the being that is not myself.  Not that I encounter such transcendence directly.  It is always mediated by particular instruments.  In Sartre’s words, “instrumentality is primary: it is in relation to the original instrumental complex that things reveal their resistance and their adversity.  The bolt is revealed as too big to be screwed into the nut, the pedestal too fragile to support the weight which I want to hold up, the stone too heavy to be lifted up to the top of the wall, etc.” (BN, p. 428).  Recognizing this, I recognize the necessity, the transcendence of the In-itself.  Although it is only articulated through my projects, it is nonetheless there.  I act irrationally when I do not take account of it, when I ignore or deny the instrumentalities which organize it.  Reason, by contrast, is their acknowledgement.  As Hazel Barnes describes his position: “Reason ... always takes this organized world into consideration, for by definition knowledge is the one real bridge between the For-itself and the In-itself.”  Reason, in other words, “is consciousness’ perception of those organizations and relations which the brute universe is capable of sustaining.”

The contingency of reason is the contingency of this organized world.  It is what determines the contact we have to the “brute universe.”  This world, as I cited Sartre, is “the correlate of the possibilities which I am.”  It “appears … as the enormous skeletal outline of all my possible actions.”  Such possibilities, however, are determined by my situation.  This, however, is contingent.  In Sartre’s words, “it is altogether contingent and absurd that I am a cripple, the son of a civil servant or of a laborer, irritable and lazy, and that it is nevertheless necessary that I be that or else something else, French or German or English, etc.” (BN, pp. 431-2).  The necessity springs from my finitude.  Since I cannot be all, I must be one; and the one that I am, since it does not embrace all, is contingent.  It is something that could have fallen out otherwise.
  This contingency appears in the contingency of our embodiment, in our being “there” in one situation rather than another.
  It appears as well in the instrumental complexes which we happen to inherit.  The inherited hodological spaces, say, of Paris and a remote Andean village, are as much features of our contingency as the facts of our birth, race or physical condition.  Both Paris and the village exhibit a rationality, a set of paths connecting their respective sets of instruments.  That this rationality is contingent, i.e., takes its origin from contingently given circumstances, does not lessen its necessity for those who live within it.  It does, however, localize it.  In so doing, it points to the fact that the world only exhibits the rationality that men and women put into it.  Insofar as the contingency of a specific, by and large inherited situation determines this “reason,” we can say that the beginning, the range of available projects, is not rational, though the end, the particular hodological space, does have a certain rationality.  The reason that manifests itself in such space has a relative stability.

What undermines this stability—what continually opens up the possibility of the collapse—of this inherited reason is the freedom that lies at its basis.  Such freedom can manifest itself in the “irrationality”—such as that of the Nazis in Germany—that overturns a given civilization.  That such irrationality is a permanent human possibility comes from the nothingness at our core.  This can be put in terms of the inner contradiction of our ultimate project, that of achieving our selfhood.  We achieve it both by projecting ourselves towards our possibilities and by determining ourselves through the actions that realize such possibilities.  This project of selfhood is inherent in Sartre’s definition of man.  Man, for Sartre, is the being who is what he is not, and who is not what he is (BN, p. 112).  Separated from myself by the nothingness that allows me to be a self, I am not what I am.  This “not” is, indeed, what makes me a For-itself rather than an In-itself.  Given this, I can only be what I am not yet.   I can only be as projected toward those goals or possibilities which I actualize through my projects.  Given this, the project of determining my selfhood by fully determining my possibilities must undermine my being.  A fully determined self would manifest the determinate features of an In-itself.  It would appear as fixed in its given qualities.  It would, thus, collapse as a For-itself, thereby losing the self-separation that first allowed it to have the project of selfhood.  The contradiction, then, is between it and its goal.  The For-itself seeks to be an In-itself and yet remain a self.  It seeks to fix itself without giving up the inner distance, the nothingness, which makes possible its freedom.  That the For-itself can never succeed in being an In-itself has an important implication: The Sartrean subject that engages in world-constitution is not and can never be a unity.  This, however, means that its divided being as a For-itself continually threatens the unity of its action and hence the unity of the rational, hodological space such action constructs.  As a For-itself, it can always distance itself from the self which has engaged in such construction.  It can abandon its projects or turn them in a different direction.  Granting this, we have to say that the rationality which arises as it marks out the paths of its space, i.e., the rationality of the particular hierarchy of instruments required for its projects, does not just have a contingent beginning  marked out by the contingencies of birth, race, nationality, etc.  It is continually contingent.  The rationality of our world always faces the risk of the divided selves which constructed it turning and radically transforming it.  The result, then, is the contingency of all its self-proclaimed necessities.  Such contingency is rooted in the freedom of the selves which construct it.  But this is their inability to be determined or fixed.  As such, it is simply another expression of the nothingness that is at the core of our selfhood.

§4. Levinas and the Transfer of Nothingness.


While Heidegger’s preferred term for human selfhood is Dasein and Sartre’s is the For-itself, they are in basic agreement on the role nothingness plays in its reality.  Such nothingness is the temporal spacing, the apartness of time, that manifests in the distension of our selfhood.  It is what underlies our projective being, which, in turn, underlies our ability to make things present.  As Heidegger puts this in 1929, “For Human Dasein, the nothing [that underlies our being] makes possible the manifestness of beings as such” (“What is Metaphysics,” p. 91).
  It is the ground of our world-constitution.  With Levinas, however, we have a break with this tradition.  Not that he returns to Husserl’s position of placing presence at the core of our selfhood.  His contribution is, rather, to transfer this founding nothingness to the other (autrui).  The responding to such nothingness becomes, accordingly, a responding to the other.  The other becomes the foundation for our temporalization and selfhood.  This transformation of the Heideggerian-Sartrean concept of our selfhood is required to do justice to the call of conscience.  Without it, Levinas believes, we cannot understand the ethical obligations of our being-in-the-world.


To grasp this transformation, we must return to the mutual implication of nothingness, transcendence, the call of conscience, and temporalization in Heidegger’s thought.  For Heidegger, as we saw, the radical alterity of the nothingness at our core is what distinguishes us from the other beings in the world.  It is also what gives us our transcendence.  In his words, “Holding itself out into the nothing, Dasein is, in each case, already beyond beings as a whole.  Such being beyond beings we call transcendence” (“What is Metaphysics,” p. 95).  Raising “the question of the nothing”—i.e., the question of what it is, he replies: “The nothing is neither an object nor any being at all.  The nothing comes forward neither for itself nor next to beings, to which it would, as it were adhere.”  It is not a “counter concept of beings”; rather “[i]n the being of beings, the nihilation of the nothing occurs” (ibid.).  This nihilation is both the constant assertion of its alterity and the ground for Dasein’s self-responsibility.  In Heidegger’s words: “If in the ground of its essence Dasein were not transcending, which now means, if it were not in advance holding itself out into the nothing, then it could never adopt a stance towards beings nor even towards itself” (ibid.).  This holding itself out into the nothing is its being ahead of itself.  In separating Dasein from itself, the “nothing” allows it to assume responsibility both for the beings it reveals and for itself in its revealing them.  The “call of conscience” that arises from this is essentially a call to self-responsibility.  In Heidegger’s words, the call is “a calling-forth to that potentiality-for-being, which in each case I already am as Dasein.”  This calling-forth is “a summons to being-guilty [Schuldigsein]” (SZ, p. 287).  “Guilt,” here has the double sense of “debt [Schuld]” and of “being responsible for something [Schuld sein daran]” (ibid., pp. 282-285).  Both senses appear when I resolutely face the fact that I will die.   In facing death, I face the nothing at the heart of my projective being.  Responding to this, I realize my responsibility for my being.  This realization is that of my self-indebtedness.  I owe myself whatever being I have.  Thus, the call of conscience is a call to face one’s situation, to recognize the factual possibilities inherent in it.  In Heidegger’s words, “The call of conscience has the character of Dasein’s appeal to its ownmost potentiality-to-be-itself [Selbstseinkönnen]; and this is done by summoning it to its ownmost being-guilty [Schuldigsein]”—i.e., its ownmost self-indebtedness (p. 269).  Hearing this summons, I realize that my being is the result of my choices.  My being springs from the possibilities I choose to actualize.  


It is possible to see temporalization as the process of paying this debt.  Endeavoring to pay it, I must anticipate, that is, see myself in terms of my future possibilities.  For such possibilities to be realizable, this projecting myself forward must be done in terms of my factually given past.  I must, then, anticipate while retaining the past that gives these possibilities their concrete shape.  Since, however, I am essentially null, I am always in debt to myself.  The debt of being, as long as I live, can never be repaid.  To satisfy the debt would be to collapse my projective being into the inanimate presence of a mere thing.  Thus, the contradiction I noted between the For-itself and the In-itself in Sartre plays itself out here.  For both Heidegger and Sartre, its resolution is my life in its ongoing temporalization.  The call of conscience to pay the debt of selfhood is what, for Heidegger, drives this life forward.  The sense of our impending death animates this call.  Such death is both ahead of us and internal to us.  As such, it is identified with the nothingness of our temporal distension—i.e., our being ahead of ourselves within ourselves.  The link of death to the “nothing” that “is neither an object nor any being at all” comes from the fact that death is “the impossibility of any existence at all” (SZ, p. 262).  It signifies the impossibility of the temporalization that characterizes human existence since it is the end of our “having-been” and our “being ahead” of ourselves.  Every temporal synthesis, every thematization, every knowing that is based on these temporal modes ends with death.  Death, thus, “gives Dasein nothing to be actualized” (ibid).  Like the nothing—das Nichts—it “comes forward neither for itself nor next to beings, to which it would, as it were, adhere” since it signifies the end of the Da-sein—of the “clearing”—by virtue of which beings appear.
  For Heidegger, our facing this end means acknowledging that our being-in-the-world is our responsibility.  It is our facing our self-indebtedness as the ground of appearing.  


Levinas’ rather acid comment on this account of obligation is that Heidegger would probably be more afraid of dying than of being a murderer (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 108).”
  The point follows since our ultimate relation is to the nothingness that underlies our projective being.  It is this that allows everything else to be there for us.  To counter this position, he attacks its basis.  He asks whether or not the death that animates the call of conscience is actually our own.  In response to Heidegger’s claim that “death is essentially, in every case, mine” (SZ, p. 240), Levinas asks, can the death, which is “the alienation of my existence . . . still be my death?” (“Time and the Other,” p. 77).
  Given this annihilation, what sense can the “my” have?  In fact, he writes, “Everything we can say and think about death” actually “comes from the experience and observation of others” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 17).  This does not mean that I have to experience their dying.  A genuine face-to-face encounter is sufficient.  In such an encounter, I am aware of “the face as the very mortality of the other person” (“Diachrony and Representation,” p. 107).
   I experience this mortality “in the rupture of phenomenology, which the face of the other calls forth” (ibid.).  This rupture is not a one-time affair.  It is an ongoing breech in my powers of representation.  In Levinas’s words, the “enigma or ambiguity” of the face is that it both “calls forth” and “tears itself away from . . . presence and objectivity” (ibid.).  The calling forth occurs in the fact that I can “see” the face of the other.  I can, for example, see the eyes as features of the face.  I do not, however, see what makes them eyes—that is, their seeing.  Both what they have seen and what they will see escape me.  Insofar as representation involves both the past and the future, that is, requires a synthesis of retained and anticipated experiences, the seeing that escapes me is the other’s representation.  Since I cannot see his past and his future, I cannot represent his representation.   


Levinas puts this point in terms of the dia-chrony, the non-synchronicity of the other’s temporalization with my own.  He writes that the other person’s past is “immemorial.”  I do not remember it.  It is not part of the “having been” that situates me.  Facing the other, I thus face “the dia-chrony of a past that does not gather into re-presentation” (“Time and the Other,” p. 112).  The past that I can gather together (or synthesize) is my own.  Gathering my “having been” together, I represent myself to myself.  The other, however, is experienced as the impossibility of this representation.  The same holds with regard to the other’s future.  My future is the time offered to my intentionality.  In it I intend myself as not-yet.  I re-present myself as awaiting myself.  I take myself as the self I will be when I actualize one of my possibilities.  My access to these is through my past, which I project forward to shape my anticipations.  Thus, projecting forward the possibilities that my “having been” has made available to me, I give a definite content to my anticipated possibilities.  Since, however, the other’s past is “immemorial,” I cannot use it to shape a corresponding future.  Levinas thus writes, the future of the other is “a future contrasting strongly with the synchronizable time of re-presentation, and with the time offered to intentionality, where the I think would keep the last word” (ibid., p. 114).  Once again, my experience of the other person implies an impossibility: here, the impossibility of re-presenting the other’s intended not-yet in the “I think” of my act of cognition.  These two impossibilities signify, for Levinas, the other’s “refusing every retreat from its transcendence” (ibid, p. 117).  The other person in his otherness remains transcendent.   He escapes my “I think” even as he escapes my temporalization.  The connection with death occurs when Levinas asks, in a pair of rhetorical questions, “Can one seek the sense of death starting from time?  Does it not show itself in the diachrony of time taken as a relation with the other?” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 123).  Confronting this diachrony, I confront the impossibility of engaging in the temporalization that is my existence.  My sense of death—understood as the impossibility of such existence—is that of the impossibility of this temporalization.  Levinas’s claim is that I experience this impossibility in facing the other.  This experience is one of the ongoing “rupture of phenomenology” that occurs as the other’s face continually “tears itself away” from my re-presentation.  To experience it as a face is to experience this tearing away, this escape from the senses that are the noematic correlates of my intentions.  It is an experience of an escape that becomes permanent when the other person dies.

What Levinas is doing in such passages is relocating death and, hence, the nothingness that our experience of it reveals.  This relocation can be summed up in three points.  The first is that for each of us the death that is first is not our own but that of the other.  This means that the nothingness that underlies our projective being comes to us through the other.   We experience it as a radical absence in presence.  As Levinas describes it, the experience of the face as the mortality of the other embodies a “relation with the different, which, however, is not indifference.”  It is a relation “where the diachrony is like the in of the other-in-the-same—without the other being able to enter into the same.”  What is pointed to here is the fact that the other who I apprehend is, as internalized, “in” me but not the “same” as me.  As a result, facing the other, my self-experience is that of the disturbance or “inquietude of the same by the other, without the same being ever able to comprehend the other, to encompass it” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 29).  As a result, I am split by the “transcendence” of the other.  Separated from myself, I experience “the awakening of the for-itself [éveil du pour-soi] . . . by the inabsorbable alterity of the other.”
  By virtue of this self-separation, I thus have the inner nothingness that is the basis for my projective being.  The disclosure of the world that such being makes possible is, for Levinas, a gift of our others.

The second point is that Levinas’s relocation of death is also a relocation of responsibility.  For Heidegger, my responsibility is a responsibility for my being.  What he calls “the voice of consciousness” is actually a call for me to accomplish this being—that is, to “authorize” it through my own choices.  The origin of this call is my own death.  My response to the nothingness it reveals is to take up the task of self-creation—i.e., constantly work to fill the gap in being that is my very selfhood.  For Levinas, by contrast, the nothingness that calls on me to respond is that of the other.  What makes me unique, what individualizes me, is not my relation to my own death, but rather my relation to the death that appears through the other.  Describing this, he writes, “This turning to the other responds to the other, my neighbor, according to a multiple intrigue.  [It is] an inaccessible responsibility whose urgency identifies me as irreplaceable and unique.”
  This means that it is through the other that I accomplish my uniqueness.  My authentic projects proceed through my others.  As just noted, it is through the nothingness that others make possible that each of us has the projective being that allows us to disclose the world.  Such disclosure for both Heidegger and Levinas is a matter of responding to the nothingness at the heart of selfhood.  In shifting the locus of such nothingness to the other, Levinas, thus, positions responsibility to the other—ethics—at the basis of our self-responsibility.  He puts this in terms of the “tearing of the same” that the presence of the other occasions.  He writes: “It is necessary to think this tearing of the same in an ethical manner. ... The interior identity [caused by this tearing] exactly signifies the impossibility of being in repose.  It is ethics at its beginning”  (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 128).  The claim, here, is that ethics begins with the intentionality, which is a turning towards, an acknowledging and responding to the other.  The role of this responding in the disclosure of being is what makes ethics, rather than fundamental ontology, the “first science” for Levinas.


The third point is that this relocation of death and, hence, of nothingness is also a transformation of the sense of temporalization.  For Heidegger, the death that is in us is also ahead of us.  It, thus, gives us our being ahead of ourselves in ourselves.  As such, it grounds the projective being through which we accomplish temporalization.  As Levinas notes, the connection between death and futurity that Heidegger is here appealing to occurs in Epicurus’ description of death: “If you are, it is not; if it is, you are not.”  This “adage,” Levinas writes, “insists on the eternal futurity of death.”  It brings to the fore, “the fact that it deserts every present” (“Time and the Other,” p. 71).  Our actual experience of this desertion is, however, our experience of other persons in their escape from presence.  Thus, given that the “authentic future ... is what is not grasped,” but rather constantly escapes the present that we do grasp, we have to say that “the other is the future” (ibid., p. 77).  For Levinas, then, the “relationship with the future” is “accomplished in the face-to-face with the other.”  The “presence of the future” is experienced in the escape of the face from presence (ibid., p. 79).  Internalized, this escape becomes a nothingness within me.  It is what gives me the projective being that makes possible my temporalization.  In Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, Levinas puts this in terms of the disquiet that the other occasions.  He writes, to think “the other in the same,” I must think “the in differently than as a presence.”  He adds, “the other is not another same.  The in does not signify an assimilation.”
  He is not something “in” me that I could assimilate in the sense of synthesize into something present.  He is there for me in my inability to grasp him.  I experience him in my attempting and failing to make him present.  This experience is one of disquiet.  In Levinas’s words, the other’s being in me is a “situation where the other disquiets the same and where the same desires or waits for the other.  The same [that is, my identical selfhood] is not in repose” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 133).  This lack of repose—in Heidegger’s terms, “anxiety”—marks my projective being.  It is the root of my intentionality—my intending beyond myself.  For Levinas, “Disquiet is not a mode of intentionality.  Rather, intentionality is a mode of this inability of disquiet to repose in itself” (ibid., p. 32).
  


The temporalization that follows on this arises from my attempt to assuage this disquiet by making present the other.  Levinas defines the resulting temporality in terms of the split in my being, which is occasioned by the other.  He writes: “The disturbance by the other puts into question the identity where the essence of being is defined.  This split of the same by the nonpossessible other at the heart of myself ... this is temporality” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 128).  This split gives rise to my attempt to possess what I cannot possess.  It occasions the intentionality, the stretching forth, which is my being ahead of myself.  The stretching forth is towards the other, who in his alterity, always remains “outstanding.”  For Levinas, then, “Time is both this other in the same and this other who cannot be together with the same, who cannot be synchronized with it.  Time is thus the inquietude of the same by the other, without the same being ever able to comprehend the other, to encompass it” (ibid., p. 29).  My attempt to encompass the other is an attempt to make him or her present.  It may be compared to Dasein’s attempt to pay off the debt of its selfhood, i.e., actually be the possibilities it realizes.  Given Dasein’s essential nullity, this is an impossible task.  As essentially null, it is always ahead of itself.  The same holds, mutatis mutandis, here.  Each time I try to make the other present, his or her alterity appears.  It confronts me with a further task of making present.  In fact, the otherness of the other signifies that I can never catch up.  My intentionality, understood as my desire to make the other present, can never be satisfied.  This, for Levinas, is the root of the infinity, the “always” of time.  In his words, this “always” is “engendered by this disproportion between desire and the desired—and this desire would be the rupture of intentional consciousness in its noetic-noematic equivalence.”
  A noetic-noematic equivalence is the equivalence between thinking and the object of thought.  It is the fulfillment of the intentionality of thinking by the presence of its object.  The very alterity of the other makes impossible this fulfillment and hence makes possible the “always” of time.  As long as I am alive, this “always” continues.  It is a function of the inclusion of other by the same.  This inclusion signifies, with regard to my selfhood, that “the totality of its signification [as a self] is not reducible to the identity of the same.  The same contains more than it can contain.  This is desire, seeking, patience, and the length of time” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 133).  Even the death of the other does not end the desire that is founded on the other’s alterity.  The inanimate body that remains is not the other.  It is simply a sign of the permanence of the other’s escape and, hence, of the longing that is the “patience” of time.


To situate Levinas with regard to Husserl, I must, once again, raise the questions of freedom and reason.  For both Heidegger and Sartre, the nothingness at our core gives the freedom that it grounds an inherently unlimited character.  In Heidegger’s phrase, it makes freedom the “abyss of Dasein.”  The contingency of reason stems from the same nothingness.  This nothingness shows us that our being-in-the-world is up to us.  It is not limited by any nature or essence of our selfhood.  Thus, the world-constitution that results from our disclosure has no internal limits.  Neither does the reason that reflects the structure of this disclosure.
  In giving the reason why the world shows itself as it does, we cannot point to any necessity—any essential relations determining our constitution—to show that the world must exhibit certain essential structures.  There is, in Husserl’s sense, no “passive synthesis” acting to limit the “active synthesis” of pragmatic disclosure.  The question with regard to Levinas is whether this lack of limits is overcome by his transfer to the other of the nothingness that grounds our selfhood.  Do the corresponding concepts of freedom and reason undergo an essential modification or is their field of application simply transferred—the result being that we are now confronted by the unlimited freedom of the other, a freedom that undermines the possibility of applying reason to our relations with the other.  


Levinas asserts that the “tearing of the same” by an other within the same gives rise to a disquiet, which is “ethics at its beginning” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 128).  The issue, here, is whether we can move from this beginning to ethics in its traditional sense.  Such ethics distinguishes between having a conscience and rationally examining this conscience. Not everything our conscience tells us is correct.  Not every response we make to being “put into question” by the other need be appropriate.  Because of this, we cannot justify our actions through a simple appeal to the call of conscience.
  We must apply some rational standards.  For Kant, we do so by employing the categorical imperative.  Following it, we examine the maxim of our action.  If it can be universalized without contradiction, then it is ethical.  In other words, if we can will that everyone perform the same action (or, alternately, heed the same call of conscience), then we may proceed.  Kant, in proposing this procedure, reminds us that ethics involves more than responsibility.  It may begin with intentionality, taken as a turning towards and responding to the other.  As such, its basis may be the disquiet occasioned by the other.  Given, however, that the response to this disquiet need not be ethical, ethics cannot, itself, be this responding.  In fact, as an inquiry, ethics actually begins with the questioning of this response.  Its origin is not the “call of conscience,” but our putting this call into question.  Its traditional focus is the rational examination of the “call.”


Does the other in his or her alterity offer us any assistance in this examination?  There are reasons to doubt this given the exceptional character of the encounter with the other.  As Levinas writes, the encounter is a “relation with the singular, [a] relation of difference in non-indifference, [a relation] excluding every common measure, be this to the ultimate, the community, the co-presence” understood as common measures (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 127).  From a Kantian perspective, this exclusion denies the possibility of universalization.  It excludes every formulation of a universal or common maxim to judge the relation.  The same exclusion occurs when we speak of the face as “the rupture of phenomenology.”  This rupture involves the face as excluding the “same,” an exclusion that places it beyond our comprehension.  The point follows since Levinas takes the comprehension of being as a grasp of the “same.”  We posit being through an identity synthesis, i.e., a synthesis in which we continually re-identify something as “the same”
  To assert that the relation to the other involves this rupture is, then, to assert that it is non-ontological in the sense of having nothing of the “same” inherent in it.  It is, thus, intrinsically incapable of providing those common standards (standards that are “the same”) by which we might judge it.  The same point can be put in terms of Levinas’s characterization of the face in the face-to-face encounter as the “the very mortality of the other.”  As with Heidegger, such mortality signifies the “possibility of an impossibility.”  It is the possibility of death understood as the state where I am not able to be able, that is, where I cannot exercise my “I can.”  My relation to death is, thus, passive.  In Levinas’ words, my being affected by it “is passivity, affection by the measureless, affection of the present by the nonpresent ... an immemorial diachrony which one cannot integrate with experience.”
  Insofar as this characterizes the face-to-face relation, it designates an unbridgeable alterity.  In particular, it positions the other beyond every “I can” that would allow me to take the initiative.  In the face of such alterity I am, in Levinas words, reduced to “a passivity more passive than every passivity” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 132).  The question this raises is whether, in such passivity, I can assume any responsibility for my response.


To assume this responsibility is to assume a certain latitude of action.  This can involve using your capacity for discernment and judgment to limit the freedom of the other in relation to yourself.  Is such limitation possible?  Paul Ricoeur, in his critique of Levinas, poses this question in terms of “the face of the other.”  In response to the question, “whose face is it?” he answers, “this face is that of a master of justice, of a master who instructs and who does so only in an ethical mode: this face forbids murder and commands justice.”  Can this instruction take place in the asymmetrical relation I have to the other?  The difficulty, he writes, is that “the summons to responsibility has opposite it simply the passivity of an ‘I’ who has been called upon.”  This “dissymmetry of the face-to-face encounter,” if “left uncompensated ... would break off the exchange of giving and receiving and would exclude any instruction by the face within the field of solicitude” (Oneself as Another, p. 189).
  Ricoeur asks: Does the passivity of the subject allow for such compensation?  Does it permit the responding subject “a capacity of discernment and judgment” (p. 339) or does it, rather, render its “interiority sterile” (ibid., p. 337)?  Without this capacity, he asks, “who will be able to distinguish the master from the executioner, the master who calls for a disciple from the master who requires a slave?” (p. 339).  What this critique points to is the fact that the freedom that stems from the nothingness of the other is as unlimited as the freedom that, for Heidegger and Sartre, arises from the nothingness at the core of our own being.  Because of this, it gives the rationality of our response an essentially contingent character.  As with Heidegger and Sartre, this contingency can be limited by the situation we find ourselves in—for example, the “other others” that are also making demands of us.  There are, however, no internal limits to it.  For there to be such, the self and its others would have to have some common basis.  For Husserl, this is provided by the presence at our core, a presence in which we are in essential coincidence and from which we constitute our world.  For Levinas, however, this lack of presence is assumed in his description of the diachrony—the lack of temporal commonality—that characterizes the relation of the self to its others.  Such diachrony points back to the nothingness of death.  The isolating character of death—the fact that in each case it is only our own—is not overcome by its Levinasian transfer to the other.  Its effect is simply to maroon the relation to the other in an equivalent solitude.
  

§5. Différance beyond Presence and Absence


The encounter with death has, as Derrida notes, a certain paradoxical quality.  Approaching it, I seem to be approaching a border, a limit.  Yet, the border is such that I cannot cross it.  To cross it is my annihilation.  Death, then, has to be conceived as a border with only one side.  Understood as a limit of life, it has the paradoxical quality of being between somewhere and nowhere.  Death is somehow “between” this life and its system of places and the no-place that is beyond life.  Thus, facing it, one faces an non-locatable boundary between place and no-place (Aporias, pp. 10-11).
  Given this, can one ever actually “face” death?  What sense does its encounter have?  The difficulty, here, can be put in terms of Heidegger’s definition of death as the possibility of an impossibility: the possibility of “the impossibility of any existence at all.”  As Derrida notes, this impossibility, as all embracing, includes “the impossibility of appearing as such.”  It, thus, includes the impossibility of death’s appearing.  Yet, if death cannot appear, how can we authentically confront it?  If we cannot, “then,” as Derrida concludes, “man, or man as Dasein, never has a relation to death as such” (ibid., p. 76).  We cannot even talk here of anticipating death, i.e., awaiting ourselves, in anticipation, at the moment of death.  This is because its borderless quality undermines the thought of death as a not-yet, i.e., as a locatable moment of the future.  The implication of this argument for Derrida is that our relation to death is “only to perishing, to demising, and to the death of the other.”  He writes, with regard to the latter, “The death of the Other thus becomes again ‘first,’ always first.... The death of the Other, this death of the Other in ‘me,’ is fundamentally the only death that is named in the syntagen ‘my death’” (ibid.). 

