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Introduction

This fourth part of Time and Narrative is aimed at as complete an explication
as possible of the hypothesis that governs our inquiry, namely, that the effort
of thinking which is at work in every narrative configuration is completed in a
refiguration of temporal experience. Following our schematism of the three-
fold mimetic relation between the order of narrative, the order of action, and
the order of life,’ this power of refiguration corresponds to the third and last
moment of mimesis.

This fourth part consists of two sections. The first is aimed at presenting an
aporetics of temporality as what stands over against this power of refiguration.
This aporetics generalizes the affirmation made in passing, in the course of
our reading of Augustine, that there has never been a phenomenology of tem-
porality free of every aporia, and that in principle there can never be one. This
entry into the problem of refiguration by way of an aporetics of temporality
calls for some justification. Others, desiring to attack directly what we might
call the secondary narrativization of human experience, have legitimately ap-
proached the problem of the refiguration of temporal experience by narrative
through the resources of psychology,? sociology,® genetic anthropology,* or the
resources of an empirical inquiry aimed at detecting the influences of histori-
cal and literary culture (insofar as the narrative component is dominant in it)
on everyday life, on self-knowledge and knowledge of others, and on indi-
vidual and collective action. But, if it were to be something more than banal
observations, such a study on my part would have required means of psycho-
sociological inquiry and analysis that I do not possess. Aside from this incom-
petence, I would justify the order I follow in this volume by the philosophical
consideration that actually motivated it. If the notion of temporal experience
is to be worthy of its name, we must not confine ourselves to describing the
implicitly temporal aspects of the remolding of behavior by narrativity. We
need to be more radical and bring to light those experiences where time as
such is thematized, something that cannot be done unless we introduce a third
partner into the discussion between historiography and narratology, the phe-
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nomenology of time-consciousness. In fact, it is this consideration that has
guided me ever since Part I, where I preceded my study of Aristotle’s Poetics
by an interpretation of the Augustinian conception of time. From that moment
on, the course of the analyses in this fourth part was determined. The problem
of the refiguration of temporal experience can no longer be confined within
the limits of a psycho-sociology of the influences of narrativity on human
behavior. We must assume the much greater risks of a specifically philosophi-
cal discussion, whose stake is whether—and how—the narrative operation,
taken in its full scope, offers a ““solution”” —not a speculative one, but a poetic
one—to the aporias that seemed inseparable from the Augustinian analysis of
time. In this way, the problem of the refiguration of time by narrative finds
itself brought to the level of a broad confrontation between an aporetics of
temporality and a poetics of narrativity.

This formulation makes sense only if, as a prior question, we do not con-
fine ourselves to what we learn from Book XI of Augustine’s Confessions, but
try to verify our thesis of the aporicity in principle of the phenomenology of
time in terms of two canonical examples, Husserl’s phenomenology of in-
ternal time-consciousness and Heidegger’s hermeneutic phenomenology of
temporality.

This is why an initial section will be entirely devoted to the aporetics of
temporality. It is not that this aporetics must, as such, be assigned to one or
the other of the phases of the mimesis of action (along with its temporal di-
mension). Such an aporetics is the work of a reflective and speculative form
of thinking that, in fact, was developed without any regard for a specific the-
ory of narrative. Only the reply of a poetics of narrative—as much historical
as fictional—to the aporetics of time draws this aporetics into the gravita-
tional space of threefold mimesis, at the moment when this mimesis crosses
the threshold between the configuration of time in narrative and its refigura-
tion by narrative. In this sense, it constitutes, to use the expression I deliber-
ately introduced earlier, an entry into the problem of refiguration.

From this opening, as one says in playing chess, results the whole subse-
quent orientation of the problem of the refiguration of time by narrative. To
determine the philosophical status of this refiguration requires an examination
of the creative resources by which narrative activity responds to and corre-
sponds to the aporetics of temporality. The second section of this volume will
be devoted to such an exploration.