The reference here is to Levinas’s position.  Yet it is easy to see how Derrida’s argument equally undercuts Levinas’s claim that facing the other, I face death.  Both spatially and temporally the experience of the face-to-face seems to be that of a borderless border.  Spatially, on one side of this “border,” I have the “outside” of the other, that is, his physical presence.  His “inside,” however, is not a physical concept.  It is not to be found in the workings of his facial muscles, eye balls, optic nerves, brain, and so forth.  Thus, the border between this side and the other (the “inside”) is not a spatial limit.  It can no more be thought of in terms of the “outside” of the other than death can be conceived in terms of “this side” of life.  Given the diachrony of the other, the same holds for trying to ascertain the border in a temporal sense.  There is no common time that would locate the boundary.  The lack of a spatial-temporal location points to an even greater difficulty, one that follows from the fact that the border we are seeking embraces the divide between the ontological and the non-ontological.  Levinas accepts Husserl’s position that we posit being through an identity synthesis in which we continually re-identify something as “the same.”  This, however, implies that “the rupture of phenomenology” that characterizes the face-to-face places the other beyond such a synthesis and hence beyond being.  Thus, on one side of the divide, we have the realm of “the same,” i.e., of being and everything we can say regarding being.  This is the place of the other person as an experiential entity, as a being.  On the other side, we have what is “beyond being.”
  This is the “inside,” i.e., the “no-place” of the otherness of the other.  As is obvious, there is no conceivable border between the two.  To conceive it, we would have to think of a common measure that would measure (or locate) the “step” that would cross from being to what is beyond (or “otherwise”) than being.  The distinction Levinas draws between the two, however, is precisely intended to deny any common measure.  Given this, the other does not really offer us an experience of death.  The death of the other is like our own death: both express the possibility of an impossibility—the impossibility of an access that would allow a genuine encounter.  The upshot, as Derrida puts it, is that “every other is totally other.”  Outside of the disquiet that his or her alterity occasions, the other is simply non-locatable.  Thus, just as Heidegger cannot really identify death and the “not-yet,” so Levinas cannot say, “the other [in his alterity] is the future.”  Such a future can never come.  It can never present itself to be experienced.

Given this, we have to say that the equation of death with the nothingness at our core points to what is beyond all our categories.  It points to what cannot itself appear without our collapse, i.e., without the termination of that to whom it would appear.  As Derrida realized, we confront here something whose appearance must always be in terms of what is not itself, something whose appearance as itself must always be delayed.  With this, we have what for Derrida is unthought in the thought of Heidegger and Levinas.  What they assumed, but did not make explicit in their accounts of temporality and selfhood is the thought of différance “as the relation to an impossible presence” (“La Différance,” p. 20).
  This relation involves both differing and delaying.  The impossible presence becomes present through what differs from it.  The latter, by standing in place of it, delays its appearance.  The result is that différance, as “the operation of differing, ... both fissures and retards presence, submitting it simultaneously to primordial divi​sion and delay” (SP, 88).
  In his lecture, “La Différance,” Derrida gives a number of examples of this operation.  For Freud, the impossible presence is that of the unconscious.  It cannot appear without the collapse of our conscious life.  Thus, it can only manifests itself through symbolic substitutes, symbolic satisfactions of its unnamable desires.  Such substitutes are “traces.”  They do not point to a possible presence.  They are not a modification of it.  They rather stand in for what can never be present.
  Doing so, they protect our conscious life by delaying its arrival (“La Différance,” p. 20).  The same fissuring and delay, Derrida asserts, is behind Heidegger’s account of the history of being.  For Heidegger, the standards by which each age measures what is to count as being do not just point to the finitude of being (Sein)—i.e., to the fact that every appearance of being is also a concealment.  They also point to the ontological difference, i.e., to the fact that being is not beings, is not what any particular epoch takes the being of entities to be.  For Derrida, this fissuring of being into appearances that conceal it and, hence, indefinitely delay being’s impossible appearance points back to différance.  Différance underlies the history of being: “In a certain aspect of itself, différance is certainly just the historical and epochal unfolding [déployment] of being or of the ontological difference” (“La Différence,” p. 23).   Not that différance is the same as the ontological difference.  In fact, as Derrida writes, “[s]ince being has never had a ‘meaning’ [sens], has never been thought or said as such, except by dissimulating itself in beings, then différance, in a certain very strange way, (is) ‘older’ than the ontological difference or the truth of being.”   It is older because the ontological difference in its appearing through the epochs of being is posterior to différance in the same way that the relation of the unconscious to our conscious life is posterior to it (ibid.).  This means that the epochs—or rather the particular ontological standards that characterize them—are “traces” in the same way that our sense-less dreams, in their symbolic substitutions, are “traces” of the unconscious.  Analogously, “the play of the trace or of différance, which has no meaning,” is what “transports and encloses (porte et borde) the meaning of being” as it moves from epoch to epoch (ibid.). The same pattern, according to Derrida, holds for our representations of the other person.  The other’s alterity is such that all we can ever have is a trace.  As Derrida observes, the other’s diachrony with us—the fact that his or her past is “a past that has never been present” to us—is used by Levinas “to qualify the trace and enigma of absolute alterity: the other.”  Such an other is beyond being and, hence, beyond all knowledge of beings.  For Derrida, “[w]ithin these limits and from this point of view at least, the thought of différance implies the whole critique of classical ontology undertaken by Levinas” (p. 22).  It implies it because like Freud’s unconscious or Heidegger’s being, the other is also an impossible presence.  As such, he or she cannot be grasped through the classical ontology that takes being as presence.  


By now, the point of Derrida’s critique of Heidegger and Levinas should be clear.  What they both appealed to in their accounts of our selfhood is not, as Heidegger puts it, “the nothing” that “is neither an object nor any being all” (see above, 289).  It is rather différance understood as the operation of differing and delaying.  This is what makes consciousness possible as a for-itself.  It splits it and retards it so that the spacing (the temporal distance) can open up that allows it to be present to itself.  As a result, as Derrida writes, “one comes to posit presence—and specifically consciousness, the being beside itself of consciousness … as a ‘determination’ and as an ‘effect.’ A determination or an effect within a system that is no longer that of presence but of différance”  (“La Différance,” p. 17).  The claim here is that différance splits presence and, hence, consciousness.  It is, in its fissuring and delaying, the origin of the spacing, the outside of itself, of the moments of time.  As Derrida expresses this, 

An interval must separate the present from what it is not in order for the present to be itself [i.e., not be the past or future], but this interval that constitutes it as present must, at the same time, divide the present in and of itself, thereby also dividing, along with the present, everything that is thought on the basis of the present (p. 13).

The implicit reference here to the past and the future is “not to a past and future as a modified present” (ibid.).  If it were, then presence, albeit modified, would still be determinative.  What is actually determinative is the spacing, the “interval.”  One way to put Derrida’s insight is in terms of the aporia that Aristotle brings up with regard to the expiry of the now.  The now cannot expire at the moment in which it is, for then it would both be and not be.  But it also cannot expire in another moment, for then the one now would occupy two separate instants and, hence, all the moments between them (see above, p. 16).  From a Derridian perspective, the aporia points to the fact that now in its sheer presence cannot account for the spacing, the being outside of itself, that the now requires in order to expire.  What the now requires to be in time is the “différance”  that “(is) (simultaneously) spacing (and) temporalization” (“La Différance,” p. 14).
  As Derrida describes such spacing: “In constituting itself, in dividing itself dynamically, this interval is what one can call spacing, the becoming-space of time or the becoming-time space (temporalization).  And it is this constitution of the present, as an ‘originary’ and irreducible nonsimple synthesis … of marks or traces of retentions and protentions …, that I propose to call … différance”   (ibid.).  Naming retentions and protentions “traces” points to the fact that their origin is not the present.  They are not, as in Husserl, modifications of an original impressional presence.  Their origin is rather that which cannot appear at all.  It is that whose appearance is constantly delayed by the presence of substitutes, i.e., of moments taken as possible representations of an impossible presence.  


This impossible presence can be thought of as a nothingness beyond presence and absence, that is, as beyond being temporally present or absent.
  However, we choose to think of it, Derrida’s claim is clear.  It is that the very thing that separates the now from what it is not, thus allowing the now “to be itself,” also divides the now, making it other than (or not) itself.  This division of the now constitutes the apartness—the “becoming space”—of time.   The thought of différance is the thought of the two together.  It is the thought of the “not” that divides the now and the “not” that separates it from the next now as one and the same difference.  For Derrida, temporalization is “the ‘movement’ of this strange difference” (SP, p. 85).  A moment must expire since it cannot be without not being, the “not” being within it.  The same not, however, divides it, separating it from what it is not, which is itself as having expired.  This new moment, however, suffers the same fate, the same expiration and division.  

In Speech and Phenomena Derrida uses the figures of “auto-affection” and “supplementation” to describe this “movement” of différance.  The notion of auto-affection may be contrasted with Husserl’s tracing the movement of time to our being affected by primal impressions.  As I cited Husserl, the fact that the “the primal impression ... is not produced” by consciousness means that “consciousness is nothing without impression” (Pdiz, p. 100; Br. p. 106).  For Derrida, however, “the absolute novelty of each now is ... engendered by nothing; it consists in a primordial impression that engenders itself.”  This self-engendering is a result of an auto-affection.  In Derrida’s words, “The ‘source point’ or ‘primordial impression,’ that out of which the moment of temporalization is produced, is already pure auto-affection ... it is a pure production ... it is a receiving that receives nothing” (SP, p. 83).  His point is that what occasions it is nothing “empirical,” nothing external.  It results from a division in the now introduced by différance understood as the operation of differing.  Here, the “living present,” the present that lives by proceeding from moment to moment, “springs forth out of its non-identity with itself” (ibid., p. 85).  This non-identity makes it affect itself.  The result of this self-affection is a new present.  In Derrida’s words:

The process by which the living now, produced by spontaneous generation, must, in order to be a now and to be retained in another now, affect itself without recourse to anything empirical but with a new primordial actuality in which it  would become a non-now, a past now—this process is indeed a pure auto-affection in which the same is the same only in being affected by the other, only by becoming the other of the same.  This auto-affection must be pure since the primordial impression is here affected by nothing other than itself, by the absolute ‘novelty’ of another primordial impression” (ibid.). 

To claim that the primordial impression is “affected by nothing other than itself” and to equate this with its being affected by “another primordial impression” is actually to suppose that the second is implicitly included in the first.  For Derrida it is, insofar as the “not” that divides the now and the “not” that separates it from the next now are the same.  The “not” that divides the now allows it to affect itself.  Since this is also the “not” that separates it from the next now, its being affected by itself is also its being affected by “another primordial impression.”  Thus, the advance of time is not, as it is for Husserl, a function of distinct identities—i.e., externally provided primordial impressions affecting consciousness.  Husserl’s position, as we saw, is that “the first and most radical character of individual existence comes forward in the form of being-now,” which arises with the primordial impression (BM, p. 291).  There is nothing prior to the identity of being-now.  It is the foundation for everything else (see above, p. 177).  For Derrida, by contrast, difference is prior to identity.  Thus, we cannot think of the otherness of another now as involving already given identities—that is, individual primordial impressions.  Neither can we describe the relation between the two in terms of what is common to such individuals.  The level on which différance functions is prior to that assumed by such thoughts.  Thus, on the level of this functioning, we can, without contradiction, assert that the now that affects the present now is both formally the same with this now and also other than it.  By virtue of the sense of différance as spacing, this formal identity includes the otherness that manifests itself as another primal impression.
 


For Husserl, the being-now of a primal impression is only the start of the process of individualization.  Such being-now (Jetz-Sein) becomes the actual individuality of a definite time-point by being held fast by a retentional chain.  In his words, “Every time-point constitutes itself as the unity of the emergence and sinking back of an originally given now through the endless continuity of retentions; and what is valid of the time-point also holds of every duration.  Everything that exists … is identical in the flow of the transformations of the present to the past in a continual [retentional] shading off” (BM, pp. 294-5).  This shading off is a shading of an original presence.  The now becomes an individual now in time by the retentional holding fast to this presence.  The same holds for everything that exists in time.  Its presence in time is both an impressional and a retained presence.  Given his denial of original presence, Derrida must necessarily oppose this.  In his view, the retentional process shows that the “presence of the perceived present can appear as such only inasmuch as it is continuously compounded with a nonpresence and nonperception.”  This is because, retention retains “a non-present, a past and unreal present.”  Thus, Husserl’s assertion that “retention is still a perception” is undermined when we realize that it involves an “absolutely unique case,” that of “a perceiving in which the perceived is not a present but a past” (SP, p. 64).  


In point of fact, according to Derrida, retention does not retain anything.  Rather than holding fast to an original presence, it makes up for the lack of such presence by providing a substitute or stand-in for it.  Retentions are thus like the linguistic signs of our spoken and written language, which indicate their referents by standing in place of them.  In communicative speech, we take these signs as standing for the mental acts of other persons, acts that we cannot directly perceive.  We compensate for this deficiency by speaking to each other, by telling one other what we have “in mind.”  Derrida calls this compensation “supplementation.”  The term designates a process in which an “addition comes to make up for a deficiency, it comes to compensate for a primordial nonself-presence” (SP, p. 87).  This notion of supplementation is perfectly general.  It is a concept that applies to every indicative relation.  In Derrida’s words, “... this concept of primordial supplementation not only implies nonplenitude of presence ... it designates this function of substitutive supplementation in general, the ‘in the place of’ (für etwas) structure which belongs to every sign in general” (ibid., p. 88).  To apply this structure to temporalization is to assert that the depth dimension of the living present that is formed by its comet’s tail of retentions is the result of a repetitive supplementation, one where supplements are repeatedly put in the place of a now that repeatedly expires.  The depth dimension of the living present thus manifests “the strange structure of the supplement.”  This is one where “by delayed reaction, a possibility produces that to which it is said to be added on” (ibid., p. 89).  For Derrida, then, retentions do not hold an original presence fast, they continually produce it by compensating for its absence.  What we have here is a repeated substitution, one where “the presence-of-the-present is derived from repetition and not the reverse” (ibid., p. 52).  


To understand this action of supplementation as an effect of différance is to see the “not” that divides the now as occasioning not just the next now, but also the retained now.  It is to see the “spacing” that underlies time as going both forwards and backwards.  Both the retained and the next now are supplements standing in for an original nonpresence.  This can be related to the concept of auto-affection.  According to Derrida, “Auto-affection is not a modality of experience that characterizes a being that would already be itself (autos).  It produces sameness as self-relation within self-difference; it produces sameness as the nonidentical” (SP, p. 82).  What is actually produced is the supplement.  The new present produced by the auto-affection supplements the original.  It makes up for the “not” that divides the now.  As a present, it is the same as the present it supplements.  As an addition, i.e., as something standing in the place of it, it is nonidentical.  It appears as a new present, one that also includes the need of supplementation.  Once we see this process as also resulting in the presence of the past now, the way is open to see différance as prior not just to the identity of the now, but to identity in general—i.e., to all temporal presence taken as identical across time.  This point can be put in terms of Husserl’s insistence that at the lowest level we cannot apply the schema of interpretation and content-there-to-be-interpreted.  All we have is an original appearing, either that of impressional moments or the fadings of such.  The Derridian claim is that there is no original appearing.  There is no presence without différance, without, for example, the spacing that opens up the difference between interpretation and that which we interpret.  This holds “all the way down,” as it were.  What we have is the endless progression of interpretations and contents-there-to-be-interpreted that occurs in the infinite regresses of the Bernau Manuscripts.  


To apply this to our selfhood is to assert with Derrida that we are always at a distance from ourselves, that our self-presence is never a matter of an original, non-constituted appearing.   It is, rather, a function of supplements that make up for our original nonpresence. We access our selves through such supplements.  They are what allows us the self-presence of a “for-itself.”  In Derrida’s words, “the for-itself of self-presence (für sich) ... arises in the role of supplement as primordial substitution, in the form [of the] ‘in the place of’ [für etwas], that is, as we have seen, in the very operation of significance in general.  The for-itself would be an in-the-place-of-itself put for itself, instead of itself” (SP, p. 89).  Given that such supplements are produced by the “movement of différance,” this means that “the movement of différance is not something that happens to a transcendental subject; it produces a subject” (p. 82).  The original nothingness that Heidegger, Sartre, and Levinas see at the heart of our selfhood thus turns out to be the double “not” of différance.  The temporal spacing of the having-been, being ahead of oneself, and being there beside things that gives Dasein its sense of a “clearing,” i.e., an openness to the world, is a function of différance.  In Derrida’s words, “différance is always older than presence and procures for it its openness” (p. 68).  

This openness for Derrida is also the openness of language.  The “in the place of” structure of the supplement is that of “significance in general.”
  It is, in fact, through language that we gain access to our own mental acts.  The indicative relation of linguistic signs standing for the mental acts of others also holds, according to Derrida, for our access to our own mental life.  A good part of Speech and Phenomena is, accordingly, spent in disputing Husserl’s claim that, in interior “monologue, words can perform no function of indicating the existence of mental acts, since such indication would there be quite purposeless.  For the acts in question are themselves experienced by us at that very moment” (LU, 3:43).  According to Derrida, this amounts to the claim that “self-presence must be produced in the undivided unity of a temporal present so as to have nothing to reveal to itself by the agency of signs.”  If this is not the case, then we can only have an indicative, rather than an immediate relation to ourselves.   In fact, as Derrida adds, “ if the present of self-presence is not simple, if it is constituted in a primordial and irreducible synthesis, then the whole of Husserl’s argumentation is threatened in its very principle”—this being the principle of the founding quality of presence (SP, p. 61).  

Once we remove this principle, we attain a view of language that closely parallels that of Saussure.  According to Saussure, language functions like a code.  The significance of its signs is not established by their referents—ultimately, by their intuitive presence—but rather by their differences with other signs.  As Derrida cites him, “in language there are only differences.  Moreover, a difference usually implies positive terms between which the difference is set up; but in language there are only differences without positive terms” (“La Différance,” p. 11).  One way of reading Saussure is to note the difficulty of trying to find out if another person actually experiences the same color as you do when he uses the same color word.  If all the color words you both use are adjusted accordingly, i.e., if the system of their differences is maintained, how could you tell whether the same experiences are behind them?  For Derrida, however, Saussure’s claim is much more radical.  It is that “every concept is, essentially and lawfully, inscribed in a chain or a system within which it refers to another [concept], [and through this] to other concepts by the systematic play of differences.”  In other words, intuition does not establish the concept’s meaning.  In fact, “the signified concept is never present in itself in an adequate presence that would refer only to itself” (ibid.).  If we grant this, then we are faced with a network of signs referring to signs, without any anchoring intuitions.  In the absence of the latter, the significance of a sign is purely arbitrary.  It depends on the system of differences in which it is located.  This, for Derrida, was Saussure’s great insight.  He “is the one who placed the arbitrariness of the sign and the differential character of the sign at the foundation of general semiology, particularly linguistics.  And these two motifs—arbitrary and differential—are inseparable in his view.  There can be arbitrariness only because the system of signs is constituted by differences [between the terms], and not by the [intuitive] fullness of the terms” (ibid., pp. 10-11).  

The implications of this view for the twin concepts of rationality and freedom are similar to those we found in Heidegger, Sartre, and Levinas.  As before, rationality can have only a contingent, historically situated character.  For Derrida, its contingency is essentially that of the differences that structure its linguistic expression.  “Since language,” he writes, “… has not fallen from the sky, its differences have been produced, are produced effects, but they are effects that are not caused by a subject or substance or in general a thing or a being that is somewhere present, thereby eluding the play of différance” (“La Différance,” p. 12).  These differences have a history, they have been historically generated.  Yet, there is no universal logic, no non-contingent rationality underlying this history.  There is only the play of différance.  Derrida thus concludes: “we will designate as différance the movement according which language, or any code, any system of referral in general, is constituted ‘historically’ as a weave of differences” (pp. 12-13).  It is “the playing movement [le movement de jeu] that ‘produces’ … these differences” (p. 11).  The freedom of this movement is that of différance.  The “spacing” produced by différance is not determined by what it spaces. As prior, it has no pregiven limits.  The freedom of the “play of différance” is, thus, equivalent to the freedom that is the “abyss of Dasein.”  Such freedom can be contextualized as Sartre’s was by a given hodological space.  Inherently, however, it never loses its arbitrary (playful) character.  

As Derrida makes clear, this arbitrariness follows from the denial of presence. Arbitrariness follows from the “system of signs” not being constituted “by their plenitude.”  It follows from difference not being determined by presence.  For Husserl, by contrast, difference is embedded in presence.  It begins with the presence of the past as past.  The self-separation of the subject is not for him a matter of an original nothingness beyond presence and absence.  It is not a function of the double “not” of difference.  Its origin is the generation of time as the presence of the past, a past that presents the subject to itself.  The freedom inherent in such self-separation is, thus, embedded from the beginning in the constitutive process.  As such, it shares its developing rationality.  Derrida, thus, has to deny Husserl’s assertion that retention is a genuine perception of the past, a perception makes present the past as past.  On this hang their conflicting accounts of selfhood, rationality, and freedom.  If, as Derrida asserts, retention is a “nonpresence and nonperception” and, hence, is not related to the presence of an impression by holding fast to it, our self-separation is not a function of the constitution that Husserl describes.   Neither our being for ourselves nor the freedom that begins with this can be traced to the “streaming constitution of transcendence” that is inherent in Husserl’s description of the constitutive process.  We can thus uncouple our selfhood and freedom from the rationality that, for Husserl, structures constitution.  Such rationality, as was noted, is a matter of thesis and evidence, the latter being the intuitive presence that justifies the positing of a thesis.  Derrida’s denial of the justifying character of this presence is, by definition, a denial of the corresponding account of rationality.  In the tight web of reasoning by which he advances his arguments, Derrida is thus right to claim “if the present of self-presence is not simple, if it is constituted in a primordial and irreducible synthesis, then the whole of Husserl’s argumentation is threatened in its very principle” (SP, p. 61).  The question,  however, remains whether his account does not undermine in principle his own careful reasoning.  

§6. Concluding Remarks


I began this book by discussing the notion of a motivated path.  To see Husserl’s work in terms of such a path is to see it as guided by a goal (see above, p. 6).  For Husserl, the goal that determines the whole of his work can be broadly stated as that of avoiding a performative contradiction.  Such a contradiction arises when the truth of one’s assertions undermine their own validity.  In the Logical Investigations, he defines skeptical theories as those that “imply that the logical or noetic conditions for the possibility of any theory are false" (LU, 2:120).  If such theories are self-referring, then, in Husserl's words, they are "self-destroying." They have destroyed their own noetic and logical possibility.  On the other hand, if they are not self-referring, they are meaningless.  They have not the meaning given by the notions of noetical and logical possibility.  This is because a non-self-referring thesis about "the laws on which the rational possibility of any thesis and the proof of any thesis depend" is outside the horizon of sense constituted by these laws.  As such, it has no meaning as defined by the latter.  In a formal sense, this occurs because a non-self-referring thesis is a different order or type than that which it speaks about.  If it were the same type, then some self-reference would implicitly occur.  In a more than formal sense, Husserl’s point is that the subjective and objective conditions for knowledge must be understood as motivations for taking a stand on a thesis.  The laws that formalize such conditions are, in other words, laws which express the motivations for rationally assigning it a truth value.  In this sense, to abstract from these laws is to deprive oneself of any epistemological motivation for taking a position on an assertion.  

To make this concrete, we can imagine a debate between a Marxist, a Freudian, and a biological determinist.  Each will appeal to hidden motives for a person’s action.  The Marxist will assert that a person’s views are determined by his position in the class system, the Freudian will assert their determination by the unconscious, and the biological determinist will point to chemical actions of the brain as being the decisive factor.  How will we decide among them?  All will see our actual views as traces of what cannot appear to us.  The difficulty can be put in terms of the knowing relationship.  Each asserts a relationship—be it that of the class struggle, or that of the unconscious to the conscious, or that of the brain to the mind—that is beyond the knowing relationship, i.e., beyond what we can know as based on the contents of our consciousness.  Such contents, in fact, are asserted to be determined by this relationship.  It governs what the person counts as the evidence for what he claims to know.  Now, to resolve their debate, the participants would have to justify their claims, i.e., show that they “know” what they are talking about by giving some evidence for the relation that they are claiming to be determinative.  This, however, would involve exempting this evidence from the arguments they make that undercut evidence as such.  The same holds for the logic of their argumentation.  It also cannot be relativized.  The biological determinist must, for example, exempt his reasoning from the assertion that “even logic alters with the development of the brain" (LU, 2:151-2, fn.).  The performative contradiction such theorists are engaged in is, thus, clear: In implicitly exempting the justification of their theories from the skeptical consequences they entail, they are both denying and implicitly presupposing the independence and priority of the knowing relationship.
  

Derrida is not unaware of this difficulty.  This is the reason why he stresses the provisional nature of the terms and arguments he uses to advance his position.
  Husserl, by contrast, is determined to avoid it on a fundamental level.  It is, in fact, possible to see the whole of his argumentation regarding time-consciousness as motivated by the goal of providing an account of our selfhood that justifies itself by including itself.  The selfhood, whose temporal constitution Husserl describes, is one that is capable of putting forth the arguments that he makes for it.  The concepts of thesis and evidence required for such arguments are, as we saw, inherent in the constitutive process that results in this selfhood. 

 This point can be put in terms of a final comparison, one involving Husserl’s view of temporalization as a body function.  Since temporalization determines appearing, this implies that all appearing presupposes embodiment.  Such a view was also held by Merleau-Ponty in his final, unfinished work, The Visible and Invisible.  On this point, at least, the views of the two philosophers are remarkably similar.  The difference between them is, thus, all the more striking.  According to Merleau-Ponty, appearing presupposes embodiment not just because we are embodied perceivers in the world, but because “our flesh lines and even envelops [tapisse et même enveloppe] all the visible and tangible things with which nevertheless it is surrounded.” 
  It “lines” or “covers” (tapisse) them by providing the essential dimensions for their appearing.  In his words, our flesh provides measures “for being, dimensions to which we can refer it.”
  Thus, through our flesh, we can refer to the sensible aspects of being.  We can measure or gauge objects according to the “dimensions” of their sensuous colors, sounds, tastes, odors, and tactile qualities.  All this is possible because the subject to whom the world appears is embodied and, hence, capable of being sensuously affected.  Husserl would agree with this.  In fact, for Husserl, our embodiment shows itself in the identity of hyletic content and feeling (Ms. E III 9, p. 16a).  This identity signifies that the ultimate level of appearing is that of bodily affection.  He, thus, could agree that the style of appearing as such is bodily—i.e., involves what Merleau-Ponty calls the “flesh of the world.”  Such flesh refers to the “style of being” that the world must have to be visible (VI, p. 139).
   This is the style of the world’s being “in” us insofar as through our flesh, we provided the place of its appearing.  It is also the style of our being situated in and being affected by the world.  The style, then, is that of the embodied being that makes each person assert: “the world and I are within one another ” (VI, p. 123).

Where Merleau-Ponty diverges from Husserl is in his insistence that this style of being leads to a relativity of reason and certainty.  This is because we are both affected by and affect the world that encompasses us.  As affected by it, “the [embodied] situation of the philosopher who speaks … affects what he says with a certain latent content that is not its manifest content.”  As a result there is always “a divergence between the essences he fixes and the lived experience to which they are applied, between the operation of living the world and the entities and negentities in which he expresses it” (VI, p 87).  This means that, intertwined as we are with the world, we are not neutral or pure observers of a given situation, but are affected or conditioned by it.  When we act, we affect our situation and the result—the excess that our action has created—affects us.  In other words, everything we do changes our situation and, hence, affects our description of it.  Our being affected by our situation, insofar as it changes us, changes the way we affect our situation, which changes its action on us.  Because of this, there is always a residue.  There is always a divergence between the “aerial view of life” which fixes essences and “life, which is inherence in the world.”  For Merleau-Ponty, then: “If one takes this residue into account, there is no longer identity between the lived experience and the principle of non-contradiction: the thought, precisely as thought, can no longer convey the lived experience” (ibid.).  Behind this incapacity, is the fact that our being in the world, which is also “in” us, never gives us the distance to fix the lived experience.  Our being in a world that is also in us is such that we can never stand outside the circle of affecting and being affected by this world.

Merleau-Ponty’s account of flesh occurs in the context of his critique of Sartre—in particular of Sartre’s position that the for-itself of our selfhood must be an essential nothingness in order to be open to the world.  As Merleau-Ponty observes, “Vision is not the immediate relation of the for-itself to the in-itself.” It is not because the relation is always mediated by our embodiment.  Sartre forgets this.  His “analytic of Being and Nothingness is that of the seer who forgets that he has a body” (VI, p. 77, translation modified; Le visible et l’invisible, p. 108).  Because of this, he fails to grasp the divergence “between the thought or fixation of essences, which is the aerial view, and life, which is inherence in the world of vision” (VI, p. 87).  It is this denial of nothingness that sets Merleau-Ponty apart from the tradition we have been examining.  Along with his affirmation of flesh, it marks his affinity with Husserl.  Why, then, does Husserl continue to assert our transcendence and, with this, our possession of the inner distance that allows us to stand back and fix the lived experience?  The answer comes from the functioning of flesh in temporal constitution.  Such functioning has transcendence built into it.  Thus, the fact that we affect the world that affects us involves us in a constitutive process that level by level results in new forms of transcendence.  The process begins with our being affected by the world.  The holding fast of flesh to itself that is inherent in its drive for self-preservation expresses itself on the level of consciousness in our attempt hold the affecting contents fast by retaining them.  This results in our being affected by what we hold fast.  As long as its affecting power works on us, we maintain our grip on the retained.  This first cycle of being affected and affecting the world does not close ourselves in on ourselves.  The result of the retentional process is, in fact, the initial creation of transcendence, that of the past vis a vis the present.  This is why Husserl terms the retentional process the “streaming creation of transcendence.”  This original transcendence is simply the first of a whole series of transcendencies that mark the constitutive process.  In each case, we have a one-many relation.  Thus, the many retentions of an impression constitute, as they succeed each other, the one content transcending the present in its departure into pastness.  The same pattern holds with regard to the different perspectival views that constitute the appearing of a spatial-temporal object.  It holds, in fact, wherever constitution assumes the form of an identity synthesis.  Reason, understood as the formal structure of this process, maintains its identity throughout the various levels.  It is present in both action and affection, both in our constitutional activity and in our being affected by what we constitute, i.e., in our taking what we constitute as the material for another level of constitution, a further exercise of the identity synthesis.  As for the subject engaging in this constitution, its transcendence is not just that of the reason that maintains its structure; it is also that of the inner distance, the spanning that links the constituting to the constituted.  The fact that one is not the other—the fact, for example, that the perspectival view is not the perspectivally appearing object—is the span that opens up the intentional relationship.  The relationship links the many views to that which appears through them.  It is the character of each view’s being of some appearing unity.  The “of” here marks a distance that is not grounded on the nothingness of a radical absence, but rather the reverse.  It designates a relation of presence that has transcendence built into it.  The constituting subject participates in this transcendence.  It directs itself to the unity that transcends the multiplicity that furnishes the material for this unity’s constitution.  As such, it is always “ahead” of the multiplicity of its surrounding world.  It is in it, but always in advance of it.  It provides a place for the appearing of the world that surrounds it through this ongoing transcendence.  

In his final work, the Crisis, Husserl saw the difficulties of his time as a crisis involving our self-responsibility.  The responsibility he focused on was not that of facing the abyss of our freedom, that is, of realizing that our choices were ultimately our own, that the world they established would ultimately determine what counted as evidence.  Neither was it the responsibility of responding to différance by deconstructing the terms and arguments of other positions, both political and theoretical.  What Husserl had in mind was the responsibility of responding to what appeared, of limiting our own assertions and the actions based on these to what the discoverable evidence could support.  As involving the consistency and rationality of our theses, such responsibility was, he thought, a life-long task.  Implicit in any call to responsibility is, of course, the possibility of being irresponsible.  The very transcendence that allows us to be ahead of ourselves gives us this freedom.  We can, for example, content ourselves with merely signative intentions, intentions detached from the possibility of intuitive fulfillment.  To do so, however, is not just to engage in empty talk or base our actions on empty assertions.  It is to decouple ourselves from the constitutive process with its structure of thesis and evidence.  As such, it is to implicitly deny the very origin of our transcendence. Regarding the political scene on the eve of war, Husserl argued that we do so only at our gravest peril.  No one who considers our current situation, both political and ecological, can doubt that a similar argument is needed today.
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NOTES





INTRODUCTION





� 	Aurelius Augustine, Confessions, trans. S. Pine-Coffin (London: Penguin Books), 1964, p. 264.  Throughout the current work, this translation of the Confessions will be cited as Confessions 1964. 


� 	“Kritik der reinen Vernunft (2. Aufl.)” in Kants gesammelte Schriften, ed. Königliche Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften (KdrV, Berlin: George Reiner, 1955), 3:52. I will throughout refer to this work as the KdrV, followed by the original B edition page number.  The Prussian Academy edition will be cited as Ak, and will be followed by its volume and page number.  If the translation is taken from Norm Kemp Smith, it will be indicated by the initials NKS.  


� 	This does not mean that outer things cannot be characterized as in time.  “Time,” Kant writes, “is the formal condition of all appearances whatsoever.”  In this, it is distinguished from space which “serves as the apriori condition only of outer appearances” (KdrV, B50, Ak. 3:60).  The point follows because “all presentations … belong … as determinations of the mind, to our inner state.”  This inner state, however, “belongs to time” (ibid).  Thus, when we relate our representations to an outer object, the object itself assumes a temporal character.  We ascribe to it the past we recall and the future we anticipate even though, strictly speaking, we cannot outwardly intuit either. 


� 	According to Rudolf Boehm, the editor of Zur Phänomenologie des inneren Zeitbewusstseins, Husserl’s original text of the 1905 lectures on time consciousness is “not reconstructable” (“Einleitung des Herausgebers,” Zur Phänomenologie des inneren Zeitbewusstseins [The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966], p. xvii; the text of Zur Phänomenologie des inneren Zeitbewusstseins will hereafter be referred to as Pdiz).  The reason why we cannot reconstruct the lectures is that Husserl continually replaced parts of the original.  In Boehm’s words: “Husserl fügte diesem Manuskript in der Folgezeit nicht nur Beilagen und Ergänzungen bei, sondern er schied sachlich, aber auch einfach formal unzulängliche Teile des ursprünglichen Vorlesungsmanuskriptes aus und warf sie fort und ersetzte sie teilweise durch gründlichere und zusammenhängendere Ausführungen, ohne sich allerdings um die unmittelbare textliche Kohärenz der erhalten gebliebenen alten und der eingefügten neuen Aufzeichnungen zu bekümmern. Einige der Teile des ursprünglichen Vorlesungsmanuskripts ergänzenden oder ersetzenden Aufzeichnungen, deren Entstehungszeit zumindest bis in das Jahr 1911 reicht, wurden der Paginierung eingefügt oder angeschlossen, andere nur einfach eingelegt” (ibid, p. xviii). 


�	I will refer to this edition throughout as CMs.


� 	“Wir bohren und sprengen, wie in dieser Abhandlung überhaupt, allseitig Minengänge nach allen möglichen Seiten, erwägen alle logischen Möglichkeiten und spüren nach, welche davon Wesensmöglichkeiten und Wesensunmöglichkeiten darstellen, und schließlich sichten wir so das System einstimmiger Wesensnotwendigkeiten” (Edmund Husserl, Die Bernauer Manuskripte über das Zeitbewusstsein (1917/18), ed. R. Bernet and D. Lohmar [Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers), 2001], p. 189).  Throughout, this edition will be referred to as BM.  This method also seems to have been the case for the bundle of manuscripts Edith Stein received.  Having continually intervened in the text, Husserl left it to Stein to organize.  On July 6, 1917, Stein wrote to Roman Ingarden on the state of the text she received: “Die äußere Zustand is ziemlich traurig: Notizenzettle von 1903 an.  Ich habe aber große Lust, zu versuchen, ob sich eine Ausarbeitung daraus machen läßt” (Pdiz., p. xx).  As Boehm notes, the manuscripts she received, which she placed in “The Lectures on Inner Time-Consciousness from the Year 1905,” were for the most part written much later.  Only “a small part dates from 1905, the larger part dates from 1907-1911, and indeed from 1917” (Pdiz., p. xxiii).


�	“Nachwort,” in Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosophie, Drittes Buch, ed. Walter Biemel (The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff, 1971), p. 150; this volume will be cited as Ideen III. 


� 	“Aristotle, ‘Time’ from the Physics” in Time, ed. Jonathan Westphal and Carl Levenson (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, Inc., 1993), p. 60.  This chapter is a translation of Aristotle’s Physics, Book Delta, chapters 10-14.  Throughout, the translation will be referred to simply as Physics. 


� 	When the translation of Pdiz is taken from The Phenomenology of the Consciousness of Internal Time (1893-1917), trans. John Brough (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1991), this will be indicated with the abreviation “Br.” followed by the corresponding page number of this translation.  The words, “translation modified” will indicate the modification of this translation.  


� 	Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosophie, Erstes Buch, ed. R. Schuhmann (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff), 1976, p. 159.  This book will be cited throughout as Ideen I. 


� 	Logische Untersuchungen, ed. Ursula Panzer in Edmund Husserl, Gesammelte Schriften (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1992), 3:390.  This text will be cited throughout as LU with the volume and page numbers of the Gesammelte Schriften. 


� 	Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, Texte aus dem Nachlass (1926-1935), ed. Sebastian Luft (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002), p. 179.


 


CHAPTER 1





� 	Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit (Tübingen: Max Niemeyer, 1967), p. 26.  Throughout, this will be cited as SZ.


� 	Aristotle’s Physics, trans. Richard Hope (Lincoln, University of Nebraska Press, 1961), p. 80. 


� 	“Seiendes ist in seinem Sein als ‘Anwesenheit’ gefaßt, d. h. es ist mit Rücksicht auf einen bestimmten Zeitmodus, die ‘Gegenwart,’ verstanden” (SZ, p. 25).  


� 	This position is similar to Paul Conen’s who asserts that the “substrate” of the on-going present (of “the dynamically grasped now”) is the entity which is moved.  This implies that this now, which Conen says is “not in time,” but rather “is time” is the entity’s attribute.  See Conen, Die Zeittheorie des Aristoteles (Munich, C. H. Beck Verlag, 1964), pp. 78-84, 167.  This is somewhat different from Eva Brann’s position.  She asserts that “the now” which “hovers, as it were, over the moving thing ... must be the presentness of the perception of the moving thing” (“Against Time,”  St. John’s Review, Vol. 34, no. 3, Summer 1983, p. 75).  I think that, for Aristotle, it is the presentness, not of the perception of the thing, but of the thing to perception.  The now is, in other words, an attribute not primarily of our perception but of the thing perceived.


� 	The general position here is that an entity has an actual existence through the operation or functioning of its powers (see Metaphysics, 1045a 24, 1045b 19-20).  In such a context, to ask: “where actually is the entity?” is to ask “where is this functioning?”  In the case of the teacher, the answer is clear.  The functioning is “teaching,” and the place of this is where it is presently at work.  It is “in the one taught” (Physics, 202b 7-8, my translation).  His teaching is “there” in the learner since this is where his being as a teacher is “at work.”  It is there as the operation or functioning of his power to make the learner learn.  Given that the functioning of teaching requires that of learning, what we have are not two different functionings, but rather aspects of a single functioning, one which requires both teacher and learner if the potentiality inherent in their relationship is to be realized in the learner. Hippocrates Apostle translates this passage in the Physics by rendering energeia as actuality: “... neither is it absurd for the actuality of one thing to be in another thing (for teaching is the activity of a man who can teach but it is an activity upon another man; it is not cut off but is an activity of A upon B), nor can anything prevent one actuality from being the same for two things -- not in the sense that the essence is the same for both, but in the sense in which potential being is related to being in actuality.”  He comments: “... the two actualities [of A and B] (if we are to call them ‘two’) are like aspects of one actuality ... In a statue, its actuality is the shape and its potentiality is the material (e.g., the bronze).  Yet the statue is one thing, and the shape and the material cannot exist apart but exist as inseparable principles of the statue.  It is likewise with that which acts and that which is acted upon qua such” (Aristotle’s Physics, trans. H.G. Apostle [Bloomington: Indiana University Press 1969], pp. 46, 255).  In other words, just as the matter and the form are aspects of one actuality, so also are the student and the teacher.  The same holds for time.  Motion and the ability of the mind to register and enumerate are aspects of the single reality of time.  


� 	Aristotle’s Physics, trans. Hope, ed. cit., p. 83.


� 	The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, Revised Edition, trans. Albert Hofstadter (KdrV, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988), p. 230. 


�	My agreement with Heidegger on this point does not mean that I have followed his reading of Aristotle.  For my views of his somewhat anachronistic reading see Mensch, Postfoundational Phenomenology: Husserlian Reflections on Presence and Embodiment (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2001), pp. 23-33.


� 	“Das in Husserl-Archiv zu Leuven aufbewahrte Handexemplar der ‘Confessions’ beweist, daß Husserl das XI.Buch aufmerksam gelesen hat. –Dies nimmt nicht wunder, denn er läßt sich in seiner phänomenologischen Beschreibung des inneren Zeitbewußtseins so sehr durch die Beobachtungen und impliziten Voraussetzungen der Augustineschen Zeitanalyse inspirieren, daß man geradezu von Husserlischen ‘Randbemerkungen’ zu Augustinus sprechen möchte” (Rudolf Bernet, “Einleitung” in Edmund Husserl, Texte zur Phänomenologie des inneren Zeitbewusstseins (1893-1917), Text nach Husserliana, Band X, ed. Rudolf Bernet  [Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1985], xi).  Husserl himself remarks: “Even today, anyone occupied with the problem of time must still study Chapters 14�28 of Book XI of the Confessiones thoroughly. For in these matters our modern age, so proud of its knowledge, has failed to surpass or even to match the splendid achievement of this great thinker who grappled so earnestly with the problem of time” (Pdiz, p. 3, Br. p. 3).  


� 	Book XI of Augustine’s Confessions, trans. Frank Sheed in Time, eds. Jonathan Westphal and Carl Levenson (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, Inc., 1993), p. 15.  I will cite this translation throughout as Confessions 1993.  


� 	With this we have Augustine’s account of man being the image of God.  In our now, which is not a part of time, our past and future are contained.  In God’s now, all time is contained.  Thus, the theological point of Book XI is for us to say that “past and future alike are wholly created and upheld in their passage by that which is always present”—namely, God (Confessions 1993, p. 13).  This is why, having given his description of the reading of the psalm, which we quoted in our text, Augustine goes on to write: “And what is true of the whole psalm is true … for any longer action, of which the canticle man be only a part: indeed it is the same for the whole life of man, of which all a man’s actions are parts: and likewise for the whole history of the human race, of which the lives of men are parts” (ibid., p. 27).  The perspective from which this is true is that of the divine mind that contains all time.  


� 	Iso Kern gives the list of Kant’s lectures in his excellent study, Husserl und Kant (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1964), pp. 425-427.  The copies of the Critique of Pure Reason that Husserl read (as shown by the annotations and underlinings) are those edited by Hartenstein (1867-68), Kehrbach (1878), and Vorländer (1899).  See Husserl und Kant, pp. 428-9.


� 	See the end of note 5 above. 


� 	“Kritik der reinen Vernunft” (1. Aufl.)” in Kants gesammelte Schriften, ed. Königliche Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften (KdrV, Berlin: George Reiner, 1955), 4:77. I will refer to this work as the KdrV, followed by the original A edition page number.  As with the B edition, the Prussian Academy text will be cited as Ak. and will be followed by its volume and page number.  When the translation of Kant is taken from Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, trans. Norman Kemp Smith (London: Macmillan and Company, 1963), this will be indicated by NKS followed by the page number of this translation.


� 	In Kant’s terminology, the act in question is that of the “productive” rather than the reproductive imagination. He writes: “only the productive synthesis of the imagination can take place apriori; the reproductive rests on empirical conditions” As opposed to the reproductive imagination, “without distinction of intuitions [the productive imagination] is directed exclusively to the apriori combination of the manifold.”  So understood, it is, in its syntheses, “the pure form of all possible knowledge” (KdrV; A 118, Ak. 88).  Thus, the productive imagination is the pure act of “I reproduce,” abstracted from all empirical content.  It is called productive because, if we abstract the empirical content of the content-filled moments (the impressions) that we reproduce, what is left is simply the moments themselves.  The reproduction of an expired moment is, then, a production since it results in the presence of that which did not exist before, a moment of the past.  Reproduction, in other words, is productive in the strong sense of producing something new: namely the dispersed moments of time.  Without it, there is only nowness.


�  	Husserl gives a phenomenological parallel of Kant’s position in his description of how “the identical intentional ‘object’ evidently separates itself from the changing and variable predicates.”  He calls this object “the ‘identical,’ the determinable subject of its possible predicates’--’the pure X in abstraction from its possible predicates’” (Ideen I, p. 302). 


�  	As Kant’s example of grasping a triangle indicates, not every synthesis of recognition in a concept yields the sense of time as enduring.  Thus, the synthesis that generates the triangle by “the combination of three straight lines according to a rule” does not posit the real in time (KdrV, A105; Ak. 4:80).  The X here is nontemporal.  It is only when the representations synthesized have distinct temporal positions that the sense of enduring can obtain.


� 	As Kant put this in the B edition of the Critique, “This relation [of the “I think” to the identity of a subject] … does not exist because I accompany every representation with consciousness, but because I join one representation to another, and am conscious of the synthesis of them (KdrV, B154; Ak. 3:121; NKS 154).  Thus, all my representations are mine because I unite them.  In Kant’s words, “‘These representations given in intuition belong all of them to me,’ is accordingly just the same as [the proposition] ‘I unite them in one self-consciousness …’” (ibid.). 


� 	Husserl’s preferred term is “constitution,” though he does use “synthesis.”  Both terms are taken as equivalent to Kant’s concept.  In Husserl’s words: “What is called constitution, this is what Kant obviously had in mind under the rubric, ‘connection as an operation of the understanding,’ synthesis” (Ms. B IV 12, pp. 2-3, 1920).  


� 	There are, of course, other factors, chief among which is a certain affinity Husserl feels to Kant’s mode of philosophizing.  He writes, for example, “... the revolution in the very nature of philosophical thought which Kant promoted and allowed to arise in the powerful, perhaps even violent proposal of a new science is still the challenge of the present; and this new science is our own task and a task which can never be abandoned in all the future” (“Kant und die Idee der Transzendentalphilosophie,” (Erste Philosophie (1923/1924), Erste Teil, Kritische Ideengeschichte, ed. R. Boehm [The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1956], p. 240).  This revolution is Kant’s proposal of “a transcendental, scientific theory of the essential possibility of the constitution of a true objectivity in transcendental subjectivity ...” (“Kants Kopernikanische Umdrehung ...,” (ibid, p. 227).  As he elsewhere expresses this, Kant “brought about the recognition that the world, which is for us, only exists for us in our cognition and that the world for us is nothing but that which, under the title of objective knowledge, takes shape in our experiences and thought” (Ms. F I 32, “Natur und Geist,” 1927, p. 114a).  This affinity does not mean that Husserl did not have sharp disagreements with Kant.  For an account of these, see Mensch, Intersubjectivity and Transcendental Idealism (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1988), pp. 106-125 and Kern, Husserl und Kant, pp. 55-134.


� 	Ms. F I 9, 4b.  The text of this introduction (Ms. F I 9 4a-b) can be found in the “Einleitung des Herausgebers,” Pdiz, pp. xv-xvii.  


� 	William James, Psychology, Briefer Course (New York: World Publishing Company. 1948), p. 281.  Throughout, I will refer to this text as Psychology. 


� 	Husserl, “Beitrag,” in Oskar Kraus, Franz Brentano zur Kenntnis seines Lebens und seiner Lehre (Munich: C. H. Beck’sche Verlangsbuchhandlung Oskar Beck, 1919), p. 153.


� 	See ibid., p. 154.  


�	Ibid. 


� 	Ibid., Since Brentano had to lecture as a Privatdocent, Husserl wrote his Habilitationschrift in philosophy with Carl Stumpf, Brentano’s former student.


� 	In Carl Stumpf’s account, this original association is also contrasted with the earned or acquired association of memory:  In his words, “Das Zeitbewußtsein beschrieb Brentano damals so, daß in jedem Moment einer (äußeren oder inneren) Wahrnehmung von dem Wahrnehmungsinhalt eine ihm qualitativ gleiche, aber sich zeitlich bis zu einer gewissen Grenze zurückschiebende Vorstellung ausgelöst werde. Das Zeitmerkmal galt ihm dabei als eine inhaltliche Bestimmtheit, deren gleichmäßige Veränderung eben dieser, dem Bewußtsein eigenen Gesetzlichkeit unterliegt. Er nannte den Prozeß eine ‘ursprüngliche Assoziation’ gegenüber den ‘erworbenen Assoziationen’, des Gedächtnisses” (Karl Stumpf, “Beitrag,” in Oskar Kraus, Franz Brentano zur Kenntnis seines Lebens und seiner Lehre, p. 136). 


� 	Ibid. 


� 	Stumpf, “Beitrag,” op. cit., p. 136.





CHAPTER 2





� 	This, of course, is not true for those who have been born blind and gain their sight in later life. The neurologist, Oliver Sacks, writes that they all face “great difficulties after surgery in the apprehension of space and distance—for months even years.” (“To See and Not See,” [New Yorker, May 10, 1993], p. 63).  Reporting on one particular individual, Virgil, he writes: “He would pick up details incessantly—an angle, an edge, a color, a movement—but would not be able to synthesize them, to form a complex perception at a glance.  This was one reason the cat, visually, was so puzzling: he would see a paw, the nose, the tail, and ear, but could not see all of them together, see the cat as a whole” (ibid, p. 64).  “Moving objects,” he goes on to observe, “presented a special problem, for their appearance changed constantly.  Even his dog, he told me, looked so different at different times that he wondered if it was the same dog” (ibid., p. 66).  Frequently unable to perform the syntheses which would give him individual objects, his sense of space would also go.  In Sacks words, “surfaces or objects would seem to loom, to be on top of him, when they were still quite a distance away” (ibid., p. 63).  A rewriten version of this account appears in An Anthropologist from Mars, Seven Paradoxica Tales (New York: Vintage Press, 1996), pp. 244-296.


� 	See Roman Ingarden, On the Motives which led Husserl to Transcendental Idealism, trans. A. Hannibalsson (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1975), p. 12


� 	This relation between evidence and positing belief is, for Husserl, the essence of rationality.  Because of this Husserl calls the evidentially based positing act an “act of reason”—i.e., a “rationally motivated” act (Ideen I, Biemel ed., pp. 335-36).  Here, reason is understood as “reason in the widest possible sense, a sense extended to all types of positing” (Ibid., p. 348).  This equivalence between reason and positing signifies the “general insight ... that not just ‘truly existing object’ and ‘object capable of being rationally posited’ are equivalent correlates, but so also ‘truly existing object’ and the object which is capable of being posited in an original, complete thesis of reason” (Ibid., p. 349).  The full assertion, here, is that the thesis of positing, which is the being there (Dasein) of an object, is equivalent to the thesis of reason, which focuses on the object as something “rationally motivated,” i.e., as something which can be rationally inferred from given conditions.  This signifies, in Husserl’s words, that “an all-sided ... solution of the problems of constitution”—i.e., problems involving the positing of being—“would obviously be equivalent to a complete phenomenology of reason in all its formal and material formations” (Ibid., p. 380).


�	Husserl does continue to call the result “consciousness,” but this is a consciousness, which in its “purity” has no outside.  In his words, “consciousness, considered in ‘purity,’ must count as a self-contained connection of being (Seinszusammenhang), as a connection of absolute being into which nothing can enter and from which nothing can slip away, a connection which has no spatial-temporal outside” (Ideen I, Biemel ed., p. 117).  This lack of an “outside” follows from the fact that the spatial-temporal world and, hence, the whole basis for the notions of “inside” and “outside”, is considered as constitutively dependent on the prior presence of “experiences and connections of experiences.”  Considered in its “purity,” consciousness allows of all possible connections, including those which result in the notion of an “inside” and “outside.”  Thus, the thought of a world as “beyond” it, as there “outside” of it, “is an absurdity” (ibid.).


� 	The second edition of the Logical Investigations (1913) changes “interpretation” to “apperception” and interpret to “apperceive.”  We here follow the first since it is closer to Husserl’s intent in 1905.


� 	This means that in direct perception the theses of the object’s sense and its being are intertwined.  The object of a coherent perceptual experience is, in other words, not just grasped as something real, “a real unity.”  It is also apprehended as a sense.  Thus, as Husserl constantly stresses, all “real unities,” are “unities of sense” (Ideen I, p. 120).  They are such because of the way they are present to consciousness.  In the words of the Cartesian Meditations, “The object of consciousness, in its self-identity throughout the flowing of experience, does not enter into this flowing from outside.  It lies included within it as a sense;  it is this [sense] as a result of the intentional performance (Leistung) of the synthesis of consciousness” (Cartesianische Meditationen, ed. S. Strasser [The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1963], p. 80).  Hereafter, this text will be referred to as CM.


� 	Starting with Robert Sokolowski’s seminal article, “Immanent Constitution in Husserl’s Lectures on Time” (PPR, 24:4 (June 1964), 530-551), and continuing with Rudolf Boehm’s criticism (Pdiz, pp. xxx-xlii), which acknowledges his debt to Sokolowski (xxxvi, n), there has been what may be called a “Louvain tradition” of criticizing the schema.  Its more notable exponents are Rudolf Bernet (“Einleitung” ed. cit., pp. xxxviii-xlix, lvii-lix ), John Brough (“Husserl’s Phenomenology of Time-Consciousness, in Husserl’s Phenomenology: A Text Book, ed. J.N. Mohanty and William R. McKenna [Latham, MD: University Press of America], 1989, pp. pp. 249-289 and Toine Kortooms’ Phenomenology of Time, Edmund Husserl’s Analysis of Time-Consciousness (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002).  The latter devotes great attention to this issue.  For a history of such criticism, see Lanei Rodemeyer’s Intersubjective Temporality: It’s About Time (Dordrecht: Springer Verlag, 2006), pp. 23-30.  Rodemeyer follows Bernet’s and Brough’s conclusions.


� 	See Bernet, “Einleitung,” p. xxxix.  Brough, “Husserl’s Phenomenology of Time-Consciousness, in Husserl’s Phenomenology: A Text Book, p. 274 and Rudolf Boehm, “Einleitung des Herausgebers,” xxxix-xl.


� 	As Kortooms writes regarding the view that Husserl abandoned the schema before the writing of the Bernau (or the “L”) manuscripts: “On the basis of what Husserl remarks in the L-manuscripts concerning the applicability of this schema, one may conclude that to speak of a dissolution of the schema, or of its rejection, is at least premature…. It is only once he again takes up the notion of absolute consciousness in the L-manuscripts, which indeed can no longer be reconciled with the schema, that he no longer makes use of it” (Phenomenology of Time, Edmund Husserl’s Analysis of Time-Consciousness, p. 117).


� 	“Synthesis in Husserl’s Phänomenologie.  Das grundlegende Modell von Auffassung und aufgefaßtem Inhalt in Wahrnehmung, Erkennen und Zeitkonstitution,” in Metaphysik als Wissenschaft, Festschrift für Klaus Düsing zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. Dirk Fonfara (Freiburg/Munich: Verlag Karl Alber, 2006), p. 406.