The five chapters of section 1 focus upon the main difficulty that the aporetics
of temporality will reveal, namely, the irreducibility of one to the other, even
the occultation of one by the other, of a purely phenomenological perspective
on time and an opposed perspective that, to bc brief, 1 will call the cosmo-
logical one. My aim will be to discover what resources a poetics of narrative
possesses for, if not resolving, at least making this aporia work for us. We
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shall be guided by the dissymmetry that occurs between historical narrative
and fictional narrative when we consider their referential implications, along
with the truth-claim made by each of these two great narrative modes. Only
historical narrative claims to refer to a “‘real” past, that is, one that actually
happened. Fiction, on the contrary, is characterized by a kind of referring and
a truth claim close to those I explored in my Rule of Metaphor.® This problem
of relatedness to the real is unavoidable. History can no more forbid itself to
inquire into its relationship to an actually occurring past than it can neglect
considering, as was established in Part 11 of Time and Narrative, the relation-
ship of explanation in history to history in narrative form. But if this problem
is unavoidable, it may be reformulated in different terms than those of refer-
ence, which stem from a kind of investigation whose contours were estab-
lished by Frege. The advantage of an approach that pairs history and fiction to
confront the aporias of temporality is that it leads us to reformulate the classi-
cal problem of referring to a past that was “real” (as opposed to the “‘unreal”
entities of fiction) in terms of refiguration, and not vice versa. This refor-
mulation is not limited to a change in vocabulary, inasmuch as it marks the
subordination of the epistemological dimension of reference to the hermeneu-
tical dimension of refiguration. The question of the relation of history to the
past no longer appears, then, on the same level of investigation as does the
question of its relation to narrative, even when the epistemology of historical
knowledge includes within its field the relation of explanation to eyewitness
testimony, documents, and archives, and when it derives from this relation
Frangois Simiand’s well-known definition of history as knowledge in terms of
traces. The question of the meaning of this definition is posed by a second-
order kind of reflection. History as a form of inquiry stops with the document
as a given, even when it raises to the rank of document traces of the past that
were not meant to serve as the basis for a historical narrative. The invention of
documents, therefore, is still an epistemological question. What is no longer
an epistemological question is the question about the meaning of the intention
by which, in inventing documents (in the double sense of the word “invent’’),
history is conscious that it is related to events that ‘“‘really”” happened. The
document becomes a trace for this consciousness, that is, as I shall make more
explicit at the proper time, it is both a remains and a sign of what was but no
longer is. It belongs to one form of hermeneutics to interpret the meaning of
this ontological intention by which the historian, by taking a stand on docu-
ments, seeks to reach what was but no longer is. To put this question in more
familiar terms, how are we to interpret history’s claim, when it constructs a
narrative, to reconstruct something from the past? What authorizes us to think
of this construction as a reconstruction? It is by joining this question with that
of the “unreality” of fictive entities that we hope to make progress simultane-
ously in the two problems of *‘reality” and “‘unreality” in narration. Let me
immediately say that it is in terms of this framework that we shall examinc the
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mediation brought about by reading between the world of the text and the
world of the reader, announced at the end of Part I. It is along this path that we
shall seek in particular for the true parallel to be given, on the side of fiction,
to what we call historical ‘“‘reality.”” At this stage of reflection, the language of
reference, still preserved in The Rule of Metaphor, will have been definitively
surpassed. The hermeneutic of the “real” and the “unreal” goes beyond the
framework assigned by analytic philosophy to the question of reference.

The task of the following five chapters will be to reduce the gap between the
respective ontological intentions of history and fiction in order to make sense
of what, in volume 1, I was still calling the interweaving reference of history
and fiction, an operation that I take to be a major stake, although not the only
one, in the refiguration of time by narrative.® In my introduction to the second
section of this volume I shall justify the strategy followed for bringing the
largest gap between the respective ontological intentions of the two great nar-
rative modes into fusion in the concrete work of the refiguration of time. Here
I will confine myself to indicating that it will be by interweaving the chapters
devoted respectively to history (chapters 4 and 6) and to fiction (chapters 5
and 7) that step-by-step I shall construct the solution to the stated problem of
interweaving reference (chapter 8).