� 	See, for example, Ms. C 6, 5a, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 111 where Husserl writes: “Der naturalen Zeitigung, und zwar der an sich ersten, der primordialen, entspricht im Kern primordialer Natur sozusagen der Kern der naturalen Zeitigung, d.i. die strömende naturale Wahrnehmung (als Kern jeder mundanen Wahrnehmung) usw. In diesem Wahrnehmungskern ist dann beschlossen der hyletische Urkern als Auffassungsmaterial—aber diese ganze Zeitigung ist selbst schon konstituiert, nämlich mit Rücksicht auf die Urzeitigung des Empfindungsmaterials und seiner Auffassung.”  Other typical examples can be seen in C 4, p. 9a, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 100: “Die pure Hyle ist in einem gewissen Sinne ichlos, die ‘Auffassung’ derselben, wodurch sie Erscheinung von Mundanem ist, ist Ichleistung”; C 6, p. 6a, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 112: “Die ‘Stromzeitlichkeit’, in der die hyletischen Einheiten, ihre ‘Auffassungen als’, die ‘Erscheinungen von’ (z.B. von Steinen, von realen Gegenständen überhaupt), aber auch die spezifischen Ichakte als konstituierte Einheiten auftreten”; C 10, p. 4a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 186: “Hier ergibt sich, dass alle Affektion von schon konstituierten Einheiten ausgeht und letztlich werden wir da geführt zur Affektion der immanenten Daten, die freilich immer schon ‘Auffassung” erfahren haben”; C 10, p. 5a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 187: “Diese Einheit ist freilich auch (in der Anonymität) immer schon und immerfort apperzipiert als ont<isches> Ich, aber ähnlich wie alle im Erlebnisstrom passiv konstituierten Momente je in ihrer Weise ‘aufgefasst” sind, z.B. die Empfindungsdaten in verschiedenen Auffassungsstufen, so dass sie erst künstlich durch Aufwickelung der intentionalen Leistung, durch Abschichtung aller Auffassungsstufungen, hervortreten als passiv gezeitigte Einheiten, als vorseiende – wie schliesslich auch die Auffassungen selbst (gegenüber dem aufgefassten Ontischen)”; C 16, 61b, Feb. 1932?; CMs, p. 344: “Wahrnehmung von Weltlichem ist es aber als Apperzeption, und da kommen wir auf das Hyletische und die Auffassung, auf den Auffassungskern und die Auffassung-als.”  This use of the schema is not limited to the C manuscripts of the 1930’s.  Manuscript B III 9, written in 1931, also makes frequent use of it.  Here are some typical passages: “Im strömenden Erleben, das da Wahrnehmen heißt, tritt das sich von Phase zu Phase wandelnde Empfindungsmoment auf als reel dazugehörig; aber in jeder Phase ist es nicht nur reel da, sondern es stellt dar, es ist, wie wir auch sagen, ‘Abschattung von’, ‘Perspektive von’, und das ist ein wie immer näher zu verstehendes und zu beschreibendes Ergänzungsmoment in jeder Phase. Für dies gebrauchte ich in meinen alten Schriften den Ausdruck ,Auffassung als, ...” (Ms. B III 9, p. 55b).  “Auf der einen Seite haben wir in jeder Phase unterschieden Empfindungsdaten und ‘Auffassung’, als wir Wahrnehmung als Selbsterscheinung betrachteten genauer als Bewußtsein des ‘Als Selbst da’ Habens und Erfassens des Wahrgenommenen, das eben als wahrgenommenen für uns also selbst (originaliter), Erscheinendes bewußt ist” (57a).  “Wir finden dann also Empfindungsdatum, und zwar als Komponente der ‘Erscheinung’, und doch nicht eigentlich als ‘Komponente’, sondern ‘fungierend’ als ‘Repräsentant, besser: Als Stoff der ‘Auffassungs’ funktion” (57b-58a).  


� 	“Wir sehen also, daß sich Husserls selbstkritische Äußerungen zum Modell von Auffassung und aufgefaßtem Inhalt sich auf bestimmte Problemfälle richten, die sich ganz präzise den systematisch vorhersehbaren Anwendungsschwierigkeiten des Modells gestufter Konstitution zuordnen lassen: Die tiefste Stufe der Konstitution im inneren Zeitbewußtsein, die Phantasie und die reproduktiven Konstitutionen. Zudem ist der Zeitraum, in dem sich selbstkritische Bemerkungen im Hinblick auf dieses grundlegenden Verständnismodell richten, begrenzt, so daß man eher von einer Phase kritischer Modifikation und kritischer Prüfung der Leistungsfähigkeit sprechen sollte, deren Resultat dann aber die weitere Verwendung war.  Die Prüfung des Modells von Auffassung und aufgefaßtem Inhalt ist also positiv ausgefallen, wenn auch im Hinblick auf die bereits genannten—aus systematischen Gründen zu erwartenden—Problemfälle Einschränkungen und Präzisierungen notwendig waren” (“Synthesis in Husserl’s Phänomenologie,” p. 407).


� 	The evidence for this is in the original manuscripts that we do possess.  In Rudolf Boehm’s words, “Tatsächlich finden sich in Husserls erhaltenen Originalmanuskripten, die der ‘Ausarbeitung Stein’ zugrunde lagen, mehrere deutliche Belege dafür, daß Husserl die Ausarbeitung und seine eigenen Manuskripte eigens verglichen hat” (“Einleitung des Herausgebers,” Pdiz, pp. xxvii-xxviii).  See also ibid., p. 392, n. 1 for the details of this evidence.  


� 	In his words: “Einerseits kommt in der Veröffentlichung von 1928 das wahrhaft Problematische nicht eigens zur Sprache, andererseits bleibt das, was zur Sprache kommt, infolge einer Vernachlässigung dieser Problematik selber in gewisser Hinsicht abstrakt, und endlich werden in dieser Abstraktion unfaßliche Inkohärenzen möglich” (“Einleitung des Herausgebers,” Pdiz, p. xxix).


� 	One of the most striking examples of this is in Toine Kortooms’ book, Phenomenology of Time, Edmund Husserl’s Analysis of Time-Consciousness (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002), which confines itself almost entirely to the supplementary material.   Hereafter, this book will be cited as Kortooms 2002.  


� 	Both this description and the diagram have been taken from Dieter Lohmar’s, “Synthesis in Husserl’s Phänomenologie,” pp. 403-04.


� 	Husserl repeats this position in the Bernau Manuscripts.  Every fading is retentionally interpreted with regard to its predecessor.  The fading of this fading is similarly interpreted: “Während ein immer neuer Abklang auftritt, als eine neue Gegenwart, wird er retentional aufgefasst in Beziehung auf seinen Vorgänger. Diese retentionale Auffassung ist aber eine neue Gegenwart, die selbst wieder abklingt, und der Abklang selbst wieder wird aufgefasst in Beziehung auf seinen Vorgänger” (BM, p. 218).  This interpretation is an “interpretation of [the fading’s] pastness”: “In der nächsten Phase wird der vorgängige Akt mitsamt sei�ner fundierenden Unterlage, da er selbst ein Gegenwärtiges ist, in einen Abklang übergehen und abermals eine Vergangenheits�auffassung erfahren” (ibid., p. 219).  The result, then, is that interpretation of the fading as the “pastness of” its predecessor becomes, in the fading of this fading, an interpretation of the pastness of the pastness of the predecessor, i.e., an interpretation of further pastness: “nicht nur wandelt sich im Urprozess der Abklang, sondern jede retentionale Auf�fas�sung, jedes ‘Vergangen von’ wandelt sich in ein Weitervergangen, Vergangen vom Vergangen” (ibid., p. 220).


� 	The extended passage here is: “What Husserl, in effect, insists upon is the overthrow of the prejudice of the now, the view that one could not possibly be directly and immediately conscious of the past because it is gone, lost, and that one must therefore gain access to the past through present contents, contents really contained in the now of consciousness.  The prejudice of the now amounts to the claim that the only way we know the past is by keeping it around in the present in some more or less literal sense.  Even the term ‘retention’ might suggest that.” (“Husserl’s Phenomenology of time-consciousness,” in Husserl’s Phenomenology: A Text Book, ed. J.N. Mohanty and William R. McKenna, 1989, 275.).  Against this view is the fact that the retentions (or adumbrations) are explicitly said to be present, that is, form part of the content of the now.  This is a position maintained in the Bernau and C Manuscripts.  


� 	Strictly speaking, the perception of the now as a now in time requires not just primary impressions, but also the retentions and protentions that located this now in time.  


� 	This essentially Kantian idealism is distinct from “transcendental idealism” of the later Cartesian Meditations.  Such “transcendental idealism,” Husserl writes, “is not a Kantian idealism which believes it can keep open, at least as a limiting concept, the possiblity of a world of things in themselves.”  It is, in other words, unconcerned with “inferences leading from a supposed immanence to a supposed transcendence, the latter being some undetermined thing in itself.”  This implies, with regard to the transcendent affection such entities supposely provide, that it is “not an idealism which seeks to derive a world full of sense from senseless, sensuous data” (CM, p. 118).


� 	Although Husserl speaks about “interpretations” in the plural, it must be emphasized they are all the same.  There is, as noted above, “a unity of interpretation” throughout this constitutive process, namely, one that takes fading as departure into pastness.  


� 	 As Brough writes: “Retention just is the direct and immediate consciousness of what is past as it elapses: It ‘really contains consciousness of the past of the tone’ (324) and nothing else.  As pure—or, perhaps better, ‘sheer’— intentionality, the momentary phase is no longer bloated with apprehension- and content-continua” (“Translator’s Introduction,” in On the Phenomenology of the Consciousness of Internal Time [1893-1917], trans. John Brough, Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1991. p. xl).


� 	“Wir beginnen die Aufklärung dieses konstituierenden Bewusstseinsstromes mit der Retention; das Neuauftretende bleibt bewusst, d.i. es modifiziert sich zwar, aber seiner bemächtigt sich ein retentionales Bewusstsein als Auffassungsinhalt. Dieses retentionale Bewusstsein wird ebenso modifiziert mit seinem Auffassungsinhalt usw” (BM, pp. 10-11). 


� 	This holds for all the content present on the vertical, that is, all that is ultimately immanent.  As Husserl writes in the Bernau Manuscripts, this content is not constituted: “Das Reelle der innersten Sphäre ist ein Letztes, nicht mehr Konstituiertes, nicht mehr konkrete Einheit von anderweitig konstituierten ‘Mannigfaltigkeiten,’ und es ist, was es ist, nur als ‘Inhalt’ als reeller Kern des urpräsentierenden Bewusstseins, ohne dieses undenkbar” (BM, pp. 178-9).  This means that the schema applies neither to the retentions nor the primal impressions.  Neither can be taken as representing contents: “Die Urretentionen sind also sicher nicht fundiert, bei ihnen haben wir also keine Auffassungsdaten (keine Repräsentanten) und kein darauf gegründetes Auffassen, Repräsentieren in dem abgelehnten und uneigentlichen Sinn. Soviel ist also sicher, dass, wenn wir in der Urpräsentation und in den anschließenden Retentionen eine Kontinuität von Urempfindungsdaten annehmen, ein Urdatum für die Urpräsentation und für die auf denselben Ereignispunkt bezogenen Retentionen ‘Abklänge’ dieses Urdatums, diese nicht als Repräsentanten fungieren können” (BM, p. 216).  


� 	As Husserl puts this: “Time-constituting phenomena are evidently objectivities fundamentally different from those constituted in time.  They are neither individual objects nor individual processes, and the predicates of such objects or processes cannot be meaningfully ascribed to them” (Pdiz, p. 75; Br. p. 79).


� 	See Ms. C 15, p. 4b, Sept. 1931?; CMs, pp. 297-298.  Merging will be discussed in the next chapter. 


� 	Were we to assume that we first became conscious of the impression after we retained it, then the impression would initially be an unconscious content.  For Husserl, however, “It is just nonsense to talk about an ‘unconscious’ content that would only subsequently become conscious. Consciousness is necessarily consciousness in each of its phases.”  This means that just as we have an immediate retentional consciousness of the just past so we have an immediate impressional consciousness of the now.  In Husserl’s words, “Just as the retentional phase is conscious of the preceding phase without making it into an object, so too the primal datum is already intended—specifically in the original form of the ‘now’—without  its being something objective.  It is precisely this primal consciousness that passes over into retentional modification—which is then retention of the primal consciousness itself and of the datum originally intended in it, since the two are inseparably united.  If the primal consciousness were not on hand, no retention would even be conceivable: retention of an unconscious content is impossible” (Pdiz, p. 119; Br. p. 123).


� 	As Hume puts this, their “accustomed union” is such as to produce the sense that the first is the “cause” of the second, the latter being taken as dependent on the first.  See David Hume,  A Treatise of Human Nature,  Bk. I, sect. 14, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973), pp. 165-66.  This sense of dependence, since it presupposes succession and, hence, already constituted time, cannot directly apply to the retention’s relation to the impression.  This relation, as constitutive of time, is prior to such succession.  We do, however, apply it “after the fact” of such constitution.


� 	The same doctrine applies to the intentionality of the primary presentation.  In the Bernau Manuscripts, Husserl asks if this presentation is an intentional experience: “Ist, müssen wir fragen, Urpräsentation ein Bewusstsein von einem Urpräsenten, also ist diese punktuelle Phase in sich schon charakterisiert als ein intentionales Erlebnis?” (BM, p. 62).  If this were the case, we would have to apply the schema, namely distinguish contents-there-to-be-interpreted and their animating interpretation: “Danach wäre also, wenn dies der Fall ist, in der Urpräsentation zwischen dem Erlebnis selbst und dem in ihm bewussten intentionalen Objekt zu unterscheiden und, da es ein anschauendes sein soll und präsentierendes, zu scheiden zwischen reellen Daten als Auffassungsdaten und ihrem “beseelenden” Charakter der Auffassung” (ibid.).  But this would lead to a regress.  To avoid this, we have to say that the primary presentation does not in itself have an intentional character.  It achieves this through a mediated intentionality.  In Husserl’s words, the assertion is “dass die Urpräsentation eine Ur-Erlebnisphase ist, die in sich selbst noch nicht den Charakter eines intentionalen Erlebnisses hat, aber stetig in ein solches, und zwar in ein Bewusstsein von dem Urdatum, übergeht, das aber in der Weise einer stetigen mittelbaren Intentionalität” (ibid.).  Concretely, this means that the primally presented impressional datum achieves an animating intention, i.e., becomes representing content, through the retentional chains: “Das urpräsente Datum wandelt sich stetig also in ein anderes und immer wieder anderes Datum, das dabei stetig eine ‘beseelende’ Auffassung gewinnt, den Charakter eines ‘Repräsentanten,’ eines ‘Auffassungsinhalts’” (ibid.).  The reason for this is that the retentions give the primal presentation a position in time, thus, allowing us to say that the presentation is of this definite content-laden now.   They are of the now that through the retentions will appear as departing in time.


� 	“Husserl’s Phenomenology of time-consciousness,” ed. cit., p. 275.


� 	As Sokolowski puts this: “Sensations are not radically distinct from our states of consciousness…. My sensing is my sensation.  Husserl denies the duality between sensation as an object and sensation as awareness” (“Immanent Constitution in Husserl’s Lectures on Time,” p. 547).  Bernet expresses the same position when he writes, “The primal impression is a pure intentional consciousness of the tone-now, it is the pure actuality of absolute consciousness.  Likewise, the retention is the absolute consciousness of the tone-past without needing any representative of the past tone in the real, pre-intentional content of absolute consciousness” (“Introduction,” p. xlix).  


�	Another expression of the same regress occurs when Husserl writes: “The tones have their temporal modes of givenness, which are in a certain sense one dimensional multiplicities, in which the time of the tone ‘presents itself’ (as ‘objective’ time)….  This one-dimensional multiplicity of temporal modes of givenness is also temporally ordered; it also has its time; but this time also has its modes of givenness, its present and past, and once again, these modes of givenness are temporally ordered, etc.…  And thus the chain reoccurs” (BM, pp. 130-31).


�	“Sind wir vor Gefahren unendlicher Regresse wirklich durch die Annahme ‘unbewusster’, nicht intentionaler, nicht ‘konstituierter’ Prozesse wohlbehütet, und ist diese Annahme überhaupt ausdenkbar? Führt sie nicht auf gröbste Verkehrtheiten?” (BM, p. 200).  Prominent among the “absurdities” Husserl mentions are those involving the schema of interpretations and contents-there-to-be-interpreted.  Assuming that the unconscious (unbewusste) process is one where the primal stream lacks the interpretations that would make it conscious, Husserl notes that such interpretations could not afterwards gain any footing in an unconscious succession.  Suppose that such “unconscious” contents could be interpreted, how would we explain, for example, the fact that one is interpreted as, say, tonal content while another is taken as, say, a color content.  The interpretation of an “unconscious” content seems to be completely arbitrary (see ibid., p. 202).


�	“Seiendes, gegenwärtig Seiendes mit Vergangenheit desselben Seienden, künftig Seinwerden desselben.  So ist im ursprünglichen Sinne Seiendes eine ursprünglich konkrete Präsenz, es ist dauernde Präsenz, die als unselbständige Komponenten im Strömen der Präsenz Vergangenheit und Zukunft ‘einschließt.’” (Ms. C 13,  p. 31b, March 1934; CMs, p. 274).


�	“Jeder konkrete Individuum dauert in der Zeit und ist, was es ist, indem es vom Präsenz zu Präsenz stetig werden übergeht.” An early expression of this equation occurs in Investigation II, §8 of the Logische Untersuchungen where Husserl writes: “What is real is the individual with all its components; it is a here and now. Temporality for us is a sufficient characteristic feature of reality. Real being and temporal being are not identical concepts, but they do have the same range.”  In  German: “Real ist das Individuum mit all seinen Bestandstücken; es ist ein Hier und Jetzt. Als charakteristisches Merkmal der Realität genügt uns die Zeitlichkeit.  Reales Sein und zeitliches Sein sind zwar nicht identische, aber umfangsgleiche Begriffe” (LU, 3:129).


�	Thus, for Husserl, the process that constitutes a temporal object (“Zeitgegenstandsgegebenheit konstituierender Prozess”) necessarily pertains to the essence of every perception (Bernauer Manuskripte, Hua XXXIII, p. 190)  The reverse is also the case:  “Denken wir uns nun immanente Gegenstände überhaupt: Was sind die Bedingungen der Möglichkeit ihrer Wahrnehmung? Natürlich, wenn sie wahrgenommen sind, sind sie es im konstituierenden Prozess, der selbst ihr Wahrnehmen ist” (BM., p. 191).


�	 “Aber ist der Ton nicht ‘immanenter Gegenstand’, dessen ‘esse = percipi’  ist?  Der Ton ist nur denkbar als jetzt seiend oder soeben gewesen seiend etc. und somit undenkbar ohne ein Bewusstsein, das ihm als wahrnehmendes, konstituierendes Sinn und Einheit gibt” (BM, p. 159).


�	In Husserl’s words, “Von da aus ergibt sich alsbald die nächste Frage: Wie steht es mit den konstitutiven Prozessen, also den Zeitgegenständen der nächsten urphänomenalen Stufe?  Ihre Wahrnehmung setzt wieder die Form des konstituierenden Prozesses voraus.  Das scheint auf einen unendlichen Regress zu führen, da die Wahrnehmbarkeit dieses Prozesses wieder einen zweiten zu fordern scheint usw” (BM, p. 191).


�	The extended passage here is: “Für die Wahrnehmung immanenter hyletischer Daten spitzt sich das Problem so zu: Das Sein dieser Daten ist beschlossen in ihrem immanent Wahrgenommensein (Erfassung natürlich ausgeschlossen). Wie steht es dann mit der Wahrnehmung dieser Daten selbst? Sind sie auch immanente Gegenstände, so besteht auch ihr Sein in ihrem immanent Wahrgenommensein – kommen wir da nicht zu unendlichen Regressen?” (BM, p. 107).   Husserl excludes the apprehension (Erfassung) of these contents because this involves not just appearing but also the interpretation (Auffassung) of this appearing.


� 	“Nur muss dabei scharf im Auge behalten werden, …  dass damit nicht etwa gesagt ist, dass das jetzt auf der innersten Linie fungierende Reelle ein Empfindungsdatum sei wie das in der Linie immanenter Zeitgegebenheiten, also ein seinerseits wieder vor dem “auffassenden” Bewusstsein schon Konstituiertes. Das Reelle der innersten Sphäre ist ein Letztes, nicht mehr Konstituiertes, nicht mehr konkrete Einheit von anderweitig konstituierten ‘Mannigfaltigkeiten’, und es ist, was es ist, nur als ‘Inhalt’, als reeller Kern des urpräsentierenden Bewusstseins, ohne dieses undenkbar” (BM, pp. 178-79).


� 	“also ein letzter Urprozess, dessen Sein Bewusstsein wäre und Bewusstsein von sich selbst und seiner Zeitlichkeit” (BM, p. 191).


� 	“dass die Urpräsentation eine Ur-Erlebnisphase ist, die in sich selbst noch nicht den Charakter eines intentionalen Erlebnisses hat, aber stetig in ein solches, und zwar in ein Bewusstsein von dem Urdatum, übergeht, das aber in der Weise einer stetigen mittelbaren Intentionalität” (BM, p. 191).


� 	“Jede vorangehende Protention verhält sich zu jeder folgenden im protentionalen Kontinuum, wie sich jede nachfolgende Retention zur vorhergehenden derselben Reihe verhält. Die vorangehende Protention birgt alle späteren intentional in sich (impliziert sie), die nachfolgende Retention impliziert intentional alle früheren” (BM, p. 10).


�	“The further an experience proceeds, the more it inherently supports more differentiated protentions, ‘the style of the past becomes projected into the future.’ ... The course of the retentional branches (or the present intentional content of the retentional branch) influences protention, determining its content, and prescribes its sense.”  In German: “Je weiter ein Ereignis fortschreitet, umso mehr bietet es in sich selbst für differenziertere Protentionen, ‘der Stil der Vergangenheit wird in die Zukunft projiziert’. ... Der Verlauf der retentionalen Zweige bzw. der jeweilige intentionale Gehalt des eben auftretenden retentionalen Zweiges wirkt auf die Protention inhaltsbestimmend ein und zeichnet ihr den Sinn mit vor.” (BM, p. 38).


�	In Husserl’s words, “every retentional momentary continuity”—that is, every retention of a past stretch—“contains a protention directed to the following [retained stretch] and, in continuous mediation, is directed to those [retained stretches] which follow.  Genetically put: when, again and again, continually new core data appear, the old do not just retentionally sink down; rather a protentional consciousness ‘grows,’ which advances towards the new primary data and, terminating with them, fulfills itself.”  In German, the extended passage is: “Nehmen wir die Protentionen nun dazu. Jede vertikale Strecke kommt ‘willkommen’, bzw. jedes retentionale Momentankontinuum erhält eine Protention auf das Folgende und in kontinuierlicher Mittelbarkeit auf die weiterfolgenden. Genetisch gesprochen: Wenn immer wieder, stetig, neue Kerndaten auftreten, so sinken die alten nicht bloß retentional herab, sondern es ‘erwächst’ ein protentionales Bewusstsein, das den neuen Urdaten entgegenkommt und sich mit ihnen terminierend erfüllt” (BM, p. 20).  


�	“Das frühere <Bewusstsein> ist Protention (d.i. eben auf Späteres ‘gerichtete’ Intention), und die nachkommende Retention wäre also Retention der früheren Retention, die zugleich charakterisiert ist als Protention. Diese neu eintretende Retention reproduziert also die frühere Retention mit ihrer protentionalen Tendenz und erfüllt diese letztere zugleich, aber in einer Weise, dass durch diese Erfüllung hindurchgeht eine Protention auf die nächsten Phasen (BM, p. 25). 


�	The extended passage is: “If a piece of a primal sequence of hyletic data has run off, ... a retentional context must form itself.  But not only this--Hume already saw this--consciousness remains in character and anticipates the continuence.  Namely, a protention directs itself towards the continuence of the sequence in the same style, and this is a protention with respect to the passage of the primal data which function as core data” (BM, p. 13). In German:  “Ist ein Stück Urfolge von hyletischen Daten (und dann von allen anderen Urerlebnissen) abgelaufen, so muss sich ein retentionaler Zusammenhang bilden, aber nicht nur das – Hume hat es schon gesehen. Das Bewusstsein bleibt in seinem Zuge und antizipiert das Weitere, nämlich eine Protention ‘richtet’ sich auf Fortsetzung der Reihe in demselben Stile, und das ist Protention bezüglich des Verlaufs der Urdaten, die als Kerndaten fungieren, und desgleichen bezüglich des Verlaufs der Retentionen mit ihren in ihnen fungierenden Abschattungen” (ibid.). 


� 	In German: “Je weiter ein Ereignis fortschreitet, umso mehr bietet es in sich selbst für differenziertere” Protentionen, ‘der Stil der Vergangenheit wird in die Zukunft projiziert’” (BM., p. 38).


� 	“Der Verlauf der retentionalen Zweige bzw. der jeweilige intentionale Gehalt des eben auftretenden retentionalen Zweiges wirkt auf die Protention inhaltsbestimmend ein und zeichnet ihr den Sinn mit vor. Dieses Vorzeichnen, die Motivation, ist etwas, das gesehen werden kann” (BM., p. 38).


� 	The extended passage here is: “ jede Intention geht im Übergang durch neue und neue Intentionen hindurch, und in diesem Prozess ‘erfüllt’ sich nicht nur die letzte Intention (wenn wir im Kontinuum von einer solchen sprechen wollen), sondern jede erfüllt sich; das Null ist Erfüllung für jede vorgängige, das aber dadurch, dass jede spätere die vorgängige in gewisser Weise in sich schließt, nicht reell, aber doch bewusstseinsmäßig, und so, dass das Erzielte wieder nicht nur Bewusstsein dieses ‘Selbst’ ist, sondern als Endpunkt seines Ux, das sein konkretes Bewusstsein ist, alle früheren auf es abzielenden intentionalen Phasen in Bewusstseinsimplikation in sich hat” (BM, p. 42).


� 	In German: “‘Intention’ besagt also wieder so viel wie Mittelbarkeit des Bewusstseins, das immer intentional, im Zusammenhang der Intentionen fungiert, aber als Grenzfall eben aufgehobene Intention, unmittelbares Originalbewusstsein ist” (BM., p. 40).  “Aufgehobene,” which is translated as “final,” actually signifies the intention that disolves into a fulfillment.  As fulfilled, it loses its intentional character.  


� 	In this example, I use different contents of perception, e.g., those involved in seeing the cat from a distance, then picking it up and holding it.  Perceptual contents, however, don’t have to change for the chaining of protentions to occur.   


�	 In German: “Solange der Ton erklingt ... Protention auf das Kommende sich richtet und es in der Weise der Erfüllung aufnimmt, also intentional gestaltet. Jede Urpräsenz ist also nicht nur Inhalt, sondern ‘aufgefasster’ Inhalt. Urpräsentation ist also erfüllte Erwartung” (BM, p. 7).


�	In Husserl’s words, “... every protention fulfills itself through the arising of the new. When a fulfillment takes place, for example, a perception in the advancing process of perceiving, a [protentional] consciousness fulfills itself through a [new] consciousness in successive ‘coincidence’ [with the new].  But what does this signify if not a specific mode of intentionality that intentionally points back to what preceded?”  In German, “Ich rekurrierte nun auf Protentionen und suchte zu zeigen, dass jede Protention als Urprotention sich erfüllt durch Eintreten des Neuen. Wenn sonst eine Erfüllung statthat, z.B. eine Wahrnehmung im Fortgang der Wahrnehmungen, so erfüllt sich ein Bewusstsein durch ein Bewusstsein in sukzessiver ‘Deckung.’ Was besagt das aber anderes als einen eigentümlichen Modus der Intentionalität, der auf einen vorangehenden intentional zurückweist?” (BM, p. 226). 


� 	The extended passage is: “Das Bewusstsein ist und ist als Fluss, und es ist Bewusstseinsfluss, der sich selbst als Fluss erscheint. Wir können auch sagen, das Sein des Flusses ist ein Sich�selbst�‘Wahrnehmen’ (wobei wir das aufmerksame Erfassen nicht mit zum Wesen des Wahrnehmens rechnen), in welchem das Sein des Wahrgenommenen immanent beschlossen ist. Wie das möglich und zu verstehen ist, das ist ja das große und beständige Problem dieser Abhandlung gewesen” (BM, p. 44).


� 	In German: “Wie können wir das ‘innere Bewusstsein,’ das Seiner-selbst�bewusst-Sein des Bewusstseinsstromes, und zwar in jeder seiner Phasen und damit seine ‘Allwissenheit’ verstehen?” (BM., p. 46).


� 	This passage immediate follows that cited in note 53: “Nur durch den Aufbau der Bewusstseinsphase als ein Kontinuum von Bewusstseinspunkten als Urphasen der ‘Intentionalität’ und durch die Besonderheit dieses Aufbaus, zunächst abgesehen von den Eigentümlichkeiten der Positivität und Negativität der Intentionalität und ihrer Sättigungspunkte. Jedes Momentanbewusstsein Ux ist in sich, wie wir sagten, Protention des Künftigen und Retention des Vorangegangenen” (BM., p. 46)


� 	The extended passage here is: “Vielleicht habe ich eine wesentliche Lücke der Beschreibung darin gelassen, dass ich immer nur darauf hingesehen und hingewiesen habe, dass jedes Momentanbewusstsein Protention und Retention in sich birgt und welche Strukturen es in dieser Hinsicht hat, aber nicht davon gesprochen <habe>, dass für das Bewusstsein des Stromes erforderlich ist, als völlig Einzigartiges, eben das in jedem Moment stattfindende Bewusstsein des ‘Übergangs.’ Das Gegenwartsmoment modifiziert sich, geht in modifizierte Ux über, und Modifikation ist in einem Sinn durch ihr eigenes Wesen als Modifikation charakterisiert (nämlich als Bewusstsein�von, Retention�von etc.). Aber Modifikation bedeutet doch auch ein Sich-Wandeln, eben des Ux in das im Wandeln erwachsende Gewandelte (das also Wandlung von jenem nicht nur ist, sondern als Wandlung bewusst ist), ein stetiges Bewusstsein des Strömens, des Seins im Wandel” (BM., p. 47).


� 	In German, “Im Wandel der Intentionalitäten ist das Gesamtbewusstsein nicht nur in jedem Moment ein immerfort neues, mit neuen Intentionalitäten, die Rückbeziehung zu den alten und Vorbeziehung zu den neuen haben, sondern indem es immerfort neu ist, indem es strömt, sich wandelt und sich so das Bewusstsein vom Vergangenen und Künftigen wandelt, ist auch Bewusstsein davon da. Notwendig ist ein so strukturiertes strömendes Bewusstsein Bewusstsein von sich als strömendem. Und ist das nicht voll verständlich?” (BM, pp. 47-48). This last question is rhetorical.





CHAPTER 3





� 	“Alle zu einem Ux gehörigen (also als Jetzt “gleichzeitigen”) Abklänge haben mit dem neuen Urklang (aber nur desselben Ereignisses) “sinnliche Einheit”. Oder: Im Übergang von Uo oder seinem Urdatum zu neuen U mit neuen Urdaten “verschmelzen” stetig die Abklänge jedes Momentes mit dem Neuen des Momentes” (BM, p. 75).


� 	“Aber sie ist im Nacheinander prinzipiell für jedes neue Jetzt eine inhaltlich andere, jedes neue Jetzt hat einen anderen ,Kometenschweif’. Für jeden Augenblick ist der Kometenschweif eine Einheit der Verschmelzung. Notwendig findet eine kontinuierliche Deckung der Ähnlichkeit statt und eine Verschmelzung nach dem Grad der Ähnlichkeit, der zugleich Grad ihrer intentionalen Abstufung ist” (BM, p. 125).  Another example concerns the merging of the impressions that fill the living present: “Alle Impressionen, die zusammen erwachsen sind, verschmelzen zu einer Einheit, einem Urkontinuum der Impressionalität oder der jeweiligen Lebensgegenwart. Korrelativ verschmelzen alle ihre noematischen Bestände zu einer Kontinuität des Impressionalen oder Gegenwärtigen als solchen” (ibid., p. 270).  Such examples, however, are quite rare.


� 	“Der Übergang von Urimpression in Urimpression besagt in Wahrheit, daß die neue  mit der unmittelbar retentionalen Wandlung der früheren sich simultan einigt, und diese simultane Einigung nun selbst wieder sich retentional wandelt usw. Die simultane Einigung ist aber nur möglich als inhaltliche Verschmelzung; also eine inhaltliche Urverschmelzung findet statt zwischen Impression und der unmittelbaren Urretention in der Simultaneität beider, und das geht nun in Ständigkeit weiter für jeden Moment und in ihm als unmittelbare inhaltliche Verschmelzung. Das Verschmelzen und sein Ergebnis wandelt sich alsbald und in jedem Moment ins Retentionale und bleibt in diesem Modus Verschmelzung” (Ms. C 3, pp. 75a-b, Oct. 17, 1931; CMs, p. 82). 


�	“Aber schließlich ist die ganze Hyle in der passive Zeitigung geeinigt, auch das Heterogene, wobei aber alles Homogene in der besonderen Weise der Verschmelzung geeinigt ist.  Innerhalb der Gesamtverschmelzung in Feldern, dann Sonderverschmelzungen zu abgehobenen Einheiten” (Ms. E III 9, p. 16a). 


� 	As Husserl describes this merging: “Wir haben also als urassoziative Verschmelzungen in beständiger Verflechtung: einerseits die, die den einen Ton macht, das eine Tastdatum, den einen Farbenfleck; andererseits die, vermöge der Ähnlichkeit, die diese Konstitution selbst überall hat und zunächst als Vereinheitlichung im Strömen statthabende Ähnlichkeitsverschmelzung, die alle diese Linien des Verströmens und der Vereinheitlichungen im Strömen zu einem Simultanfeld des Verströmens macht, zu einer lebendigen Simultangegenwart im Strömen.  Alle simultanen Tondaten konfigurieren sich und bilden die Einheit des Tonfeldes. Jedes hat seine Zeitigung, aber in der Deckung der konstitutiven Bewegungen, die eine kontinuierliche Verschmelzung nach Ähnlichkeit ist, konstituieren sie ein Paar, eine Mehrheit, ein ganzes Tonfeld als zeitlich einheitliches in einer einzigen Zeit, als simultane lebendige tonale Gegenwart im Strömen” (Ms. C 15, Sept. 1931?, pp. 4a-b; CMs, p. 298).


� 	“Die inhaltliche Verschmelzung, die universale des Feldes als durchgehende Kontinuität und die schroffe oder ungefähre Diskontinuität, die Kontrastabhebung, Sondereinheit macht” (Ms. C 15, p. 2a, Sept. 1931?; CMs, p. 295).


� 	“Ich versuche nun, die spezifisch zeitigende, die retendierte Wandlung als so etwas wie Verdeckung unter “Durchscheinen” zu verstehen, eine Verdeckung, die in ihrer Mittelbarkeit Mittelbarkeit des Durchscheinens ist und darin eine Gradualität der fortschreitenden “Verdunkelung” hat; Verdeckung also so etwas <wie> Überschieben und Überschobensein, das gezeitigte jeweilige simultane Kontinuum des Jetzt-Zugleich der Modi des Soeben (der urimpressionalen Gegenwarts-Jetzt) wäre also das simultane Übereinander hinsichtlich dieser Modi einig, verschmolzen” (Ms. C 3, p. 74b, Oct. 17, 1931; CMs, pp. 81-82).


� 	“Alle simultanen Tondaten … konstituieren … ein ganzes Tonfeld als zeitlich einheitliches in einer einzigen Zeit, als simultane lebendige tonale Gegenwart im Strömen und zwar dadurch, daß urverschmelzend die Zeitigungen sich einigen und Einheit einer Zeitigung für alle Töne und ihre Zeitigungen und Zeiten ineins herstellen. Hier wirkt aber die ‘Homogenität’ der Töne mit, die Einheiten verschmelzen inhaltlich und die Zeiten nach der stets homogenen Zeitform aus der homogenen Zeitigung” (Ms. C 15, p. 4b, Sept. 1931?; CMs, p. 298).  


� 	“Aber alle zu den verschiedenen simultanen Lokaldaten der Urimpression im Strömen gehörigen Momente in einheitlicher Kontinuität sind völlig gleich und als das verschmolzen, und so ist die einheitliche Form des zeitlichen Zugleich eins mit dem urimpressionalen Feld” (Ms. C 7, p. 36a, June 1932; CMs, p. 144).  


� 	As Husserl puts this in the Bernau Manuscripts, “Greifen wir irgendein Jetzt heraus und verfolgen seine retentio�nalen Wandlungen, in deren jeder dasselbe Jetzt mit seinem Inhalt in kontinuierlicher Abstufung repräsentiert ... und vergleichen diese Reihen mit der zu einem anderen Jetzt gehörigen, so sind diese Reihen verschieden, es kann in beiden notwendig nicht das-selbe Jetzt bewusst sein.  Jedes neue Jetzt, mag es auch einen gleichen Inhalt haben wie das vorige Jetzt, setzt eben einen neuen Inhalt. Die Retention des vorigen und das neue originäre Bewusstsein verschmelzen, aber sie können nicht, so wie in der Folge Retentionen von demselben, in ein Identitätsbewusstsein, verbun��den mit einer stetig neuen Gegebenheitsweise, zusammen-gehen. Es ist eine stetig neue Intentionalität” (BM, pp. 125-26). 


� 	“Der Form nach verschmolzen sind, als zur ‘noetischen Seite’der lebendigen Gegenwart gehörig, die ‘noetischen Formen’, die jedem sich konstituierenden einzelnen Datum des Reichs entsprechen, bzw. den konstituierten ont<ischen> Zeitformen. So führten sie zur ont<ischen> Deckung dieser Formen: Dauer, Unveränderung, Veränderung” (Ms. C 15, p. 3a, Sept. 1931?; CMs, p. 296).  


� 	Jeder Ton tritt schon auf als konstituierte Einheit, sich im Strom konstituierend (und im voraus als konstituierte Einheit “apperzipiert”). Das Sich-Konstituieren in diesem Strömen hat nicht das Ergebnis außer sich, sondern in sich, und ist doch als korrelatives noetisch Subjektives zu der Einheit Ton, selbst ein Ereignis und selbst mitkonstituiertes Subjektives” (Ms. C 15, p. 3b, Sept. 1931?; CMs, p. 297).


� 	For the relation of this noematic nucleus to the X, considered as the bearer of the features, see Mensch, Intersubjectivity and Transcendental Idealism, pp. 62-66.


� 	In German: “Wenn ich in phänomenologischer Reduktion auf den Bewusst�seinsstrom all das Meine, alles im weitesten Sinn mir reell Gege�bene betrachte (ein Mich-Selbst will ich jetzt vergessen), so finde ich meinen ‘Erlebnisstrom’. Genauer gesprochen, ich finde eine ‘lebendige’, in dieser Lebendigkeit notwendig bewegliche ‘Ge�genwart’, d.h. meine, subjektive Gegenwart vor, mit ihrer Struk�tur Urpräsenz und ‘Horizont’ der Eben-Gewesenheit und einer Zukunft” (BM, p. 274).


� 	“Ein Ereignis, sagen wir, ein Tönen, dauert lebendig, es spielt sich als lebendige Gegenwart ab. Wie lange dauert diese leben�dige Gegenwart, dieser Fluss des strömenden Werdens des Ereig�nisses?” (BM, p. 140).  Similar usages can be found on p. 150, and on the bottom of p. 274.  


� 	“Um in reicherer Weise die strömende immanente Zeitigung und Zeit, die Urzeitigung, Urzeit konkret mit ihrem Inhalt zu erfassen, in ihrer Reinheit, bedarf es einer Reduktion – innerhalb der transzendentalen Reduktion. Das ist die Reduktion auf die strömende Ur-’Immanenz’ und darin sich konstituierenden Ureinheiten” (Ms. C 7, p. 14b, Jan. 7, 1932; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 385).  


� 	“Radikale Reduktion auf die stroemend lebendige Gegenwart is aequivalent mit transzendental-phaenomologischer Reduktion” (Ms. C 3, p. 3a, summer 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 185).


� 	“so besagt die radikale ‘Einschränkung’ auf die lebendige Gegenwart und der Wille, nur über sie auszusagen, soviel wie Vollzug der phänomenologischen Epoché hinsichtlich der Welt - und überhaupt aller irgend für uns im Voraus bestehenden (vorurteilenden) Geltungen” (Ms. C 3, p. 3b, summer 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 186).  At times, Husserl uses the term “nunc stans” or “stationary now” for the “living present.”  He writes, for example, “The inquiry into origins that begins with the epoché leads to the originary lasting streaming—in a certain sense to the nunc stans, the lasting ‘present,’ whereby the word ‘present’ is actually not suitable since it indicates a modality of time.”  In German: “Die Rückfrage von der Epoché aus führt auf das urtümlich stehende Strömen—in einem gewissen Sinne das nunc stans, stehende ‘Gegenwart’, wobei das Wort Gegenwart als schon auf eine Zeitmodalität verweisend eigentlich noch nicht passt” (Ms. C 7, p. 14a, Jan. 7, 1932; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 384).


� 	“Die Reduktion auf die lebendige Gegenwart ist die radikalste Reduktion auf diejenige Subjektivität, in der alles mir Gelten sich ursprünglich vollzieht, in der aller Seinssinn für mich Sinn ist und mir erlebnismäßig als geltend bewußter Sinn. Es ist die Reduktion auf die Sphäre der Urzeitigung, in der der erste und urquellenmäßige Sinn von Zeit auftritt - Zeit eben als lebendig strömende Gegenwart” (Ms. C 3, 4a, summer 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 187).


� 	“Diese strömend lebendige Gegenwart ist nicht das, was wir sonst auch schon transzendentalphänomenologisch als Bewußtseinsstrom oder Erlebnisstrom bezeichneten. Es ist überhaupt kein ‘Strom’ gemäß dem Bild, als ein eigentlich zeitliches (oder gar zeiträumliches) Ganzes, das in der Einheit einer zeitlichen Extension ein kontinuierlich-sukzessives individuelles Dasein hat (in seinen unterscheidbaren Strecken und Phasen durch diese Zeitformen individuiert).  Die strömend lebendige Gegenwart ist ‘kontinuierliches’ Strömendsein und doch nicht in einem Auseinander-Sein, nicht in raumzeitlicher (welträumlicher), nicht in ‘immanent’-zeitlicher Extension Sein; also in keinem Außereinender, das Nacheinander heißt - Nacheinander in dem Sinne eines Stellen-Außereinander in einer eigentlich so zu nennenden Zeit” (Ms. C 3, 4a, summer 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 187).


� 	See Ms. C 2, p. 10b, Sept. 9, 1931; CMs, p. 7.


� 	See Roman Ingarden, On the Motives which led Husserl to Transcendental Idealism, p. 12.


� 	“das immerfort strömende, das Vor-Sein, das alles Sein trägt, auch das Sein der Akte und das Sein des Ich, ja auch das Sein der Vor-Zeit und das Sein des Bewußtseinsstromes als Sein” (Ms. C 17, p. 64b, August, 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 184).


  


Chapter 4





�	In Husserl’s words: “In the nature of its contents, and the laws they obey, certain forms of connection are grounded.  They run in diverse fashions from content to content, from complex of contents to complex of contents, till in the end a unified sum total of content is constituted which does not differ from the phenomenologically reduced ego itself” (LU, 3:364). 


� 	Typical of this dual perspective is the following assertion: “My act of judging 2 x 2 = 4 is no doubt causally determined, but this is not true of the truth 2 x 2 = 4” (LU, 2:126).  This point follows because “the ideal relation between contents of judgment” on which this truth depends is not “the real relation between the act of judgment and its law-bound conditions” (LU, 2:144).  The latter may cause me to judge incorrectly, but this does not undermine the objective validity of the laws I violate in making my incorrect assertion.  In Husserl’s words: “This ideal impossibility of a negative proposition does not clash with the real possibility of a negative act of judgment.”  In other words, we are free to say, “the proposition is absurd, but the act of judgment is not causally ruled out” (ibid., 2:146).


� 	“Klar ist von vornherein so viel, daß wir nach Durchführung dieser Reduktion in dem Flusse mannigfacher Erlebnisse, der als transzendentales Residuum übrig bleibt, nirgends auf das reine Ich stoßen werden, als ein Erlebnis unter anderen Erlebnissen, auch nicht als ein eigentliches Erlebnisstück, mit dem Erlebnis, dessen Stück es wäre, entstehend und wieder verschwindend” (Ideen I, p. 123).


� 	“Verbleibt uns als Residuum der phänomenologischen Ausschaltung der Welt und der ihr zugehörigen empirischen Subjektivität ein reines Ich (und dann für jeden Erlebnisstrom ein prinzipiell verschiedenes), dann bietet sich mit ihm eine eigenartige—nicht konstituierte—Transzendenz , eine Transzendenz in der Immanenz dar” (Ideen I, p. 124).


� 	The extended passage is: “Bei diesen eigentümlichen Verflochtenheiten mit allen "seinen" Erlebnissen ist doch das erlebende Ich nichts, was für sich genommen und zu einem eigenen Untersuchungsobjekt gemacht werden könnte. Von seinen ‘Beziehungsweisen’ oder ‘Verhaltungsweisen’ abgesehen, ist es völlig leer an Wesenskomponenten, es hat gar keinen explikabeln Inhalt, es ist an und für sich unbeschreiblich: reines Ich und nichts weiter” (Ideen I, p. 179).  


� 	The original manuscript for this text “was written in 1912, immediately after the first book” (Walter Biemel, “Einleitung des Herausgebers,” Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosophie, Zweites Buch, ed. W. Biemel. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1952, p. xv.  The text was reworked by Husserl in 1915 (see ibid, p. xvi) and by Edith Stein in 1918 (p. xvii).  It was essentially complete by 1924, the year that Landgrebe made a typescript of it (p. xviii).  


� 	“Als reines Ich birgt es keine verborgenen inneren Reichtümer, es ist absolut einfach, liegt absolut zutage, aller Reichtum liegt im cogito und der darin adäquat erfaßbaren Weise der Funktion” (Ideen II, p. 104).  


� 	The assertion of such constitution is repeated in 1920 with reference to Kant.  Husserl writes:  “What is called constitution is what Kant obviously had in mind under the rubric, ‘connection as an operation of the understanding,’ synthesis.  This is the genesis in which the ego and, correlatively, the surrounding world of the ego are constituted.  It is passive genesis—not the [active] categorial action which produces categorial formations” (Ms. B IV 12, pp. 2-3).


� 	“Das Ich ist das identische Subjekt der Funktion in allen Akten desselben Bewußtseinsstroms, es ist das Ausstrahlungszentrum, bzw. Einstrahlungszentrum alles Bewußtseinslebens, aller Affektionen und Aktionen, alles Aufmerkens, Erfassens, Beziehens” (Ideen II, p. 105).


� 	See ibid.


� 	The extended passage here is: “Wir haben auf diese Weise uns zu konstruieren versucht das universelle Reich der immanenten Zeit oder der immanenten sich ‘deckenden’ Zeitordnungen.  Scheinbar haben wir damit alles Subjektive—und in gewisser Weise ‘haben’ wir es—und doch wieder nicht; denn was wir haben, ist eben Seiendes, Zeitliches, und nicht alles Subjektive ist Zeitliches, ist Individuelles in dem Sinn des durch eine einmalige Zeitstelle Individualisierten. Was wir vor allem nicht im Erlebnisstrom haben, ist das Ich selbst, das identische Zentrum, der Pol, auf den der gesamte Gehalt des Erlebnisstroms bezogen ist, das Ich, das von dem oder jenem Gehalt affiziert wird, und das daraufhin sich tätig zu diesem Gehalt so und so verhält und ihn aktiv so und so gestaltet” (BM, p. 277)


� 	The C Manuscripts repeat this position, asserting that the ego is not extended in time: “Aber sieht man nicht auch in dieser Verzeitlichung, daß das stehende und bleibende Ich während des Aktes nicht ein durch den Akt als erfüllte Zeitdauer hindurch in gleichem Sinn dauerndes ist, wie ein Zeitliches dauert, sondern daß es selbst ausdehnungslos während der sachlichen Dauer Identisches ist, stehendes und bleibendes Jetzt im Wandel seiner Vollzüge?” (Ms. C 10, p. 17b, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 202).  It is, in fact, super-temporal: “Aber die Identität des Ich ist nicht die bloße Identität eines Dauernden, sondern die Identität des Vollziehers.... Aber die fundamentale Wichtigkeit der Unterscheidungen zeigt sich dann doch alsbald darin, daß ...  das Ich, das immer jetzt ist und jetzt bleibt (als stehendes und bleibendes Jetzt gar kein Jetzt im sachlichen Sinne) als dieses Lebendige, dieses “Über”-zeitliche, das Ich aller Vollzüge ist” (ibid., 17b-18a; CMs, p. 202). 


� 	“‘Seiendes’ als individuell Seiendes, an eine Zeitstelle Gebundenes und durch sie Individualisiertes. Das Ich ist so nicht ‘seiend,’” (BM, p. 278, n. 1).  


� 	“Es ist identisch auch in der Diskontinuität. Aber da könnte man sagen, der Erlebnisstrom ist kontinuierlich, und auch, wo das Ich nicht in besondere Affektion tritt oder gar in Aktion, ist es doch stetig da, untrennbar vom Erlebnisstrom und nur notwendig kontinuierlich durch ihn hindurch dauernd” (BM, p. 284).


� 	“Es ist darauf zu achten, dass, ... das Ich nur reflektiv und nur nachkommend erfassbar ist. Als das lebendige Ich vollzieht es Akte und erfährt es Affektionen, Akte und Affektionen, die selbst in die Zeit eintreten und sich dauernd durch sie erstrecken. Aber der lebendige Quellpunkt dieses Eintretens und damit der lebendige Seinspunkt, mit dem das Ich selbst zu Zeitlichem in Subjektbeziehung tritt und selbst zu Zeitlichem und Dauerndem wird, ist prinzipiell nicht direkt wahrnehmbar. Nur <in der> Reflexion, die ein Nachkommendes ist, und nur als Grenze des im Zeitfluss Verströmenden, ist das Ich fassbar, und <zwar> von ihm selbst als fassend und fassbarem originärem Ich” (BM, pp. 286-7).


� 	“The Question of the Transcendental Ego: Sartre’s Critique of Husserl,” Husserl in his Contemporary Radiance: Proceedings of the 24th Annual Meeting of the Husserl Circle, Waterloo, 1992, pp. 271-2.


� 	“In diesem Strömen ist ein stehendes und bleibendes Ur-Jetzt als starre Form für einen durchströmenden Gehalt konstituiert und als Urquellpunkt aller konstituierten Modifikationen. Konstituiert ist aber in eins mit der starren Form des Urquellenden, Ur-Jetzt eine zweiseitige Kontinuität von ebenso starren Formen; also im Ganzen ist konstituiert ein starres Kontinuum der Form, in dem das Ur-Jetzt urquellender Mittelpunkt ist für zwei Kontinua als Zweige der Abwandlungsmodi: das Kontinuum der Soebengewesenheiten und das der Zukünftigkeiten” (Ms. C 2, p. 11a, Sept.-Oct. 1931; CMs, p. 8).


� 	Husserl, in fact, never abandons this point. As he writes in 1931: “Die Uraffektion ... muß schon strömend im Gange sein, damit der Einsatzpunkt als prätemporaler Punkt der passiv konstituierten prätemporalen Zeitstrecke konstituiert sein kann” (Ms. B III 3, p. 4a). 


� 	As the passage continues, “Dies aber ist eine stehende und bleibende Formkontinuität für das sie Durchströmende, als durchströmend immerzu Mitkonstituiertes; und im Durchströmen dieser Form ist eine wundersame Synthesis in beständigem strömendem Gang, in der sich als individuelles Sein konstituiert, was jetzt urquellend auftritt, was, das Formensystem der Soeben durchlaufend, immerfort dasselbe verbleibt, aber dasselbe in kontinuierlich anderen Modis des Soeben” (Ms. C 2, p. 11a, Sept.-Oct. 1931; CMs, p. 8.). 


� 	This objectivity is that of “being in the sense of truth, the sense of a positing that is correct and at any time verifiable,” i.e., of “objective being, but not in the sense of intersubjectivity [Sein im Sinn der Wahrheit, der richtigen und jederzeit Ausweißbahren Setzung.  Das objektive Sein, aber nicht gerade im Sinn der Intersubjektivität]” (Ms. B II 10, p. 16a; 1925).   The contrast here is with the objectivity that can be verified by everybody.  An immanent object or structure, although it can be returned to again and again, is not intersubjectively verifiable.  


� 	Being such a pole is not the first concept of egological centering.  This is temporal: “Hier haben wir den ersten Begriff von Ichzentrierung, ... nämlich als das Ichzentrum, das den Sinn zeitlicher Gegenwart gibt, das in der Gegenwart der Zeit steht und worauf vergangene und künftige Zeit sinnhaft bezogen ist” (Ms. C 3, p. 45b, March 1931; CMs, p. 57).  


� 	“In jeder Zeitigungsschichte: das Fungieren ist ständing Urfungieren als ständige Gegenwart, aber auch ständig aus sich entlassen von Retentionen, die ichliche Abwandlungen besagen als ‘Noch’-fungieren in strömender Wandlung, die ständig ist als Wandlung” (Ms. AV5, p. 6b, Jan. 1933).


� 	“Aber das Ich ist in besonderer Weise stehend und bleibend, nämlich es selbst strömt nicht, aber es tut, es setzt seinen Satz, und das Tun ist ein aus sich Entlassen, urquellend - schöpferisch aus sich Hervorgehen-lassen von selbst wieder Strömendem nämlich den Akten” (Ms. B III 9, p. 10b, Oct.-Dec., 1931).  


� 	The extended passage is: “Ein Akt, eine Ichtätigkeit ist wesensmäßig ein urquellendes ‘Ich tue’. Als Urquellendes ist es stehendes und bleibendes Urquellen, aber auch in eins Verströmen in stetige Modifikation den soeben Gewesenen; anderseits urquellend zugleich Vorgerichtetsein auf das soeben Kommende; diesen ganze Urquellende unter Verströmen, und Heranströmen von Kommenden ist Einheit eines stehenden und bleibenden Urphänomens, ein stehender und bleibender Wandel,  Urphänomen meines ‘Ich tue’, worin ich, das stehende und bleibende Ich bin, und zwar bin ich der Tuende des ‘nunc stans’. Jetzt tue ich und nur jetzt, und ‘ständig’ tue ich. Aber das ‘Ich tue’ verquillt auch ständig, und ständig habe ich zukommendes, das aus mir betätigt wird” (Ms. B III 9, p. 15a; Oct.-Dec. 1931).


� 	“Das aktive Ich, das als waches beständig Akte vollzieht, beständig seine passive Gegenwärtigung und Gegenwart als Feld der Aktivität hat” (Ms. B III 9, p. 13b, Oct.-Dec. 1931).


� 	“Wir haben also vorweg vom tiefsten Grund an eine wesensmäßige Zwieschichtigkeit, die wir als Nicht-Ich und Ich, als Reich inaktiv konstituierender Assoziation, als Zeitigung bezeichnen können, und anderseits <als> das Reich der Aktivität, bezogen auf die gezeitigten Einheiten, aber als Aktivität gehörig zum urströmend Seienden und zentriert im Ich als identische Urquelle aller Aktion und alles daraus entspringenden Behaltens” (ibid., p. 14a). 


� 	A voluntary intention involves, of course, many more constitutive steps.  For an account of these see Mensch, Postfoundational Phenomenology, pp. 53-68.  Here, we limit ourselves to describing its primitive temporal basis.  


� 	“Das Ich, als ständiges, ist in der Ständigkeit der Quellung, in der die urphänomenale Gegenwart mit ihrem Urquellpunkt ‘ist’: Zur ihr gehört als Aus-dem-Urquellpunkt-entquellen die passiv-zeitigende Doppelkontinuität der retentionalen Intentionalität, die selbst als Ständigkeit des Strömens ist und kontinuierlich Deckungseinheit herstellt, darin als abgehoben die Einheit des vergangenen Tones: passive Einheit in Strömen” (Ms. B III 9, p. 51a, Oct-Dec. 1931).


� 	In fact, of course, it is present to both consciousness and to the ego that is its focal point or center.  