The final two chapters will be devoted to a broadening of the problem aris-
ing from a more intractable aporia than that of the discordance between the
phenomenological and the cosmological perspectives on time, namely, the ap-
oria of the oneness of time. Every phenomenology admits, along with Kant,
that time is a collective singular, without perhaps really succeeding in giving a
phenomenological interpretation of this axiom. So the question will be whether
the problem, coming from Hegel, of a totalization of history does not re-
spond, on the side of narrative, to the aporia of the oneness of time. At this
stage of our investigation, the term ‘‘history” will cover not only recounted
“history,” whether in the mode of history or in that of fiction, but also history
as made and undergone by human beings. With this question, the hermeneu-
tics applied to the ontological intention of historical consciousness will take
on its fullest scope. It will definitively surpass, while prolonging, our analysis
of historical intentionality in Part II of this work.” That analysis still had to
do with the aims of historical “‘research’ as a procedure for acquiring knowl-
edge. The question of the totalization of history has to do with historical con-
sciousness, in the twofold sense of our consciousness of making history and
our consciousness of belonging to history.

The refiguration of time by narrative will not have reached its end until this
question of the totalization of history, in the broad sense of the term, will have
been joined to that of the refiguration of time brought about conjointly by his-
toriography and fiction.

Rereading the analyses carried out in the three volumes of Time and Narrative
leads me to express one final reservation. Have we exhausted the aporetics of

6
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time by examining the conflict between the phenomenological and the cos-
mological perspectives on time, and with the complementary examination of
phenomenological interpretations of the axiom of the oneness of time? Have
we not on several occasions come close to another aporia of time, more deeply
rooted than the preceding ones, without having made it the object of any direct
treatment? And is not this aporia a sign pointing toward the internal and exter-
nal limits of narrativity, which would not be recognized without a final con-
frontation between the aporetics of time and the poetics of narrative? I have
added a conclusion in the form of a postscript dealing with this reservation.
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I begin this last part by taking a position as regards the phenomenology of
time, our third partner, along with historiography and fiction, in the three-way
conversation concerning mimesis;.' We cannot avoid this requirement since
our study rests on the thesis that narrative composition, taken in its broadest
sense, constitutes a riposte to the aporetic character of speculation on time.
This was not sufficiently established by the single example of Book XI of Au-
gustine’s Confessions. What is more, our concern to reap the benefits of the
central argument of the initial part of Augustine’s valuable insight—that is,
the discordant-concordant structure of time—did not permit us to take into
account the aporias that are the price of this discovery.

To underscore the aporias of the Augustinian conception of time, before
turning to those that arise in some of his successors, is not to deny the great-
ness of his discovery. On the contrary, it is meant to indicate, in terms of an
initial example, the striking fact about the theory of time that any progress
obtained by the phenomenology of temporality has to pay for its advance in
each instance by the ever higher price of an even greater aporicity. Husserl’s
phenomenology, which is the only one with good reason to claim the title of
being a “pure” phenomenology, will more than verify this disconcerting law.
Heidegger’s hermeneutic phenomenology, despite its radical break with the in-
ternal consciousness of time, will not escape this rule either, but instead will
add its own difficulties to those of its two illustrious predecessors.

11



The Time of the Soul and the Time of the World
The Dispute between Augustine and Aristotle

The major failure of the Augustinian theory is that it is unsuccessful in sub-
stituting a psychological conception of time for a cosmological one, despite
the undeniable progress this psychology represents in relation to any cosmol-
ogy of time. The aporia lies precisely in the fact that while this psychology
can legitimately be added to the cosmology, it is unable to replace cosmology,
as well as in the further fact that neither concept, considered separately, pro-
poses a satisfying solution to their unresolvable disagreement.'

Augustine did not refute Aristotle’s basic theory of the primacy of move-
ment over time, although he did contribute a lasting solution to the problem
Aristotle left in abeyance concerning the relation between the soul and time.
Behind Aristotle stands an entire cosmological tradition, according to which
time surrounds us, envelops us, and dominates us, without the soul having the
power to produce it. I am convinced that the dialectic of intentio and distentio
animi is powerless to produce this imperious character of time and that, para-
doxically, it helps conceal it.

Where Augustine fails is precisely where he attempts to derive from the
distension of the mind alone the very principle of the extension and the mea-
surement of time. We must, in this respect, pay homage to him for never
having wavered in his conviction that measurement is a genuine property of
time, as well as for refusing to lend any credence to what will later become
Bergson’s major doctrine in his Essay on the Immediate Data of Conscious-
ness, namely, that time becomes measurable through its strange and incom-
prehensible contamination by space.? For Augustine, our division of time into
days and years, as well as our ability to compare long and short syllables,
familiar to the rhetoricians of antiquity, designate properties of time itself.?
Distentio animi is the very possibility of so measuring time. Consequently,
the refutation of the cosmological thesis is far from being a digression in Au-
gustine’s closely knit argument. Instead it constitutes one indispensable link in
this argument. Yet this refutation is, from the start, misdirected. ““I once heard
a learned man say that time is nothing but the movement of the sun and the

12
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moon and the stars, but I did not agree.” * By this overly simple identification
of time with the circular movement of the two principal heavenly bodies, Au-
gustine overlooks Aristotle’s infinitely more subtle thesis that, without being
movement itself, time is something that “has to do with movement” (# tés
kinéséds).” In so doing, he is forced to see in the distension of the mind the
principle for the extension of time. But the arguments by which he thinks he
succeeds in doing so do not hold up. The hypothesis that all movement—that
of the sun, just like that of the potter’s wheel or the human voice—may vary,
hence accelerate, slow down, even stop altogether, without the intervals of
time being altered in any way, is unthinkable, not only for a Greek, for whom
sidereal movements are absolutely invariable, but for us today, even though we
know that the movement of the earth around the sun is not absolutely regular
and even though we must continually extend our search for the absolute clock.
Even the corrections that science continues to make in defining the notion of a
“day”—as a fixed unit for computing months and years—attests that the
search for an absolutely regular movement remains the guiding idea for any
measurement of time. This is why it is simply not true that a day would
remain what we call a *“‘day” if it were not measured by the movement of
the sun.

It is true that Augustine was unable to abstain entirely from referring to
movement in order to measure the intervals of time. But he tried to strip this
reference of any constitutive role and to reduce it to a purely pragmatic func-
tion. As in Genesis, the stars are only lights in the sky that mark times, days,
and years (Confessions, XI, 23:29). Of course, we cannot say when a move-
ment begins and when it ends if we have not marked (notare) the place where
a moving body starts from and the place where it arrives. However, Augustine
notes, the question concerning “‘how much time is needed” for a body to com-
plete its movement between two points cannot find a reply in the consideration
of the movement itself. So the recourse to the “‘marks” that time borrows from
movement leads nowhere. The lesson Augustine draws from this is that time is
something other than movement. “Time, therefore, is not the movement of a
body™ (24:31). Aristotle would have come to the same conclusion, but this
would have constituted no more than the negative side of his main argument,
namely, that time has something to do with movement, although it is not
movement. But Augustine was unable to perceive the other side of his own
argument, having limited himself to refuting the less refined thesis, the one
where time is purely and simply identified with the movement of the sun,
moon, and stars.

As a result he was forced to make the impossible wager that the principle of
their measurement could be found in expectation and memory. Hence, ac-
cording to him, we have to say expectation is shortened when what we arc
waiting for approaches and memory is extended when what we remember rc-
cedes. In the same way, when I recite a poem, as I move along through the

13
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present, the past increases by the same amount as the future diminishes. We
must ask therefore what increases and what diminishes, and what fixed unit
allows us to compare these variable durations.¢

Unfortunately, the problem of comparing successive durations is only
pushed back one step. It is not clear what direct access we can have to these
impressions that are assumed to remain in the mind, nor how they could pro-
vide the fixed measure of comparison that he has refused to accord to the
movement of the stars.

Augustine’s failure to derive the principle for the measurement of time from
the distension of the mind alone invites us to approach the problem of time
from the other side, from that of nature, the universe, the world—expressions
that we are temporarily taking as synonymous, knowing that we will subse-
quently have to distinguish them, as we shall also do for their antonyms,
which for the moment we are terming indifferently soul, mind, consciousness.
We shall later show how important it is for a theory of narrative that both
approaches to the problem of time remain open, by way of the mind as well as
by way of the world. The aporia of temporality, to which the narrative opera-
tion replies in a variety of ways, lies precisely in the difficulty in holding on to
both ends of this chain, the time of the soul and that of the world. This is why
we must go to the very end of the impasse and admit that a psychological
theory and a cosmological theory mutually occlude each other to the very ex-
tent they imply each other.

In order to make apparent the time of the world, which the Augustinian analy-
sis fails to recognize, let us listen to Aristotle, and also hear, behind him, the
echoes of more ancient words, words whose meaning the Stagirite himself did
not master.