� 	“Diese Gegenwart ist stetiges Strömendsein, strömend immerzu Gegenwartsein, das zeitliches Sein als gegenwärtige Vergangenheit und Zukunft in sich konstituiert hat und immerzu strömend konstituiert” (Ms. C 7, 21a, July 9, 1932; CMs, p. 130).


� 	“Ich bin im strömenden Schaffen von Transzendenz, von Selbsttranszendenz, von Sein als Selbstvergangenheit und Selbstzukunft” (Ms. C 7, 21a, July 9, 1932; CMs, p. 130). 


� 	“Ich bin—ich bin im Währen, der ich bin, und bin als das immer schon in dieser Seinsart einer vielfältigen kontinuierlichen Transzendenz meines urmodalen Seins als Jetzt” (Ms. C 7, 21a, July 9, 1932; CMs, p. 130). 


� 	“im Strömen vollzieht sich kontinuierlich ein Selbsttranszendieren, nämlich ein Konstituieren einer Vergangenheit, in der, was soeben aktuelle Gegenwart mit allen ihren Momentantranszendenzen war, eine Modifikation erfährt, darin als neue Gegenwart jene vorgängige Gegenwart transzendierend konstituiert hat und so immer im Strömen immer wieder” (Ms. C 7, 22a, July 9, 1932; CMs, p. 130).


� 	“die Abwandlung als Bewußtsein ist jetzt wirklich, aber in ihrer abgewandelten Intentionalität macht sie das eigene Nicht-Jetzt bewußt; das Nicht-Jetzt transzendiert das Jetzt, im besonderen das Bewußtsein vom Nicht-Jetzt. So ist die Kontinuität der intentionalen Abwandlungen eine stetige Kontinuität, in welcher Transzendenz ursprünglich bewußt wird, und dieses Transzendente ist immerzu Bewußtsein; immerzu ich selbst als Primordium nicht als der ich bin, sondern der ich war” (C 7, p. 21a-b, July 9, 1932; CMs, p. 130).  


� 	“Jeweils ist ‘alles, was für mich ist’, urphänomenal strömend gegeben—dieses, ‘was für mich ist’, besagt, ,aktuell für mich da sein, darauf gerichtet sein, mir gegenüber’; jedoch so, daß <das> Ich, dem all das gegenüber ist, “anonym” ist. Es ist nicht seinerseits “gegenüber”, <wie> das Haus mir gegenüber <ist>. Und doch, ich kann ja mich auf mich selbst richten.  Dann ist aber wieder gespalten das Gegenüber, in dem das Ich auftritt mitsamt dem, was ihm gegenüber war, also ihm gegenüber das gegenüber auftretende Ich und sein Gegenüber. Dabei bin ich, das ‘Subjekt’ dieses neuen Gegenüber, ‘anonym’” Ms. C 2, pp. 2b-3a, Aug. 1931; CMs, p. 2).


� 	“Real ist das Individuum ... Als charakteristisches Merkmal der Realität genügt uns die Zeitlichkeit” (LU, 3:129).


� 	“Die Zeit ist nicht nur im erkennenden Subjekt ... gegeben, sondern an sich ist die Zeit überhaupt als notwendige Form individuellen Daseins und einer individuellen ‘Welt’ <gegeben> (was vielleicht als gleichwertig zu erweisen ist)” (BM, p. 90). 


� 	Das leitet auf die Frage nach Bedingungen der Möglichkeit der Wahrnehmung, und zwar für alle die hier in Frage kommenden Zeitgegenstände – ja, für alle individuellen Gegenstände überhaupt, da ja alle zeitliche Gegenstände sein müssen nach einer apriorischen Notwendigkeit” (BM, p. 190, my italics).  


� 	“Zeitigung – das ist die Konstitution von Seiendem in Zeitmodalitäten. Seiendes, gegenwärtig Seiendes mit Vergangenheit desselben Seienden, künftig Seinwerden desselben. So ist im ursprünglichen Sinne Seiendes eine ursprünglich konkrete Präsenz, es ist dauernde Präsenz, die als unselbständige Komponenten im Strömen der Präsenz Vergangenheit und Zukunft ‘einschließt’” (Ms. C 13, p. 31b, March 1934; CMs, p. 274). 


� 	“Jeder konkrete Individuum dauert in der Zeit und ist, was es ist, indem es von Präzenz zu Präzenz stetig werden übergeht” (Ms. E III 2, p. 2, 1934).


� 	“Die Reduktion auf die lebendige Gegenwart ist die radikalste Reduktion auf diejenige Subjektivität, in der alles mir Gelten sich ursprünglich vollzieht, in der aller Seinssinn für mich Sinn ist und mir erlebnismäßig als geltend bewußter Sinn. Es ist die Reduktion auf die Sphäre der Urzeitigung, in der der erste und urquellenmäßige Sinn von Zeit auftritt - Zeit eben als lebendig strömende Gegenwart” (Ms. C 3, p. 4a, summer 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 187).  


� 	“Wenn ich mich besinnend auf meine lebendig strömende Gegenwart in ihrer vollen Konkretion zurückgehe, in der sie der Urboden und Urquell aller für mich jetzt-gegenwärtig aktuellen Seinsgeltungen ist, so ist sie für mich nicht die meine gegenüber derjenigen anderer Menschen, und sie ist nicht die meine als die des körperlich-seelisch seienden, des realen Menschen” (Ms. C 3, 3b, summer 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 186).


� 	“Meine ‘Deckung’ mit dem Anderen, in der konstitutiven Urstufe, sozusagen bevor die Welt für mich und den Anderen als gemeine Welt und schließlich als Welt für alle konstituiert ist” (Ms. C 17, 84a, end of 1931; CMs, p. 435).  Immediately after this remark, the following line was crossed out: “‘dann’ tritt die Appräsentation hinzu, tritt durchgreifend in Wirkung” (ibid.). 


� 	"Dem transzendentalen Sein, meinem, als Identischsein in meinem transzendentalen Leben, dieses in der extensionalen Form der immanenten Zeit, geht voran mein Sein in der lebendigen, nicht extensionalen Urzeitigung als urphänomenaler Lebensstrom”(Ms. B II 6, Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, pp. 174-5, summer 1930).


� 	“Jedes Ich, das ich als anderes in originaler Vergegenwärtigung erfahre, hat seine Einheit und sein strömendes Leben, seinen immanent-zeitlichen Strom sachlicher Zeitigung, seine primordiale Natur” (Ms. C 16, May 1933, Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, ed. I. Kern [The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1973], p. 576).


� 	“Aber es ist doch Gemeinschaft (‘Deckung’ weist leider auf Deckung in Extension, auf Assoziation hin), …  Das Ich … Sein Leben, seine Erscheinungen, sein Zeitigen hat ‘immanente’ Erstreckung in der konstituierten Stromzeit, und wieder das darin als sachlich-zeitlich Konstituierte. Alles Gezeitigte, alles durch strömende Erscheinungen in dem immanentzeitlichen Strom und dann wieder durch ‘äussere’ Erscheinungen (raumzeitliche) Gezeitigte hat eben Erscheinungseinheit, zeitliche Einheit, Dauer; das Ich als Pol dauert nicht. S o h a t auch mein Ich und das andere Ich in der Gemeinschaft des Miteinander keine extensive Abständigkeit, aber auch mein Leben, mein Zeitigen nicht Abständigkeit von dem fremden” (Ms. C 16, p. 100a, May 1933; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 577).


� 	“So stoßen wir bald vor auf das nie herausgestellte, geschweige denn systematisch ausgelegte ‘Urphänomen’, in dem alles, was sonst Phänomen heißen mag und in welchem Sinn immer, seine Quelle hat. Es ist die stehend-strömende Selbstgegenwart bzw. das sich selbst strömend gegenwärtige absolute Ich in seinem stehend-strömenden Leben” (Ms. C 7, p. 38a, June 1932; CMs, p. 145).


� 	“Darin liegt rückgewendet auch eine Zeitigung der Zeitigungen, eine Zeitigung der urzeitigenden Urtümlichkeiten, bzw. eine innere Vergemeinschaftung derselben. So ist auch zu sprechen von der einen stehenden urtümlichen Lebendigkeit (der Urgegenwart, die keine Zeitmodalität ist) als der des Monadenas. Das Absolute selbst ist diese universale urtümliche Gegenwart, in ihr "liegt" alle Zeit und Welt in jedem Sinn. Wirklichkeit im prägnanten weltlichen Sinn" Gegenwart", selbst strömend ... Sie ist aber nur aus meiner urtümlichen Gegenwart (selbst ein Gegebenes aus Rückfrage) auf dem Wege der Rückfrage über Weltzeitlichkeit und monadische Zeitlichkeit zu gewinnen” (Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 668).


� 	The extended quote here is: “Everything is one—the absolute in its unity: The unity of an absolute self-temporalization, the absolute in its temporal modalities temporalizing itself in the absolute streaming, that of the ‘streaming living,’ the primordial present, that of the absolute in its unity, which is the unity of everything, which temporalizes and has temporalized everything that is anything.  In this, the levels of the absolute: the absolute as the ‘human’ totality of monads (Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 668).  In German: “Alles ist eins—das Absolute in seiner Einheit: Einheit einer absoluten Selbstzeitigung, das Absolute in seinen Zeitmodalitäten sich zeitigend in dem absoluten Strömen, der "strömend lebendigen", der urtümlichen Gegenwart, der des Absoluten in seiner Einheit, All-Einheit!, welche alles, was irgend ist, in sich selbst zeitigt und gezeitigt hat. Darin die Stufen des Absoluten: das Absolute als absolutes ‘menschliches’ Monadenall” (ibid.).


� 	Husserl characterizes this absolute as persisting eternally in the streaming changes of the modes of wakefulness, sleep, death: “Das Absolute in ‘Ewigkeit’ verharrend im strömenden Wandel seiner Modi; Wachsein, Schlaf, Tod als Modi. Ewigkeit, Unzeitlichkeit und Zeitlichkeit; die allzeitliche Identität der Struktur, der invarianten Form aller Zeitlichkeit und des Gezeitigten. Das invariante stehende-bleibende Erfüllte” (Ms. C 17, p. 80a, end of 1931; CMs, p. 430).  Such sentiments are repeated in 1934 in a passage that considers not just the birth and death of individuals, but also those of humanities as the absolute’s modes: “Das Absolute verharrend in Ewigkeit im ewigen Wandel seiner Modi, zunächst durch gewöhnliche Geburt und Tod—aber auch Geburt und Tod von Menschheiten etc.; Identität der Strukturform (invariante), die Form der absoluten Zeitlichkeit, die Form der absoluten Koexistenz, deren Symbol der Raum ist; aber auch die räumliche Verteilung der getrennten, entstehenden und vergehenden Gestirne; Wandel in der Koexistenz getrennter entstehender und sterbender Gestirnmenschheiten, und Generationssystem von ‘animalischen’ Spezies; Gestirn-, Milchstrassensysteme. Das Invariante: stehend-bleibende Form” (Ms. C 17, p. 95a, end of 1934; CMs, p. 446).  


� 	“Aber Zeit und Welt ist gezeitigt im Absoluten, das stehend-strömendes jetzt ist.  Das Absolute ist nichts anderes als absolute Zeitigung, und schon ihre Auslegung als das Absolute, das ich direkt als meine stehend-strömende Urtümlichkeit vorfinde, ist Zeitigung, dieses zum Urseienden. Und so ist das absolute Monadenall bzw. die allmonadische  Urtümlichkeit nur aus Zeitigung” (Ms. C 1, September 21-22, 1934; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 670).


� 	“Ich bin. Von mir aus konstituiert die Zeit. Transzendentale Selbstzeitigung des ego in der stehend-urtümlichen Vor-Gegenwart” (ibid., p. 667).


� 	“Das übersein des ego ist selbst nichts anderes als ein ständiges urtümlich strömend Konstitutuieren, und Konstituieren von verschiedenen Stufenuniversa von Seienden (‘Welten’)”  (B IV 5, 1932 or 1933 ; ibid., 590).


� 	“Das Ich in seiner ursprünglichsten Ursprünglichkeit ist nicht in der Zeit” (Ms. C 10, p. 14a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 197).


� 	“Aber die fundamentale Wichtigkeit der Unterscheidungen zeigt sich dann doch alsbald darin, daß ...  das Ich, das immer jetzt ist und jetzt bleibt (als stehendes und bleibendes Jetzt gar kein Jetzt im sachlichen Sinne) als dieses Lebendige, dieses ‘Über’-zeitliche, das Ich aller Vollzüge ist” (Ms. C 10, pp. 17b-18a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 202).


� 	“Der Urstrom der lebendigen Gegenwart ist die Urzeitigung ... Zeiten, Gegenstände, Welten jedes Sinnes haben letztlich ihren Ursprung im Urströmen der lebendigen Gegenwart—oder, besser, im transzendentalen Ur-Ego, welches sein Ur-Leben als urströmende Gegenwärtigung und Gegenwart lebt, und so in seiner Weise Sein hat, Sein in einer Urzeitigung, welche im Strömen eine Urzeit und <eine> Urwelt konstituiert” (Ms. C 2, p. 5a, beginning of Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 4).


� 	“Uroriginal bin ich als Ich der strömenden uroriginalen Gegenwart, zu der schon gehört ein uroriginaler Wandel von urquellender Originalität in verquellende, die als solche schon, die Originalität modifizierend, die Vorgestalt der Vergegenwärtigung schafft, die der Retention, und dann in Gegenrichtung die Protention. Damit vollzieht sich die erste, meine Selbstzeitigung, die, wie hier nicht näher auszulegen ist, als passiv-urassoziative im stehenden Strömen den sich da konstituierenden Strom in seiner lebendig sich erstreckenden Zeitlichkeit mit ihren Zeitmodalitäten Gegenwart (Gegenwärtigkeit des Strömens), Vergangenheit (soeben gewesenes Strömen), Zukunft zeitigt, phasenmässig, streckenmässig und endlos als Strom, und alles in eins als konkrete subjektive Zeitlichkeit ohne Anfang, ohne Ende” (Ms. C 16, May 1932; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 355).


� 	“Ist das alles richtig, so werden wir scheiden müssen bei jedem Akte in seiner ursprünglichen Zeitigung als Erlebnis die Erlebnis-Impression bzw. die Erlebnisretentionen und -protentionen und die eigentlich urquellenden, auch ichlich quellenden Aktmodi, nämlich als Modi der Vollzugsweisen, die dem fungierenden Ur-Ich selbst zugehören.  Ein erster und ganz ausgezeichneter Vollzugsmodus des Aktes ist das Einsetzen, das ursprüngliche Insspielsetzen des Aktes” (Ms. C 10, p. 14a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 197).


� 	“Das Ich ‘selbst’ in seiner kontinuierlichen Aktion ist behaltendes Ich, hat in sich also doch eine Art Zeitigung. Es läßt den Einsatzmodus nicht einfach fahren, aber es behält, was er in den Urgriff bringt, ‘fortdauernd’ noch im Griff, so wie es andererseits kontinuierlich gewandelt Neues ergreift. Das ‘Noch im Griff’ selbst modifiziert sich, es bedeutet ichliche Vollzugsweisen als Modifikationsstrom” (Ms. C 10, p. 14b, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 198).  


� 	“Das Ich hat Bewußtsein von der Kontinuität seiner Vollzüge und ihrer jetzigen und zwar kontinuierlich jetzigen Einheitsgeltung, also von der Einheit seiner Aktion, als seiner, des stehenden und bleibenden Ich, fortwährender Aktion in eben dieser fortwährenden, im identischen Jetzt konzentrierten Geltung. Das ist doch nur möglich durch die eigentliche, die sachliche Stromzeitigung als lebendig sich konstituierende Unterschicht und dabei durch jene beständig sachliche Zeitigung der Ichvollzüge, in der es selbst in der hyle<tischen> und die Aktzeitlichkeit Stelle in der Sachzeit hat, und dauerndes Dabei- und Beschäftigtsein hat” (Ms. C 10, p. 17b, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 202).


� 	For a review of the different positions, see Kortooms, Phenomenology of Time, ed. cit., pp. 269-70.  He writes that A. Diemer in his book, Edmund Husserl, Versuch einer systematischen Darstellung seiner Phänomenologie (Meisenheim am Glan: Verlag Anton Hain K. G., 1965), asserts that here “Husserl finally abandons the notion of a passive synthesis resulting in a pre-being in a pre-time, and only acknowledges a temporalization that arises by means of the active accomplishment of the ego” (Kortooms, 269).  Klaus Held in his Lebendige Gegenwart.  Die Frage nach der Seinsweise des transzendentalen Ich bei Edmund Husserl, entwickelt am Leitfaden der Zeitproblematik (Den Haag: Marinus Nijhoff, 1966) takes a less extreme view, but somewhat puzzling view.  Held still refers to a “pre-accomplished primally passive flowing and an “afterwards accomplished” active, reflective constitution (Held, p. 96).  His position is that “only the misunderstanding is removed that the most passive constitution, the primal impressional change, would not be egoically ‘accomplished’ (Held, p. 118).  Kortooms believes that “Husserl does not abandon the distinction between a passive synthesis that occurs in the primal stream itself and active temporalization, but he no longer wishes to speak of the accomplishment of an intentional process with regard to the passive synthesis” (Kortooms, p. 270).  In other words, passive synthesis does go on, but its activity should not be classed as an intentional process.  My position is similar to that of Thomas Seebohm in his Die Bedingungen der Möglichkeit der Transzendental-Philosophie.  Edmund Husserls transzendental-phänomenologicshen Ansatz, dargestellt in Anschluss an seine Kant-Kritik (Bonn: H. Bouvier und Co. Verlag, 1962).  He claims that despite certain terminological shifts, there is no fundamental difference between Husserl’s earlier analysis in the lectures of time consciousness and the analysis of the C-manuscripts  They are, in fact, a continuing description of the same phenomena (Seebohm, pp. 124-5; cf. Kortooms, p. 280).


� 	“Wie steht es mit dem Strom und seiner ‘passiven Intentionalität’, der passiven ‘Zeitigung’ einer Vor-Zeit und eines Vor-Seins, eines in dieser Vor-Zeit mit dem Vorzeichen ‘vor’ zu verstehenden Zusammensein (‘Koexistenz’) und Nacheinanderseins, ‘Vergangenseins, Gegenwärtig- und Zukünftigseins’? ‘Passiv’ besagt hier ohne Tun des Ich, mag auch das Ich wach sein und das ist tuendes Ich sein, das Strömen geschieht, der Strom ist nicht aus einem Tun des Ich, als ob es darauf gerichtet wäre, es zu verwirklichen, als ob es sich verwirklichte aus einem Tun. Es ist also kein Getanes, keine Tat (im weitesten Sinne). Jedes Tun ist selbst ‘enthalten’ im allgemeinen Strom, dem des Lebens, das da ‘Leben’ des Ich heißt” (Ms. C 17, pp. 63a-b, Aug.1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, pp. 179-80).


� 	The extended quote here is: “The absolute transcendental life, which is implicitly presuposed or co-posited with the apodictic positing of the ego cogito, is the unceasing pre-temporalization.  Primal time, the pre-time in its living constitution, unceasingly exists here (as long as we can speak of an ego cogito).  In this pre-time, there is constituted in the ‘stream’ of this life not just the pre-temporal unities (the experiences in their temporality as experiences); [there is not just] ‘constitution’ in the first sense, which pertains to consciousness in the first, pre-temporalizing sense; but also, in a new [founded] sense, there is also constituted all the levels of existents for the ego and also, correlatively, the ego itself.”  In German: “Das absolute transzendentale Leben, das mit der apodiktischen Setzung des Ego cogito implicite vorausgesetzt ist oder mitgesetzt, ist die unaufhörliche Vor-Zeitigung, in der also unaufhörlich (solange es heißt: ego cogito) die Urzeit, die Vor-Zeit in lebendiger Konstitution ist. In dieser Vorzeit sind im ‘Strom’ dieses Lebens nicht nur konstituiert die vorzeitlichen Einheiten (die Erlebnisse in der Erlebniszeitlichkeit)—d. i. die ‘Konstitution’ im ersten Sinn, gehörig zum Bewusstsein im ersten, dem vorzeitigenden Sinn—sondern auch, und nun in einem neuen Sinne, alle Stufen des Seienden für das Ich, aber auch korrelativ das Ich selbst” (Ms. C 17, pp. 65a-b, Aug.1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, pp. 180-81).


� 	The extended quote here is: “But temporalization, the formation of experiences, constitution has different sides.  The ego is itself constituted as a temporal unity.  As a stationary and remaining ego, it is an acquired (and in continual acquisition constantly further acquired) ontical unity:  it is the identical ego of my temporal life as the same existing ego of all my pasts, of my expired and onward streaming life, the life that constantly streaming in and for itself streaming always constitutes a new persisting past.”  In German: “Aber die Zeitigung, die Erfahrungsbildung, die Konstitution hat verschiedene Seiten. Das Ich selbst ist konstituiert als zeitliche Einheit. Es ist die schon als stehendes und bleibendes Ich erworbene (und im Forterwerben immerfort weiter erworbene) ontische Einheit: identisches Ich meines zeitlichen Lebens als dasselbe seiende Ich all meiner Vergangenheiten, meines innerhalb der kontinuierlichen Einheitsform der Zeit verlaufenen und jetzt noch fortströmenden Lebens, das fortströmend in sich und für sich immer neue Vergangenheit als verharrende konstituiert” (Ms. C 17, Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 348, Sept. 20, 1931)


� 	“Man sieht den Unterschied zwischen dejenigen Vor-Intentionalität, in der sich das Strömen des Erlebnisstroms konstituiert und sich darin im strömenden Leben selbst: Gegenwart, Vergangenheit, Zukunft, und dejenigen Intentionalität—die jeder eigentlichen Intention, jedes eigentlichen Aktus—in dem sich auf dem Grund des strömenden Lebens (des Bewusstseins und seiner Bewusstseinseinheiten im ersten Sinne) Aktbewusstsein als Ichbewusstsein von irgendetwas ergibt” Ms. C 17, p. 65a; Aug. 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 180).


� 	“Nach den späteren Klärungen (1932) bin ich zur Überzeugung gekommen, daß es nicht zweierlei Intentionalität im eigentlichen Sinn gibt und somit im eigentlichen Sinn keine Vor-Zeitigung. Die wirkliche Zeitigung, die in der evidenten zeitlichen Gegebenheit des Stromes der Erlebnisse vorausgesetzt und getätigt ist, ist die des transzendental-phänomenologisierenden Ich. Indem es sie ursprünglich tätigt, hat es die Evidenz der Erlebniszeitlichkeit und so ist das apodiktische Wahrheit. Zeitlichkeit ist eben in jeder Weise Ichleistung, ursprüngliche oder erworbene. Es ist aber natürlich nicht so, daß diese Erlebnisverzeitlichung immerzu betätigte ist und gar als eine transzendental reine, die erst des transzendental-phänomenologischen Ich bedarf, des Ich, das in der Epoché tätig ist. Man sieht ja, daß, wenn das ständige Strömen in sich als Strömen wirkliche Intentionalität hätte, wir auf einen unendlichen Regreß kämen. Immer schon aus Aktivität gezeitigt ist das menschliche Leben in seiner menschlichen seelischen Zeitlichkeit, die eingeordnet ist der allgemeinen Weltzeitlichkeit” (ibid., 65b; p. 181).  


� 	I own this way of putting the regress to an unpublished paper by Satoshi Inagaki, “Das Problem des Ich in der Vorintentionalität: Über die Entwicklung der passiven Synthesis im Denken Husserls der 30er Jahre.”


� 	“Der Strom ist apriori von dem Ego <aus> zu verzeitlichen. Dieses Verzeitlichen ist selbst strömendes; das Strömen ist immerzu im Voraus. Aber auch das Ich ist im Voraus, es ist als waches Ich (transzendental-phänomenologisch wach) immerfort Bewußtseins-Ich” (Ms. C 17, p. 65b, Aug. 1930; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 181).  


� 	“Es ist ein universales Leben in der Form Strom, dessen einzelne sich abhebende Momente intentionale Erlebnisse sind, d.i. Modi der Ichlichkeit, Modi der Aktivität in einem weitesten Sinne, der auch die Affektion, das Ich-Leiden wie das Ich-Tun im prägnanten Sinn, ferner die retentionalen Modi des Tuns usw. in sich faßt” (ibid., p. 182).  


� 	“Hinsichtlich der Deskription des Strömens haben wir das Problem der Vor-Intentionalität und Vor-Zeitigung als der Selbstzeitigung des stehenden Strömens zum eigentlichen Erlebnisstrom” (ibid.). 


� 	Husserl, however, asserts that it does arise from this ego.  The full quote here is: “Thematisch-Leben ist Wach-Leben als Ich; Thema ist immer schon Konstituiertes, für das Ich Seiendes – daher ist der Urstrom als solcher, das Strömen in seiner Weise des erlebnismäßigen ‘Seins’ immer außerthematisch, außer für den Phänomenologen, der eben damit aus diesem Vor-Sein Sein schafft und somit allein die transzendentale Subjektivität, die er selbst ist (und die der Anderen) nach ihrem erfahrbaren Sein als seiend hat” (ibid., p. 183).


� 	“Die Strukturanalyse der urtümlichen Gegenwart (das stehend lebendige Strömen) führt uns auf die Ichstructur und die sie fundierende ständig Unterschichte des ichlosen Strömens, das durch eine konsequente Rückfrage auf das, was auch die sedimentierte Aktivität möglich macht und voraussetzt, auf das radical Vor-Ichliche zurückleitet” (Ms. E III 9, Sept. 1933; Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 598).


� 	“Wie kann ich vom urphänomenalen Sein sprechen, das ... anonym ist? Wie ist diese Anonymität zu verstehen und die des Ich selbst, das wir als Pol der Akte herausstellen? ... Wie können wir überhaupt eine Methode rechtfertigen, die uns dieses Ur-Ego, diese urphänomenale Sphäre zueigen macht, sodaß wir sie überhaupt als urphänomenal bezeichnen können? ... Das urphänomenale Sein als lebendig strömende Gegenwart ist originaliter bewußt, ist ein Feld originaler Gewahrungen, Wahrnehmungen, nach allem, was sie komponiert” (Ms. C 10, pp. 10b-11a, Oct. 9, 1931; CMs, p. 7).





Chapter 5





� 	“Wenn wir von einem urimpressionalen Kern (also formal gesprochen einer Materie, Hyle) sprechen, so kommen wir offenbar in der tiefsten Schichte ... auf die Hyle im Sinne der ‘Ideen’, als Kern von ‘Empfindungsdaten’” (Ms. C 4 8b, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 99).


� 	“Die Urhyle in ihrer eigenen Zeitigung ist der sozusagen ichfremde Kern in der konkreten Gegenwart” (Ms. C 6, p. 4b, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 110).


� 	“Im strömenden Erleben, das da Wahrnehmen heißt, tritt das sich von Phase zu Phase wandelnde Empfindungsmoment auf als reel dazugehörig” (Ms. B III 9, p. 55b, 1931). 


� 	Just as Husserl does not abandon the notion of a non-egological source of temporalization, so equally he does not abandon (as Kortooms and Rodemeyer assert) the use of the schema in discussing it.  Husserl writes, for example: “The impressional hyle functions as the ‘material to be interpreted’ for the perception of the natural hyle and the interpretation is here a new mode of the function that simultaneously presents and represents” (Ms. C 6, p. 5a, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 111).  The distinction between impressional hyle and natural hyle is that the latter, as pertaining to nature, is constituted through the former.  As for the impressional hyle that serves as a basis, its temporalization as material for the constitution of the natural hyle is a matter of primal  temporalization: “In this perceptual core the there is, then, included the hyletic primal core as material to be interpreted—but this whole temporalization is itself already constituted, namely with regard to the primal temporalization of the material of sensation and its interpretation” (ibid.).  Since the schema is not applicable on the lowest level, the basis of this primal temporalization is, as in Stein’s edition of the lectures and the Bernau Manuscripts, the non-constituted appearing of impressions and their dying away.  The German of the above passages is: “Die Empfindungshyle fungiert als ‘Auffassungsmaterie,’ für die Wahrnehmung der naturalen Hyle, und die Auffassung ist hier ein neuer und näher zu erforschender Modus der zugleich gegenwärtigenden und vergegenwärtigenden Funktion. ... In diesem Wahrnehmungskern ist dann beschlossen der hyletische Urkern als Auffassungsmaterial—aber diese ganze Zeitigung ist selbst schon konstituiert, nämlich mit Rücksicht auf die Urzeitigung des Empfindungsmaterials und seiner Auffassung” (Ms. C 6, p. 5a, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 111).