The three-stage argument leading to the Aristotelian definition of time in
Book IV of the Physics (219a34—35) needs to be followed through step by
step.” This argument holds that time is related to movement without being
identical with it. In this, the treatise on time remains anchored in the Physics
in such a way that the originality belonging to time does not elevate it to the
level of a “principle,” an honor reserved for change alone, which includes
local movement.® This concern not to tamper with the primacy of movement
over time is evident in the very definition of nature at the beginning of Book II
of the Physics: “nature is a principle [arkhé] or cause [aitia] of being moved
and of being at rest in that to which it belongs primarily, in virtue of itself and
not accidently” (192b21-23).

The fact that time, nevertheless, is not movement (218b21-219a10) was
stated by Aristotle before Augustine.” Change (movement) is in every case in
the thing that changes (moves), whereas time is everywhere in everything
equally. Change can be rapid or slow, whereas time cannot include speed,

14
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under the threat of having to be defined in terms of itself since speed implics
time.

In return, the argument holding that time is not without movement, which
destroys Augustine’s attempt to found the measurement of time in the dis-
tension of the mind alone, deserves our attention. “Now we perceive move-
ment [more accurately: in (hama) perceiving movement] and time together

. . and not only that but also, when some time is thought to have passed,
some movement also along with it seems to have taken place” (219a3-7).
This argument does not place particular stress on the mind’s activity of per-
ception and discrimination, or, more generally, on the subjective conditions of
time-consciousness. The term that is stressed is “movement.” If there is no
perception of time without the perception of movement, there is no possible
existence of time itself without that of movement. The conclusion to this first
phase of the overall argument confirms this. “It is evident, then, that time is
neither movement nor independent of movement™ (219a2).

This dependence of time with regard to change (movement) is a sort of
primitive fact, and the task later will be to graft the distension of the soul in
some way to this something that ‘“belongs to movement.” The central diffi-
culty of the problem of time results from this. For we do not at first see how
the distension of the soul will be able to be reconciled with a time that is de-
fined essentially as something that *“‘belongs to movement” (219a9-10).

The second phase in constructing the definition of time follows, namely,
applying to time the relation of before and after, through the transfer of mag-
nitude in general, passing by way of space and movement." In order to lay
the groundwork for this argument, Aristotle first posits the analogical relation
that holds between the three continuous entities: magnitude, movement, and
time. On the one hand, “the movement goes with [or better, obeys, akoluthei]
the magnitude” (219a10), and on the other, the analogy extends from move-
ment to time “for time and movement always correspond with each other”
(219a17)." Now, what is continuity if not the possibility of dividing a magni-
tude an infinite number of times?'? As for the relation between before and
after, it consists in a relation of order resulting from a continuous division
such as this. Thus the relation between before and after is in time only because
it is in movement and it is in movement only because it is in magnitude.
*“Since then before and after hold in magnitude, they must also hold in move-
ment, these corresponding to those. But also in time the distinction of before
and after must hold, for time and movement always correspond with each
other” (219a15—18). The second phase of the argument is completed. Time,
we said above, has something to do with movement, but with what aspect of
movement? With the before and after in movement. Whatever the difficulties
in founding the before and after on a relation or order based on magnitude as
such, and on the transfer by analogy from magnitude to movement and from
movement to time, the point of the argument is not in doubt: succession,
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which is nothing other than the before and after in time, is not an absolutely
primary relation. It proceeds by analogy from an ordering relation that is in
the world before being in the soul.' Once again we here come up against
something irreducible. Whatever the mind contributes to the grasping of be-
fore and after'*—and we might add, whatever the mind constructs on this
basis through its narrative activity—it finds succession in things before taking
it up again in itself. The mind begins by submitting to succession and even
suffering it, before constructing it.

The third phase of the Aristotelian definition of time is what is decisive for
our purposes. It completes the relation between before and after by adding a
numerical relation to it. And with the introduction of number the definition of
time is complete: *‘For time is just this—number of motion in respect of ‘be-
fore’ and ‘after’” (219b)." The argument, oncc again, rests on a feature of the
perception of time, namely, the mind’s ability to distinguish two end points
and an interval. The soul, then, notes that there are two instants, and the inter-
vals marked out by these instants can be counted. In a sense, the break formed
by the instant, considered as an act of the intclligence, is decisive. “For what
is bounded by the ‘now’ is thought to be time—we may asssume this” (219a-
29). But the privilege accorded movement is not weakened in any way by this.
If the soul is necessary in order to determinc an instant—more exactly, to dis-
tinguish and count two instants—and to compare intervals on the basis of a
fixed unit, this perception of differences is founded on the perception of the
continuities of magnitude and movement, and on the relation of order between
the before and after, which ““follows’ from the order of derivation between the
three analogous continua. Hence Aristotic can specify that what is important
for the definition of time is not counted but countable numbers, and this
is said about movement before being said about time.' The result is that the
Aristotelian definition of time—the ““number of motion in respect of ‘before’
and ‘after’” (219b2)—does not contain an cxplicit reference to the soul, de-
spite drawing upon, at each phase of the definition, the operations of percep-
tion, discrimination, and comparison, which can only be those of the soul.

Below we shall discuss at what cost the phenomenology of ““time-conscious-
ness” that is implicit, if not in the Aristotelian definition of time, at least in
the argumentation that leads up to it, can be brought to light, without thereby
simply tipping the balance from Aristotle back to Augustine again. In truth, in
one of the subsidiary treatises appended to his definition of time, Aristotle is
the first to grant that the question of deciding whether **if the soul did not exist
time would exist or not is a question that may fairly be asked” (223a21-22).
Is not a soul, or better an intelligence, necessary in order to count, and first of
all to perceive, discriminate, and compare? "’ To understand Aristotle’s refusal
to include any noetic determination in the definition of time, we must follow
to the very end the requirements whereby the phenomenology of time, sug-
gested by such noetic activity of the soul, is unablc to displace the principal
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axis of an analysis that accords a certain originality to time, but only on the
condition that it no longer question its general dependence with respect to
movement.

What are these requirements? They are the prerequisites already apparent in
the initial definition of change (and movement) that root it in physis—its
source and its cause. It is physis that, by supporting the dynamism of move-
ment, preserves the dimension of time over and above its human aspects.

In order to restore its fullness to physis, we must be attentive to what Aris-
totle retains from Plato, despite the advance his philosophy of time represents
in relation to that of his teacher.'® Moreover, we must lend an ear to the invin-
cible word that, coming to us from far beyond Plato, before all our philosophy,
and despite all our efforts to construct a phenomenology of time-conscious-
ness, teaches that we do not produce time but that it surrounds us, envelops
us, and overpowers us with its awesome strength. In this connection, how can
we fail not to think of Anaximander’s famous fragment on the power of time,
where the alteration of generation and corruption is seen to be subject to the
“arrangement of Time” 7"

An echo of this word coming from antiquity can still be heard in Aristotle in
some of the minor treatises that the redactor of the Physics joined to the major
treatise on time. In two of these appended treatises, Aristotle asks what
it means “to be in time” (220b32-222a9) and what things ‘“‘are in time”
(222b16-223al5). He strives to interpret these expressions of everyday lan-
guage in a sense that is compatible with his own definition.

But we cannot say that he is completely successful in doing this. Certainly,
he says, being in time means more than existing when time exists. It means
“being in number.” And being in number means being *‘contained” (périékhé-
tai) by number, “as things in place are contained by place” (221al7). At first
sight, this philosophical exegesis of everyday expressions does not go beyond
the theoretical resources of the previous analysis. However the expression
itself does go beyond the proposed exegesis. And what is at issue reappears,
even more forcefully, a few lines further on in the following form: “being con-
tained by time,” which seems to give time an independent existence, superior
to the things that are contained *“‘in” it (221a28). As if carried along by the
power of the words themselves, Aristotle admits that we can say that ‘“‘a thing,
then, will be affected by time™ (221a30) and he accepts the saying that “time
wastes things away, that all things grow old through time, and that people for-
get owing to the lapse of time” (221a31-32).