� 	“Urimpression hat zum Inhalt das, was das Wort Jetzt besagt, wofern es im strengsten Sinne genommen wird. Jedes neue Jetzt ist Inhalt einer neuen Urimpression” (Pdiz, p. 67; Br. p. 70).


� 	That both are required is why Husserl asserts that “The moment of the original temporal position is naturally nothing for itself.  Individuation is nothing in addition to what has individuation.”  The material element is what allows us to distinguish simultaneous contents.  In Husserl’s words: “If, to begin with, we compare two primal sensations—or rather, correlatively, two primal data—both actually appearing in one consciousness as primal data, as now, then they are distinguished from one another by their matter. They are, however, simultaneous: they have identically the same absolute position in time” (Pdiz, p. 71; Br. p. 73).


� 	As Husserl also expresses this: “What is, then, the identity of a temporal position or the identity of a [stetch of] time as a one-dimensional linier continuum …?  Every line of pasts designates a time-point, the continuum of such lines designating the continuum of an (‘objective’) time” (BM, p. 293-94).  This means, he adds: “Every time point is, therefore, the form of the identity of the same existence, that progressively constitutes itself in a determinate system of pasts that stream from one and the same source-point, the ‘now’, a system that, in all its unending character is univocal and possesses a single form” (ibid., p. 294). 


�  	“Husserl’s Thesis of the Ideality of Meanings,” in Readings on Husserl’s Logical Investigations, ed. J. N. Mohanty (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1977), p 76, italics added.


� 	“Beilage III” in Die Krisis der Europäischen Wissenschaften und die transzendentale Phänomenologie, second ed., ed. W. Biemel (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1962), p. 370.  This text was composed in 1936 and published by Eugen Fink in 1939 as “Der Ursprung der Geometry als intentional-historisches Problem” in the Review internationale de philosophe, Vol. I, No. 2.  


� 	As a temporally extended event, the reproductive act is, of course, itself retained.  Such retentions, however, pertain, not to what it re-produces, but rather to the act itself in its present occurring.  See Pdiz, p. 36; Br. p. 38.


� 	Hume did think that the difference was vividness.


� 	“Ich finde das ‘in meinem jetzt erfahre ich den Anderen’ und sein jetzt; ich finde als in eins seiend mein und sein jetzt, meine Erscheinungen und seine, mein Erscheinendes als mir Geltendes und seines, aber beides als dasselbe. Und dabei hat dieses in derselben Erfahrung seine ‘äusserlich’ erscheinende Zeitdauer als seine fortdauernde ob- jektive Gegenwart, und diese in Deckung mit meiner dauernden Erscheinung und der sich damit verbindenden und Punkt für Punkt deckenden dauernden Erscheinung des Anderen” (Ms. C 17 I, end of Sept. 1931: Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität: Dritter Teil, p. 332).


�	This definition is presented in the form of a rhetorical question: “Zu jeder strömenden Gegenwart gehörigen Urkontinuierung (Retention); gehört dazu auch Ureinfühlung, oder vielmehr statt Einfühlung, die explizierend ist, eine Urintentionalität der Bekundung einer Kontinuität mit den Anderen, die, wie die zeitigende Verschmelzung, mittelbar, kontinuierlich mittelbar ist als adpräsentierende?” (Ms. C 17, p. 84b; end of 1931; CMs, p. 437).  This is the only use of the term “adpräsentierende” in the C Manuscripts.  Adpräsentation does not occur.  The term can be translated as “presenting in addition.”  As such, it indicates appresentation—i.e., the process where while presenting one side of an object, say the front of a chair, there is associatively present another side, e.g., the back of the chair.   


� 	Analysen zur passiven Synthesis, ed. M. Fleischer (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1996), p. 343.  Hereafter cited as APS.  The translation given is from Analyses Concerning Passive and Active Synthesis, Lectures on Transcendental Logic, trans. Anthony Steinbock (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2001), p. 632.  


� 	This is also the case with the “higher psychical occurrences.”  They have “their style of synthetic connections and their form of occurring which can be understandable to me through their associative basis in my own style of life, a style empirically familiar to me in its average typicality” (CM., p. 149).


� 	Being and Nothingness, trans. Hazel Barnes (New York: Washington Square Press, 1966), p. 316. 


� 	"Sartre’s theory of the Other Ego," Collected Papers I, ed. M. Natanson, The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1973, p. 197.


� 	For Husserl, of course, the function of such projection is carried out by protention.  It projects the retained material forward.


� 	We here follow Steinbock’s translation: Analyses Concerning Passive and Active Synthesis, p. 422-23.





Chapter 6





� 	Unless otherwise indicated, all translations from APS in this chapter are my own.  


� 	The conclusion, then, is that “every field of sensation is constituted without any affection” (APS, p. 160.)  In fact, “it is incomprehensible how merging could be accomplished through unity of affection” (p. 161).


� 	Husserl, in fact, is following the same method he regularly employs in his works that are not destined for publication: that of trying out various hypotheses to see which best fits the data.  


� 	“Aber es wäre vor allem nötig gewesen, konkret vorzugehen und Assoziation als den allgemeinen Titel der Einheitsbildung zu behandeln, der überhaupt Stromeinheit, Zeitigung leistet in allen Stufen, also Titel für all das ist, was die Konstitution von “Seiendem” schon voraussetzt” (Ms. C 15, p. 4b; CMs, p. 298). 


� 	As he also puts this: “‘Assoziation’ schafft Einheit. …  Assoziation ist der allgemeinste Titel der Einigungsform, welche Einheiten des Stromes vereinheitlicht” (Ms. C 7, 14b, July 1, 1932; Zur Phänomenologischen Reduktion, p. 385).  “‘Assoziation’ besagt nichts als der allgemeine Titel für die in der allgemeinen Form der strömenden Totaleinheit beschlossenen Weisen der Einigung” (ibid., p. 15b; Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, p. 386). 


� 	We have, for example, “ein periodischer Prozess des Gehens, der als Einheit einer periodische Kinäthese fungiert, und in eins damit die einheitlich Kontinuität der Erscheinungen, die synthetisch einig sind als Erscheinungen von demselben Ding. ... jedem entspricht ein ‘Punkt’ in der Erscheinugskontinuität, eine Einheit der Koexistenz (ein Stück des gesamten visuellen Feldes, die eine beständige Gestalt visueller Existenz ist, nur wechselnd in der Qualifizierung)” (Ms. D 12 I, p. 10b).  


�	“Ursprünglich gehört zu jedem System konstituierender Erscheinungen der einen und anderen ‘Welt’ ein motivierendes System von kinästhetischen Abläufen” (Ms. D 13 I, p. 25a).


�	“Dieses Datum wandelt sich im Ablauf der Kinästhese ab, nicht in der Weise eines Mitlaufens von kinästhetisch-hyletischen Empfindungen, sondern es sind ja instinktive, triebmäßige Verläufe ... der Ablauf der optischen und kinästhetischen Wandlung verläuft nicht nebeneinander, sondern in der Einheit einer Intentionalität, die vom optischen Datum in die Kinästhese übergeht und durch sie hindurch ins Optische führt, und so, daß jedes Optische terminus ad quem ist, aber zugleich als terminus a quo fungiert” (Ms. C 16, p. 40b, March 10, 1932; CMs, p. 229).


�	In German: “Jedes besondere kinästhetische System ist assoziativ mit einem Teile des Leibes (als kinästhetischem Organ im phänomenologischen Sinne), als haptischen Leibes einig” (Ms. D 13 I, p. 52).  


� 	This is just one of a number of similarities between the two philosophers.  Husserl gives what may be the original version of Merleau-Ponty’s description of hand touching hand in Ms. D 13 I, p. 52.  Since Merleau-Ponty visited the Husserl Archives at Louvain, there is a possibility of a direct influence for this example.  


�	Ms. C 16, p. 40a, March 10, 1932; CMs, pp. 328-29. 


�	“Alles Leben ist unaufhörliches Streben, alle Befriedigung ist Durchgangsbefriedigung” (Ms. A VI 26, p. 42a). 


�	“Das Ich ist, was es ist, und wesensmäßig in einem Stil von ursprünglichen und erworbenen Bedürfnissen, in einem Begehrungs- und Befriedigungsstil von begehrend zu Genuß, von Genuß zu begehrend übergehend” (Ms. E III 10, p. 8a).  As Husserl also puts this: “Leben ist Streben in mannigfaltigen Formen und Gehalten der Intention und Erfüllung; in der Erfüllung im weitesten Sinne Lust, in der Unerfülltheit Hintendieren auf Lust als rein begehrendes Streben oder als sich im erfüllenden Realisieren entspannendes Streben und sich erzielend im Prozeß der Realisierung der in sich entspannten Lebensform der Lust.” (Ms. A VI 26, p. 42b).    In translation: “Life is striving in the manifold forms and contents of intention and fulfillment; in the broadest sense, [it is] pleasure in fulfillment; in the lack of fulfillment, [life is] a tending towards pleasure as a pure striving that desires or as a striving that slackens off in the realization that fulfills it and that accomplishes its purposes in the process of the realization of the life-form of pleasure with its release of tension.” 


�	The extended quote here is: “Bloße Emfindungsdaten und in höherer Stufe sinnliche Gegenstände, wie Dinge, die für das Subjekt da sind, aber ‘wertfrei’ da sind, sind Abstraktionen.  Es kann nichts geben, was nicht das Gemüt berüht, ...” (Ms. A VI 26, p. 42a).  Criticizing Descartes and, by implication, Husserl, Heidegger writes that the problem of values is “perverted in principle” when one assumes that “values ultimately have their sole ontological sources in the previous construction of the actuality of the thing as [their] fundamental layer” (Sein und Zeit, Tübingen: Max Niemeyer, 1967, p. 99).  For Husserl, however, values are not something added on to objects, which are first given as mere things.  Insofar as their original givenness is correlated to our instinctive striving, value is co-given with their initial presence.  


�	As Husserl describes the process: “When the smell of the mother’s breast and the sensations of moving one’s lips occur, an instinctive directedness towards drinking awakes, and an originally paired kinesthesia comes into play. ... If drinking does not immediately occur, how does it happen?  Perhaps the smell alone awakens something else, an empty apperception, so to speak, which has no ‘conscious’ goal.  If touching occurs, then the way to fulfillment is first properly an ongoing instinctive drive, which is an unfulfilled intention.  Then, in fulfillment, [there are] the movements of swallowing, etc., which bring fulfillment, disclosing the instinctive drive” (Ms. C 16, p. 36b, March 10, 1932; CMs, p. 326).  In German: “Sowie der Geruch der Mutterbrust und die Lippenberührungsempfindung eintritt, ist eine instinktive Richtung auf das Trinken geweckt, und eine ursprünglich angepaßte Kinästhese tritt ins Spiel. ... Kommt es nicht alsbald zum Trinken, wie ist es da?  Etwa der Geruch allein weckt ein Weiteres, sozusagen eine Leerapperzeption, die doch kein ‘bewußtes’ Ziel hat.  Tritt dann Berühung ein, so ist der Weg zur Erfüllung aber erst recht fortgehender instinktiver Trieb, der unerfüllte Intention ist.  Dann in der Erfüllung Schluckbewegungen etc. als Erfüllung bringend, als den instinktiven Trieb enthüllend.”


�	“Das Streben ist aber instinktives und instinktiv, also zunächst unenthüllt ‘gerichtet’ auf die sich ‘künftig’ erst enthüllt konstituierenden weltlichen Einheiten” (Ms. A VI 34, p. 34b).


�	Because of this, it underlies the Vorhaben—the “fore-having”—Heidegger proposes as a characteristic of our being-in-the-world.  Cf. Sein und Zeit, p. 150.  For Husserl, such being-in-the-world has its primordial basis in our instinctual striving. 


�	“Entwicklungsstufen - auf jeder treten neue Bedürfnisse von wesensmäßiger Form für diese Stufe auf, als dunkle erst in der Erzielung sich enthüllende—als ‘instinktive’” (Ms. E III 9, p. 4a). 


�	“Stufen von Instinkten, von ursprünglichen Trieben, Bedürfnissen (die zunächst noch nicht wissen, worauf sie hinauswollen), systematisch aufeinander gestuft, über sich hinausweisend auf höhere Stufen” (ibid., p. 5a). 


�	“Die Instinkte bezeichnen die urtümlichen wesensallgemein alle Entwicklung bestimmenden Urtriebe, Uraffektionen” (ibid., p. 4a).


�	“Der Instinkt durchläuft verschiedene Modi, erfüllt sich, und nun ist das Erfüllungsziel patent ...  Der Instinkt ist aber damit nicht zu Ende, er nimmt neue Modi an - ich bin weiter immer fort Instinkt-Ich, und immerfort geht der Prozeß der Enthüllung als Aktprozeß weiter” (Ms. C 13, p. 5a, Jan. 1934; CMs, p. 253).  Husserl also writes in this regard: “Every instinct is immortal.  It just continues in different modes of realization” (Ms. C 13, p. 10b, Feb. 1934; CMs, p. 258).  In German: “Jeder Instinkt ist unsterblich, nur ist er in verschiedenen Modis der Verwirklichung.” 


�	“Dieses Leben als zunächst egologisches Leben, mein, des sich Besinnenden, Leben, - ein konstituierendes Leben. ‘Konstituieren’ ist kontinuierliche und diskrete Synthesen immer wieder herstellen; dabei ist es ichlich zentriertes Leben der Passivität, Affektivität und Aktivität” (Ms. C 3, p. 33a, March 1931; CMs, p. 42).


� 	“Das erste der Weltkonstitution in der Primordialität ist die Konstitution der ‘natur’ aus der hyletischen Urnatur, oder vielmehr aus dem dreifachen Urmaterial: sinnlicher Kern, sinnliches Gefühl, sinnliche Kinästhese.  Das entspricht der ‘Urinstinkt’” (Ms. B III 9, p. 67a).  


� 	“Das Streben ist aber instinktives und instinktiv,also zunächst unenthüllt ‘gerichtet’ auf die sich ‘künftig; erst enthüllt konstitutierenden weltlichen Einheiten” (Ms. A VI 34, p. 34b).   


� 	As Husserl describes this reduction: “Die konkrete strömende Gegenwart reduziere ich systematisch durch einen ‘Abbau.’ Ich reduziere auf die urimpressionale immanente Sach-Gegenwart, auf die "ichfremde", nämlich die immanente Hyle (Empfindungssphäre)” (Ms. C 6, p. 3a, Aug. 1930; CMs, p. 109)  This primal hyle is the non-egological core of the living present: “Die Urhyle in ihrer eigenen Zeitigung ist der sozusagen ichfremde Kern in der konkreten Gegenwart” (ibid., p. 4b; CMs, p, 110).  


�	The full quote in German is: “Das Inhaltliche ist das Ichfremde, das Gefühl ist schon ichlich.  Das ‘Ansprechen’ des Inhaltes sei nicht Anruf zu etwas, sondern ein fühlendes Dabei-Sein des Ich und zwar nicht erst als ein Dabeisein durch Hinkommen und Anlangen.  Das Ich ist nicht etwas für sich und das Ichfremde ein vom Ich Getrenntes und zwischen beiden ist kein Raum für ein Hinwenden.  Sondern untrennbar ist Ich und sein Ichfremdes, bei jedem Inhalt im Inhaltszusammenhang und bei dem ganzen Zusammenhang ist das Ich fühlendes” (Ms. C 16, p. 68a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 351).


�	“Was von Seiten der hyletischen Data Affection auf das Ich heißt, heißt von Seiten des Ich Hintendierien, Hinstreben” (Ms. B III 9, pp. 70a-70b).


�	In Husserl’s words: “Wach wird das Ich durch Affektion von Nicht-Ichlichem, und wach wird es, weil das Nicht-Ichliche von Interesse ist, instinktiv anzieht etc., und das Ich reagiert kinästhetisch, als unmittelbare Reaktion” (Ms. B III 3, p. 5a).  In translation: “The ego is awakened by affection from the non-egological because the non-egological is ‘of interest,’ it instinctively attracts, etc; and the ego reacts kinesthetically as an immediate reaction.”


�	As Husserl writes: “Erst Affektion löst Tätigkeitsaffektion aus oder führt eo ipso mit sich Hinstreben als Tun im jeweiligen Modes des Tuns oder des Strebend-seins.  Und das ist das Feld aller ‘Kinaesthesen’ im engeren und weiteren Sinne.  Es sind die verschieden bestimmten und ursprünglich instinktiv bestimmten Weisen des Strebens, ursprünglich ‘instinktiv’ einig mit hyletischer Begleitung.  Das wäre also eine Form der Urassoziation, die aber nicht Assoziation durch ‘Deckung’ ist” (Ms. E III 9, pp. 23a-23b).  The association through coincidence (Deckung) is that occasioned by retention.  As will become apparent, the striving it manifests is that of the objectifying instinct. 


�	“Interesse an Sinnesdaten und Sinnesfeldern - vor der Objektivierung Sinnesdaten” (Ms. C 13, p. 11b, Feb. 1934; CMs, p. 258).


�	Ms. C 13, Feb. 1934, p. 10b; CMs, p. 258.  The term appears in a pair of rhetorical questions.  Husserl asks: “Kann man von einem urprünglichen Instinkt der ‘Objektivierung’ sprechen?” (ibid.).  Four lines later, having mentioned the non-objectifying instinct, he asks: “Sollen wir als zweites Urinstinkt ... den Instinkt der Objektivierung setzen?” (ibid., 11b; CMs, p. 258).  Ms. page 11b follows immediately on page 10b.   


�	Ms. C 16, p. 40a, March 10, 1932; CMs, p 329.  The extended passage in German is: “Da haben wir das optische Feld, darin abgehobene Daten - affizierende.  Das soll also jetzt nicht sagen, daß ein Urinteresse auf sie selbst gerichtet ist, sondern sie affizieren, das sagt, sie sind terminus a quo für instinktive Intentionen.  Diese erfüllen sich lettzlich in der Konstitution von ‘Sehdingen,’ wenn wir abstraktiv von den mitverflochtenen instinktiven Tendenzen absehen.  Dazu gehört nun die instinktive Erregung der okulomotorischen Kinäthese - aber nicht für sich allein, sondern miterregt sind auch andere Kinästhesensysteme, von denen zunächst abstrahiert werden muß.”  


� 	“Auch die Gefühle verschmelzen und wieder die Strebungen” (Ms. A V 26, p. 3a, Winter Semester, 1921-22).  


� 	“Die instinktive Intention und instinktive Lust der Erfüllung betrifft nicht einen Endzustand, sondern den ganzen Prozeß, kontinuierlich die Momentanintention sich erfüllenlassen und wieder als Träger neue Intention zu neuen Erfüllungen übergehen lassen, also Einheit des Prozesses der Intention-Erfüllung, das ist selbst das Telos, das ist, daß die instinktive Intention, die einheitlich von vornherein auf dieses Ineinander der Intentionalität und ihrer Entspannung geht und sich als einheitliches nicht in einer Phase, sondern im ständigen Tun erfüllt” (Ms. C 16, pp. 38b-39a, March 10, 1932; CMs, p. 328). 


�	“Da gewinnt das aristotelische ‘Alle Menschen haben von Natur aus Freude and der Sinneswahrnehmug’ seine Wahrheit” (Ms. C 16, p. 30b, March 8, 1932; CMs, p. 321).  


� 	“ineins haben wir konkret tierische Ontogenese und Phylogenese, je nach den Spezies verschiedene Formen der Geschlechtlichkeit und der Fortpflanzung bzw. des ontogenetischen Selbsterhaltungsstils, der Erneuerung, des Wachstums (seelisch des Bewußt-den-höheren-Stufen-Entgegenlebens und Sich-nach-ihnen-zu-gestalten-Strebens). Jeder ist dabei teils auf sich selbst, teils auf die Anderen, auf seine Lebensgemeinschaft und schließlich <auf> eine offene Menschheit oder Tierheit hin angelegt und bewusst gerichtet” (Ms. C 8, p. 16b, Oct. 1929; CMs, p. 170).


� 	“Alle haben ihr Instinktleben, Instinkte der Selbsterhaltung, als weltlich lebend und in Gattungsinstinkten als lebend in spezifischer Gemeinschaft mit ihren Gattungsgenossen und mit Abwehrinstinkten gegenüber anderen Spezies – was noch nicht genügt” (Ms. C 8, pp. 18a-b, Oct. 1929; CMs, p. 172).  


� 	“Wir und unsere Umwelt, wir als transzendentale Subjektivität und als weltkonstituierende, in der wir uns menschlich objektivierend uns in der Welt finden, in die Welt als Personen hineinleben und Selbsterhaltung üben” (Ms. C 4, p. 2a; August 1930; CMs, p. 89).


� 	“In diesem fortgehenden Interessenleben und im Interessenerwerb schon Haben und in Fortgeltung Haben unter Korrektur bleibt das Ich, was es war, Ich der “Instinkte”, ... <mit> immer neuen besonderen Zielen, immer höherer Entwicklung der Interessen; und doch: das Ich ist dasselbe, es ist Einheit eines Strebens, das in ihm treibend ist, ein totaler Instinkt sich in allem Aktleben auswirkend, enthüllend und doch durch alle Vorhabe und Habe hindurch weiter treibend, neue Erfüllung bringend, mit denen sich das, worauf das Ich ‘hinauswill’, neu enthüllt” (Ms. C 13, p. 6b, January 1934; CMs, p. 254).


� 	Transzendentaler Instinkt—in einem Sinn die durch die Totalität der Intentionalität des Ego hindurchgehende universale Tendenz—die ständige universale Teleologie.  In der Einheit des teleologischen, des konstituierenden Lebens ist ständig konstituiert, aber konstituiert sich auch fort die Welt, in welcher die konstituierende Subjektivität sich immerfort selbst verweltlicht findet. Im Konstituieren der Welt entwickelt sich das konstituierende Ich als Ich seiner einstimmigen Geltungen, als das immerfort in der Einheit eines Fortstrebens zu immer weiter reichenden universalen Geltungseinstimmigkeiten und damit zur Fortentwicklung seines eigenen Ichseins” (Ms. C 13., p. 13b, Jan. – Feb., 1934; p. 13b; CMs, p. 260).


� 	Husserl earlier had ascribed this notion of self-preservation to Kant.  He writes in 1915: “As an ego, I am necesarily a thinking ego; as a thinking ego, I necessarily think objects; thinking, I necessarily place myself in relation to an existing world of objects; and further the pure subject (the subject of the egological performance accomplished purely in the understanding) is of such a character that it can only preserve its self-identity when it can, in all its processes of thought, maintain the objectivity it thinks of as constantly self-identical.  I preserve my egological unity, the unity of my subject, only insofar as I remain consistent in my thinking.  Thus, if I have once posited something—an object—I must, then, in every further positing of thought remain with this positing.  It must be such that my object can and must continually count as identical for my thinking (“Kant und die Philosophie des Deutschen Idealismus,” ca. 1915, in Erste Philosophie (1923/1924), Erste Teil, Kritische Ideengeschichte, ed. R. Boehm. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, p. 398).


� 	“Daß ich als transzendentales Ich bleibe, der ich bin—als dasselbe personale Ich—das besagt äquivalent, daß meine Welt Welt bleibe” (Ms. B I 13 VI, p. 4).


�	“Konstitution in allen ihren Gestalten ist Assoziation in einem stetig sich erweiternden Sinne.  Alle Assoziation setzt die Urassoziation in der Urzeitlichungssphäre voraus” (Ms. C 16, p. 62a, Sept. 1931; CMs, p. 345). 


�	This holds for striving as such.  In Husserl’s words, “Das strebende Leben. ... Alles Aktleben ist strebendes, gerichtet auf Habe” (Ms. A VI 34, p. 34a).  


� 	“Ist es nicht so, daß Affizierendes sich Abhebendes sein muß von einem Untergrund, und daß die Abhebung gemindert werden kann bis zu einer Grenze Null, in der sie verschwindet, in der das Sich-Abhebende in seinen Untergrund verflieht. Wie aber, wenn das so denkbar ist, würde dann nicht der Strom unmöglich sein als zeitkonstituierender Strom, und es an einem eigentlichen Zugleich, einer eigentlichen Folge, einer eigentlichen Retention etc. fehlen?” (Ms. B III 3, pp. 5a-b, 1931).  


� 	“Ist es aber nicht evident, daß der Grenzfall nicht in jedem Sinne ein Nichts wäre, sondern ein Nicht-Zeitliches, mit seinem Ich, das unerwacht wäre, das traumlos schliefe und erst ‘später’ erwachte, wenn eben Zeitigung sich anschließt” (ibid., p. 5b).


�	“Wir sagen nun zunächst: alles Abgehobene affiziert.  Wie ist das zu verstehen?  Zu jedem Hyletischen als für das Ich daseinden gehört es, daß es das Ich im Gefühl berührt, das ist seine ursprüngliche Weise, für das Ich in der lebendigen Gegenwart zu sein.  Das Fühlen, fühlend bestimmt zu sein, ist nichts anderes, als was von Seiten der Hyle Affektion heißt” (Ms. E III 9, p. 16a).


�	“Aber schließlich ist die ganze Hyle in der passive Zeitigung geeinigt, auch das Heterogene, wobei aber alles Homogene in der besonderen Weise der Verschmelzung geeinigt ist.  Innerhalb der Gesamtverschmelzung in Feldern, dann Sonderverschmelzungen zu abgehobenen Einheiten” (Ms. E III 9, p. 16a). 


� 	“Die Primordialität ist ein Triebsystem. Wenn wir sie verstehen als urtümlich stehendes Strömen, so liegt darin auch jeder in andere Ströme, und mit evtl. anderen Ichsubjekten, hineinstrebende Trieb. Diese Intentionalität hat ihr transzendentes ‘Ziel,’ transzendent als eingeführtes Fremdes, und doch in der Primordialität als eigenes Ziel, also ständig ihren Kern urmodaler, sich schlicht erhebender und erfüllender Intention. In meiner alten Lehre vom inneren Zeitbewusstsein habe ich die hierbei aufgewiesene Intentionalität eben als Intentionalität, als Protention vorgerichtet und als Retention sich modifizierend, aber Einheit bewahrend, behandelt, aber nicht vom Ich gesprochen, nicht sie als ichliche (im weitesten Sinn Willensintentionalität) charakterisiert. Später habe ich die letztere als in einer ichlosen (‘Passivität’) fundierte eingeführt. Aber ist das Ich der Akte und der daraus entspringenden Akthabitualitäten nicht selbst in Entwicklung ?  Dürfen oder müssen wir nicht eine universale Triebintentionalität voraussetzen, die jede urtümliche Gegenwart als stehende Zeitigung einheitlich ausmacht und konkret von Gegenwart zu Gegenwart forttreibt derart, daß aller Inhalt Inhalt von Trieberfüllung ist und vor dem Ziel intendiert ist, und dabei auch so, daß in jeder primordialen Gegenwart transzendierende Triebe höherer Stufe in jede andere Gegenwart hineinreichen und alle miteinander als Monaden verbinden, während alle ineinander impliziert sind—intentional?” (Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität, Dritter Teil, pp. 595-95). 


� 	As Natalie Depraz puts this, “it is through affection, through the tension that it provokes, the impulsion it confers and releases, that the ego first passively constitutes itself” as a center of affection and action.” “C’est dan l’affection, dans la tension qu’elle provoque et l’impulsion qu’elle confère et déclenche, que le moi se constitue tout d’abord passivement” (“Temporalité et affection dans les manuscrits tardifs sur le temporalité [1929-1935] de Husserl,” Alter: Revue de Phénoménologie, 2, 1994, p. 73).  


�	“Jedes transzendentale Ich hat sein Eingeborenes – eingeboren trägt es den ‘teleologischen Grund’ für sein strömend konstituierendes tranzendentales Leben in sich, in welchem es Welt zeitigend sich selbst als Menschen zeitigt.  Es trägt in sich die strömende, ohne Ich-Beteiligung vonstatten gehende rein assoziative unterichliche Zeitigung in ihrer Wesensform, in ihrem eigenen Fundierungsbau” (Ms. E III 9, p. 7a).  


� 	“Die Affektionen und die Aktionen sind schon abgestellt auf die ontologische Konstitution.  Das Teleologische.  Schon der Gang der assoziativ zeitigenden Leistung hat teleologische Bedeutung, schon sie ist ‘angelegt auf’.  Die Art und Verteilung der auftretenden hyletischen Einheiten, ihre Verteilung in Sinnesfelder – und das Zusammenspiel der Einheiten der verschiedenen Sinnesfelder – damit ‘Natur’ sich konstituieren kann mit naturaler Raum- und Zeitform” (Ms. E III 9, p. 5a)


� 	“Das instinktive Gerichtet-sein auf Körper – die instinktive noetisch-noematische Tendenz auf Körperkonstitution, Understufe für die Konstiution von Nahrungsobjekten” (Ms. E III 9, p. 5a).


� 	“Erscheinung ist ohne vorgängige Empfindung und Kinästhese nicht möglich” (Ms. B III 3, p. 3a, 1931). 


� 	“Betrachten wir jetzt aber die Uraffektionen, die der vorobjektiven Stufe näher. Die ocularen Einheiten konstituieren sich in eins mit einem kinästhetischen System” (Ms. B III 3, p. 3a, 1931).


� 	In Husserl’s words, “Die Einheit der Person ist aber eine objektive, als zur objektiven  Zeit gehörig konstituierte Einheit. Die Person ist Glied der objektiven räumlich zeitlichen Welt. Und sie hat ihr Leben, ihren Bewußtseinsstrom in der objektiven Zeit, als gebunden an den physischen Leib, der zugleich ein in ihr Konstituiertes ist (bei  einem entwickelten Menschen)” (Ms. B II 10, p. 5b).  This means, he later writes: “Der Mensch als praktisches - tätiges und leidendes – Subjekt, als Motivationssubjekt, als Ich.  Als Ich steht es zu seinem Leib in der Beziehung, daß es ihn wahrnehmungsmäßig gegeben hat als Zentralglied seiner Erfahrungswelt, seiner Welt wirklicher und möglicher Wahrnehmung.  Da wir jetzt die Natur als schlechthin seiende hinnehmen, können wir auch sagen: Jedes Ich steht zur Natur in der Beziehung teils wirklicher, teils möglicher Erfahrung, und darin liegt, die ihm in möglicher oder wirklicher Erfahrung gegebene Natur ist ihm in einer gewissen Orientierung und in gewissen wechselnden Erscheinungsweisen gegeben; speziell aber gehört unter den Erfahrungsobjekten eines beständig in ausgezeichneter Erfahrungsbeziehung zum Ich, nämlich es ist ausgezeichnet als beständiger Nullpunkt der Orientierung: das ist der zu dem jeweiligen Ich gehörige Leib” (ibid., p. 7a).  


� 	It is this functioning as a ground or condition of the speakable that makes it uniquely unspeakable.  The operative principle, here, is that expressed by Fichte when he writes “by virtue of its mere notion, the ground falls outside of what it grounds.”  This is because, if the two were the same, the ground would lose its function of explaining the grounded.  It itself would be in need of an explanation that it is supposed to provide (Fichte, The Science of Knowledge, trans. Heath and Lachs [Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1982], p. 8). 


� 	The biological origin of the primal empathy described in this section may well be our original embryonic development.  Given the close connection between the developing foetus and the mother, our initial experience of affect may well have been intersubjective.  The pursuance of such speculations would, however, lead us far from our topic.  


� 	Mortality and Morality—A Search for the Good after Auschwitz, ed. Laurence Vogel (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1996), p. 89.


� 	Mortality and Morality, p. 86.


� 	The algorithm for this process can be written in common LISP.  See James Mensch, Postfoundational Phenomenology: Husserlian Reflections on Presence and Embodiment (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2001), pp. 108-09.


� 	Friedrich Nietzsche, The Will to Power, trans. W. Kaufmann and R. J. Hollingdale (New York: Random House, 1968), p. 275.


�	“Das ‘System’ der wirksamen Instinkte ... Dieses eingeborene Urwesen, die Uranlage des Ich vorausgesetzt für alle Konstitution.  In ihr statisch und ‘genetisch’ geschlossen ist die konstituierte Welt mit ihren Wesensformen, bzw. das Universum der Rationalität.  So ist die eingeborene Anlage der Subjektivität das Irrationale, das Rationalität möglich macht, oder es hat seine Rationalität darin, der ‘teleologische Grund’ für alles Rationale zu sein” (Ms. E III 9, p. 4b).  


�	“… schon vor der Wissenschaft ist konkrete Vernunft und selbst absolut gerichtete da als Umwendung ursprünglicher Instinkte” (Ms. E III 4, p. 16b).  


� 	“Das alles hat seine Wesensform, die als Eidos herausgestellt die apodiktische Wesensgesetzlicheit ist” (Ms. E III 9, p. 7b).  


� 	“Die Essenz geht der Existenz voran, die Existenz muß allerest ihr Recht nachkommend ausweisen” (Ms. E III 9, p. 7b).


�	This is why Husserl asserts that “an all-sided ... solution of the problems of constitution”—i.e., problems which involve the positing of being—”would obviously be equivalent to a complete phenomenology of reason in all its formal and material formations” (Ideen I, p. 359).  


� 	“Damit die Welt und die sie konstituierende Subjektivität sein kann (die Welt, die die überhaupt wesensnotwendigen Formen des Logos, des wahren Seins hat, die aber der wissenschaftliche Phänomenologe hinterher erkennt), muß sie, in Wesenstufen vom Vorsein zum Sein verlaufend, auch den Vernunftmenschen in sich konstituieren.  Es muß Vernunft schon sein und muß sich zur logischen Selbstenthüllung in dem vernünftigen Subjekt bringen können” (Ms. E III 4, p. 19a).


� 	This may be taken as the Husserlian response to the remark quoted in the Logical Investigations that "even logic alters with the development of the brain" (LU, 2:151-2, fn.).  It is that the forms of synthesis are inherently independent of this development.  Such development concerns their applicability, i.e., the ability of the brain to carry them out.  It does not, however, concern their validity, i.e., their relation to the possibilities of bringing objects to presence.  


� 	See James Mensch, “Freedom and Selfhood,” Husserl Studies, vol. 14, no. 1, 1997, pp. 41-59.


� 	Sartre expresses this requirement in terms of the secretion of nothingness.  He writes: “For man to put a particular existent out of circuit is to put himself out of circuit in rela�tion to the existent.  . . .  Descartes, following the Stoics, has given a name to this possibility, which human reality has, to secrete a nothingness which isolates it--it is freedom” (Jean Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness, trans. Hazel Barnes [New York: Washington Square Press, 1968], p. 60). 


� 	Aquinas, for instance, writes that "the very movement of the will is an inclination to something” (Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Part I, q. 82, a. 1, resp., Leonine ed., 5 vols. [Madrid: Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos, 1961], I, 576). 


�	“Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten” in Kants gesammelte Schriften, ed. Königlich Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 23 vols. [Berlin: Georg Reiner, 1911], IV, 422. 


� 	“Befriedigung ist Intentionalität der aktuellen ‘Selbsterhaltung.’  Unbefriedigung ist Hemmung der Selbsterhaltung” (Ms. E III 4, pp. 2b).  The result, Husserl writes, is “a life of constant and pure self-preservation that, having secured itself, is concerned with its future self-preservation or will be so concerned through constantly new work, either its own or other’s.  Making such work possible, however, now becomes itself a matter of concern, of needs, of satisfaction on a higher level.”  In German, “ein Leben steter und reiner Selbsterhaltung, das zur Selbstsicherung gekommen ist, daß für Selbsterhaltung künftig gesorgt ist, bzw. gesorgt sein wird aus eigener und fremder und immer neuer Arbeit, deren Ermöglichung nun aber selbst wieder Sache der Sorge, des Bedürfnisses, der Befriedigung höherer Stufe wird” (ibid., p. 4a).  


�	Erste Philosophie (1923/24), Erster Teil, p. 398.  See also Zur Phänomenologie der Intersubjektivität, Dritter Teil, p. 404.  





Chapter 7





� 	Given that Being and Time is the work that most influenced the philosophers I shall be considering, my account of Heidegger will be largely limited to this work.


� 	Here Heidegger implicitly adopts William James’s pragmatic conception of disclosure.  For James, the cardinal fact is: “My thinking is first and last and always for the sake of my doing, and I can only do one thing at a time.” (Psychology, Briefer Course, p. 355).  What I actually do determines my thinking about what a particular object is.  It determines what I take its essence to be (p. 356).  In James’ words, “The essence of a thing is that one of its properties which is so important for my interests that in comparison with it I may neglect the rest” (p. 357). The essence, according to James, is the thing’s instrumental character; it is its function as a means for the accomplishment of our projects.  The same holds for all the particular properties of the object.  They only appear as correlates of the projects that reveal them.  Thus, depending on my project, the same paper can be disclosed as “a combustible, a writing surface, a thin thing, a hydrocarbonaceous thing, a thing eight inches one way and ten another, a thing just one furlong east of a certain stone in my neighbor’s field, an American thing, etc., etc.” (p. 355). Per se, “every reality has an infinity of aspects or properties” (p. 354).  It is simply undifferentiated before my purposes inform it.  Once they do, however, the properties which are of interest to me, i.e., which can serve as the means or instruments for my purpose, immediately stand out.  This “teleological” determination of its disclosed properties by my “interests,” James claims, is ever present (ibid., p. 357).


�	History of the Concept of Time, trans. Theodore Kisiel (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), p. 261. 


�	In Heidegger’s words, “There exists no comportment to beings that would not understand being” (The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, p. 327).  Since being is disclosed through this comportment, Heidegger can assert: “Certainly only so long as Dasein exists—that is, as long as the ontological possibility of an understanding of being exists—‘is there’ being.  If Dasein didn’t exist, then neither do the ‘independence’ nor ‘in-itself’ [of being] exist” (SZ, p. 212).  The point is that there is being only as correlated to Dasein’s disclosive conduct.  This is what gives it its meaning as the “what-for” (Wozu) and the “in-order-to” (Worumwillen).


� 	As the word “marathon” indicates, this tradition stretches back to ancient Greece.


� 	“Standing out” is the Greek etymological sense of “ecstasies.”  


�	This letter appears in the textual critical notes to Husserl’s Phänomenologische Psychologie, ed. W. Biemel (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1962), pp. 600-602.  The passage quoted is on p. 601.


� 	These are the categories of Zuhandensein and Vorhandensein.  We are neither available for a project  nor simply there as a mere thing is.


� 	Sartre makes the same point in his discussion of bad faith.  Bad faith is possible only because “human reality” or Dasein “must be what it is not and not [be] what it is” (BN, p. 112).  Given that its being is essentially projective, Dasein is, in its future possibilities, what it presently is not.  As such possibilities, it is not what it presently is.  To accept this, we must assert with Heidegger: “... the projection is the way in which I am the possibility; it is the way in which I exist freely” (The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, p. 277).


� 	As grounding temporalization, such absence must be thought of as a nothingness that is prior to the temporally constituted pair: presence—absence.  This radical absence is, thus, not to be defined in terms of a prior temporally defined presence.  


�	“Das Nichts, davor die Angst bringt, enthüllt die Nichtigkeit, die das Dasein in seinem Grund bestimmt, der selbst ist als Geworfenheit in den Tod” (SZ, p. 308). 


� 	As Levinas puts this, “Si l’existence est un comportement à l’égard de la possibilité de l’existence, et si elle est totale dans son existence à l’égard de la possibilité, elle ne peut être que pour-la-mort.... (si l’être-pour-la-mort est supprimé, du même coup est supprimé le au-devant-de-soi, et le Dasein n’est plus une totalité)” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 64).


� 	Thus, Heidegger, speaking of “das Gründen als Be-gründen,” writes: “In diesem übernimmt die Transzendenz des Daseins die Ermöglichung des Offenbarmachens von Seiendem an ihm selbst … Danach besagt Begründung soviel wie Ermöglichung der Warumfrage überhaupt” (“Vom Wesen des Grundes,” Wegmarken (Frankfurt am Main: Kostermann, 1967, p. 64).


� 	“Die Freiheit ist der Ursprung des Satzes vom Grunde” (“Vom Wesen des Grundes,” p. 68).  “Die Freiheit ist der Grund des Grundes” (ibid., p. 69)


� 	In “What is Metaphysics,” Heidegger asserts, not just the question of reason, but the wonder that provokes it arises from this nothingness: “Only because the nothing is manifest in the ground of Dasein can the total strangeness of beings overwhelm us.  Only when the strangeness of beings oppresses us does it arouse and evoke wonder.  Only on the ground of wonder—the manifestness of the nothing—does the ‘why?’ loom before us.  Only because the ‘why’ is possible as such can we in a definite way inquire into the grounds and ground things” (What is Metaphysics,” trans. David Farrell Krell,  Pathmarks, ed. William McNeill [New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998], p. 95).  


� 	The basic necessity here is that stated by James.  As I cited him, a thing’s essence is just that property that is “important for my interests.”  My interests determine how I classify it.  Yet, James adds, in “classing it under one aspect or another, I am always unjust, always partial, always exclusive.  My excuse is necessity—the necessity which my finite and practical nature lays upon me.”  The necessity, in other words, is that while “my thinking is ... for the sake of my doing, I can only do one thing at a time” (Psychology, Briefer Course, p. 355).  


� 	It is because of our “insistence” on one standard of disclosing being after another—an insistence that takes each standard as ultimate—that Heidegger writes: “Der Mensch irrt.  Der Mensch geht nicht erst in die Irre.  Der geht nur immer in der Irre, weil er ek-sistent in-sistiert and so schon in der Irre steht” (“Vom Wesen der Wahrheit,” in  Wegmarken [Frankfurt am Main: Kostermann, 1967], p. 92.  His point is that we only stand out and open for a revelation of the standard in order to stand in it, i.e., insist upon it, thereby denying the transcendence, the freedom, that first made the revelation possible.  


� 	“Translator’s Introduction,” BN, p. xlii.


� 	Such contingency is, according to Sartre, as ineradicable as our freedom.  Both are marks of our finitude.  Freedom presupposes finitude because a non-finite being cannot detach itself, cannot separate itself from a given position.  By definition, its infinity implies its occupation of all positions, the actualization of all the possibilities, all the alternatives, which confront the For-itself.  An infinite For-itself thus collapses into an In-itself.  It becomes an immobile identity in the sense of having no place to move.  For freedom to arise, then, the For-itself must be confronted with alternatives, alternatives which present it with real choices, with possibilities which it may or may not realize.  For this, however, finitude is required.  In Sartre’s words, “my finitude is the condition of my freedom, for there is no freedom without choice” (BN, p. 432).  


�  	In Sartre’s words: “Birth, the past, contingency, the necessity of a point of view, the factual condition for all possible action of the world—such is the body, such it is for me” (BN, p. 431).  


� 	Given that this nothingness, like the projective being it underlies, is situated and finite, so are the beings that are disclosed through it.  It is what allows beings to appear in the only way they can: finitely to a finite being.  In Heidegger’s words, “Only in the nothing of Dasein do beings as a whole, in accord with their most proper possibility—that is, in a finite way—come to themselves” (“What is Metaphysics,” p. 95).  For Sartre as well the finitude and contingency of our embodiment is also that of this situated nothingness.


� 	In fact, it signifies the end of all of our ontological categories.  See note 4 above.


� 	 “la crainte d’être assassin n’arrive pas à dépasser la crainte de mourir” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, ed. Jacques Rolland [Paris: Bernard Grasset, 1993], p. 108).  Given that Levinas’s account of Heidegger is largely limited to Being and Time, I will rely mainly on the lectures appearing in Dieu, La Mort et le Temps.  As Tina Chanter writes regarding them, “the lectures provide the first available sustained critique of the Heideggerian notions of temporality and being-towards-death.... it was only with the appearance of the 1975-76 lectures that we were given the opportunity to knit together the context for Levinas’s frequent, but often abrupt and undeveloped remarks about Heidegger’s conceptions of time and death.  These apparently gnomic utterances now take on the character of a well articulated, albeit partisan, critique of Heidegger’s celebrated analyses of being-towards-death” (“Traumatic Response, Levinas’s Legacy,” Philosophy Today [1997] 41: Supplement, p. 19).


� 	Levinas, “Time and the Other” in Time and the Other, and Additional Essays, trans. Richard Cohen (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1994), p. 77.  In other words,  “How can an event that cannot be grasped still happen to me?” (ibid.).  As he also puts this: “If, in the face of death, one is no longer able to be able, how can one still remain a self before the event it announces?” (ibid., p. 78). 


� 	“Diachrony and Representation” in Time and the Other, and Additional Essays, tr. Richard Cohen (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1994), p. 107.


�	Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 32.  Since the other gives one the necessary inner distance, one must be for the other to be for oneself.  This implies that “[r]esponsibility in fact is not a simple attribute of subjectivity, as if the latter already existed in itself, before the ethical relationship.  Subjectivity is not for itself; it is, once again, initially for another” (Levinas, Ethics and Infinity, trans. Richard Cohen [Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press], p. 96).  Because, in fact, subjectivity only exists in being for the other, the face-to-face relation is prior to it.  In Bernasconi’s words, this “relation is prior to the relata” (Robert Bernasconi, “Levinas Face-to-face — with Hegel” Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology 13:3, October 1982, p. 275).  Thus, “the ‘terms’ of the relation should not be thought of as being pre-given, which is why it is not a conventional relation, but a Relation without relation” (ibid., p. 274).


� 	Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p.128.  As Levinas, elsewhere puts this, “I am I in the sole measure that I am responsible, a non-interchangeable I” (Ethics and Infinity, p. 101).


�	“Il faut ici penser comme catégorie première l’Autre-dans-le-Même en pensant le dans autrement que comme une présence.  L’Autre n’est pas un autre Même, le dans ne signifie pas une assimilation” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 133). 


�	This basic form of intentionality is, of course, prior to the intentionality that Levinas criticizes as part of the “logic of the same.”  In particular, it is prior to the intentionality that arises through the synthetic constitution of the intentional object.  Stretching forth is here a response not to a presence, but to an absence.  As such, it can never reach fulfillment in the Husserlian sense.  


�	Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 127.  As he also puts this: “Time, rather than the flowing of the contents of consciousness, is turning of the same to the other.  This turning [is] to the other who, as other, would jealously preserve, in this turning that is not assimilatable to representation, temporal diachrony.  Like the immemorial at the origin, infinity is the teleology of time" (ibid. p. 128).  


�	In Levinas’ words, “Time is not the limitation of being, but its relation with infinity.  Death is not annihilation, but a question necessary for this relation with infinity where time produces itself” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 28). 


� 	This, of course, does not mean that there are not external limits to our freedom, limits given by our being situated in a given social and historical context.


�	A nice example of the need to go beyond the promptings of conscience is given in Huckleberry Finn, where Huck feels guilty for lying to help Jim, a runaway slave, to escape: “I knowed very well I had done wrong.... Then I thought a minute, and says to myself, ‘hold on; s’pose you’d  done right and give Jim up, would you felt better than what you do now?   No, says I, I’d feel bad--I’d feel just the same way I do now’” (Samuel Clemens, Huckleberry Finn [New York: Signet Classics, 1977], p. 95).  Here, his conscience tells him both that, as the “property” of Miss Watson, Jim should be returned and that he should not betray him, but rather aid his escape.  The difficulty is that conscience can prompt in many different directions.  As Mill observes with regard to the “moral faculty”: “Unhappily it is also susceptible, by a sufficient use of the external sanctions and of the force of early impressions, of being cultivated in almost any direction, so that there is hardly anything so absurd or so mischievous that it may not, by means of these influences, be made to act on the human mind with all the authority of conscience” (John Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism, ed. George Sher, [Indianapolis: Hacket Publishing Company 1979], p. 30).  


�	As Levinas expresses this: “In the relationship with beings, which is called consciousness, we identify these beings through the dispersion of ‘adumbrations’ in which they appear.  Similarly, in self-consciousness, we identify ourselves through a multiplicity of temporal phases.”  In each case, “an ideality corresponds with the dispersion of aspects and images, adumbrations or phases,” the ideality being the object as the same, i.e., the same thing showing itself through such aspects (“Substitution,” in Basic Philosophical Writings,  eds. A. Peperzak, S. Critchley, and R. Bernasconi [Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1996], p. 80). 


�	The death here referred to is that which is encountered in the other.  This is why it involves a “fissure” in my being: “Mais l’affection par la mort est affectivité, passivité, affection par la dé-mesure, affection du présent par le non-présent, plus intime qu’aucune intimité, jusqu’à la fission, a posteriori plus ancien que tout a priori, diachronie immémoriale que l’on ne peut ramener à l’expérience” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, p. 24).  


� 	Oneself as Another, trans. Kathleen Blamey (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), p. 189.


� 	In other words, insofar as the relation to the other involves alterity and death, it assumes death’s non-relational character.  To the point that it does define me in my uniqueness, it isolates me in my relation to the other.  As such, its exclusive character implies the sacrifice of my relations to all the others who are other than my immediate other.  I can of course turn from one person to the next, but in doing so I remain in an exclusive one-to-one relation.  I must remain so if I am to maintain my unique selfhood.  Given this, I can never answer the question: “Who in this plurality comes first?”  What Levinas calls “the hour and birthplace of the question: a demand for justice” never arises for me in my uniqueness (“Diachrony and Representation,” p. 106).  The person it arises for is “the third” person, i.e., the person regarding my relationship to the other.  Such a person, however, is precisely the person who is no longer defined by a nontransferable one-to-one relation.  Bernasconi writes in this regard: “The third party who looks on does not belong within the face-to-face ... The third party is the symbol of observing reason, and as the third party has only a distorted access to the face, so reason’s attempts to think the face are inept” (“Levinas Face-to-face—with Hegel,” p. 267).  Bernasconi attempts to get around the isolation of the face-to-face relationship by focusing on Levinas’ assertion that the third party looks at me in the eyes of the other.  He writes, “When ‘the third party looks at me in the eyes of the other,’ it is the look of judgment which takes place.  This judgment passes beyond the immediacy or proximity of responsibility, institutes the order of justice and thereby refers to society” (ibid, p. 269).  The difficulty with this solution is that social relations are reciprocal, but the face-to-face, even when the third party is somehow immanent within it, is not reciprocal.


� 	Aporias, trans. Thomas Dutroit (Stanford: Standford University Press, 1993), pp. 10-11. 


�	This is why Levinas criticizes Buber's I-thou relation for being symmetrical, i.e., for its involving two terms that have the same ontological status (Outside the Subject, trans. Michael Smith [Stanford: Stanford University Press], 1993 p. 22.  According to Levinas, both Marcel and Buber, “characterize the I-Thou relation in terms of being” (ibid., p. 23).  Both, thus, misunderstand it.


� 	“La Différance,” in “Marges de la philosophy (Paris: Éditions de Minuit, 1972), p. 20.  


� 	“Speech and Phenomena,” in Speech and Phenomena and Other Essays on Husserl's Theory of Signs, trans. David Allison (Evanston: Northwestern Univ. Press), p.88.  I will cite this translation as SP.


� 	In Derrida’s words, “With the alterity of the ‘unconscious’ we are concerned not with the horizons of modified—past or future—presents, but with a ‘past’ that has never been present, and which never will be, whose ‘future’ [a-venir] will never be a production or a reproduction in the form of a presence (“La Différence,” p. 22).  


� 	The parentheses are Derrida’s. 


� 	As Derrida puts this, “If the displaced presentation remains definitively and implacably postponed [refusée], it is not that a certain present remains absent or hidden, but that différance maintains our relationship with what … exceeds the alternative of presence and absence” (“La Différance,” p. 21).  See note 10 above for Heidegger’s corresponding position.  


� 	This is what allows Derrida to escape Evans’ critique.  Commenting on Derrida’s assertion that “the primordial impression is here affected by nothing other than itself, by the absolute ‘novelty’ of another primordial impression which is another now,” Evans writes that this “betrays a misplaced concreteness.  The ‘nothing other than itself” must move on the generic level or rather on the level of form ... but the ‘another now’ must be a particular primal impression” (John Claude Evans, Strategies of Deconstruction [Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press 1991], p. 123).  For Derrida, this distinction does not hold on the level of différance.


� 	This is why Derrida can speak of the action of supplementation as a kind of “arche writing” (“La Différance,” p. 13).  


� 	The difficulty here is the same as that presented by Frederic Fitch with regard to the claim of universal scepticism.  As he notes, the sceptical view according to which “nothing is absolutely true" is actually a "theory about all theories." It, thus, casts doubt upon itself.  Its theoretical thesis is that no proposition can be asserted as true for certain.  Allowing for self-reference with respect to this assertion, it becomes inconsistent.  On the one hand, it casts doubt on its own validity.  On the other hand, if it is really valid, then it wrongly casts doubt on its own validity in casting doubt on the validity of all statements.  In Fitch's words, “if it is valid, it is self-referentially inconsistent and hence not valid at all.”  We can also say that, as a universal statement, it is invalid since it must except itself from its own claims to universality.  See Frederic B. Fitch, “Self-Reference in Philosophy,” Contemporary Readings in Logical Theory, eds. I. Copi and J.Gould (New York, 1967),  pp. 156-57.


� 	For example, referring to the concepts “production, constitution, and history,” he remarks, “I utilize such concepts here, like many others, only for their strategic convenience and in order to undertake their deconstruction at the currently most decisive point” (“La Différance,” p. 13).  


� 	Maurice Merleau-Ponty, The Visible and the Invisible, trans. Alphonso Lingis (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1968), p. 123; cited throughout as VI. In the original: “parce que … notre chair tapisse et même enveloppe toutes les choses visibles et tangibles don’t elle est pourtant entourée, le monde et moi sommes l’un dans l‘autre, et du percipere au percipi il n’y a pas d’antériorité, il y a simultanéiteé ou même retard” (Le visible et l’invisible, ed. Claude Lefort [Paris: Editions Gallimard, 1964], p. 164).   The French text will be cited throughout as Le visible et l’invisible.


� 	VI, p. 103.  “Nous avons avec notre corps … des mesurants pour l’Etre, des dimensions où nous pouvons le reporte, mais non pas un rapport d’adéquation ou d’immanence” (Le visible et l’invisible, p. 140).  


� 	As Merleau-Ponty describes this style: “La chair n’est pas matière, n’est pas esprit, n’est pas substance.  Il faudrait, pour la désigner, le vieux terme d’ « element », au sense où on l’employait pour parler de l’eau, de l’air, de la terre et du feu, c’est-à-dire au sense d’une chose générale, à mi-chemin de l’individu spatio-temporal et de l’idée, sorte de principe incarné qui imorte un style d’être partout où il s’en trouve une parcelle” (Le visible et l’invisible, p. 184). “Flesh,” here, does not, then, refer primarily to our flesh—something we overlay on the world.  Rather, “it is an ultimate notion.”  “[I]t is not,” Merleau-Ponty claims, “the union or compound of substances”—for example, body and spirit—”but thinkable by itself” (VI, p. 140).  The thought of flesh does, of course, involve me insofar as it expresses “a relation of the visible with itself that traverses me and constitutes me as a seer” (ibid.).   But as such, it involves more than me.  It “is the formative medium of the object and the subject,” which means that “we must think of it … as an element, as the concrete emblem of a general manner of being” (ibid., p. 147).  This “style” or “manner” of being is that of visibility as such.  “Flesh,” taken as the structure of appearing, is a style that being must have if it is to be visible.  Applying to both object and subject, it is determinative of both.  It is the “formative medium” that makes the visible seeable and “constitutes me as a seer.”