Once again, he sets himself to solving the enigma. “For time is by its nature
the cause rather of decay, since it is the number of change, and change re-
moves what is”* (221b1-2). But does he succeed? It is strange that he returns
to the same enigma a few pages later, under another heading: “it is the nature
of all change to alter things from their former condition [ ekstatikon]. In time
all things come into being and pass away; for which reason some called it the
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wisest of all things, but the Pythagorean Paron called it the most stupid, be-
cause in it we also forget; and his was the truer view” (222b16-20). In one
sense, there is nothing mysterious in this. Indeed, it is necessary to do some-
thing for things to happen and develop. If nothing is done, things fall to
pieces, and we then willingly attribute this destruction to time itself. All that
is left of the enigma is a manner of speaking. “Still, time does not work even
this change; but this sort of change too happens to occur in time” (222b25-26).
But has this explanation removed time’s sting? Only up to a point; for what does
it mean to say that if an agent ceases to act, things fall apart? The philosopher
may well deny that time as such is the cause of this decline, but immemorial
wisdom seems to perceive a hidden collusion between change that destroys—
forgetting, aging, death—and time that simply passes.

The resistance of this immemorial wisdom to philosophical clarity should
make us attentive to two “inconceivable” elements that undermine the entire
Aristotelian analysis of time. The first thing difficult to conceive is the un-
stable and ambiguous status of time itself, caught between movement, of
which it is an aspect, and the soul that discerns it. Even more difficult to con-
ceive is movement itself, as Aristotle himself confesses in Book III of the
Physics (201b33). Does it not appear to be “‘something indefinite” (201b24)
with respect to the available meanings of Being and Nonbeing? And is it not in
fact undefinable, since it is neither power nor act? What do we understand
when we characterize it as “the fulfillment of what is potentially, as such”
(201a10-11)?*

These aporias that conclude our brief incursion into the Aristotelian philos-
ophy of time are not intended to serve as an indirect apology on behalf of
Augustinian “psychology.” I maintain, on the contrary, that Augustine did not
refute Aristotle and that his psychology cannot be substituted for, but can only
be added to, a cosmology. Evoking the aporias proper to Aristotle is intended
to show that he does not hold fast against Augustine owing to the strength of
his arguments alone, but rather as a result of the force of the aporias undercut-
ting his own arguments. For, over and above the anchoring of time in move-
ment established by his arguments, the aporias these arguments run into indi-
cate something about the anchoring of movement itself in physis, whose mode
of being escapes the argumentative mastery that is so magnificently displayed
in Book IV of the Physics.

Does this descent into the abyss, spurning the phenomenology of tem-
porality, offer the advantage of substituting cosmology for psychology? Or
must we say that cosmology is just as much in danger of blinding us to psy-
chology as psychology is of blinding us to cosmology? This is the unsettling
conclusion we are forced to draw despite our reluctance to take leave of the
system-building approach.

If, indeed, the extension of physical time cannot be derived from the disten-
sion of the soul, the inverse derivation is just as impossible. What prevents it
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is quite simply the conceptually unbridgeable gap between the notion of the
“instant” in Aristotle’s sense and that of the “present” as it is understood by
Augustine. To be thinkable, the Aristotelian “‘instant” only requires that the
mind make a break in the continuity of movement, insofar as the latter is
countable. This break can be made anywhere. Any instant at all is equally
worthy of being the present. The Augustinian present, however, as we can say
today following Benveniste, is any instant designated by a speaker as the
“now’”” of his utterance. It does not matter which instant is chosen, the present
is as singular and as determined as the utterance that contains it. This differ-
ential feature has two consequences for our own investigation. On the one
hand, from an Aristotelian point of view, the breaks by means of which the
mind is able to distinguish two *“‘instants™ are enough to determine a before
and an after solely by reason of the orientation of movement from its cause to
its effect. In this way, I can say that event A precedes event B and that event B
follows event A, but I cannot for all this affirm that event A is past and event B
future. On the other hand, from an Augustinian point of view, the future and
the past exist only in relation to a present, that is, to an instant indicated by the
utterance designating it. The past is before and the future after only with re-
spect to this present possessing the relation of self-reference, attested to by
the very act of uttering something. It follows from this Augustinian point of
view that the before-and-after—that is, the relation of succession--—is foreign
to the notions of present, past, and future, and hence to the dialectic of inten-
tion and distension that is grafted to these notions.

This is the great aporia of the problem of time—at least before Kant. This
aporia lies entirely within the duality of the instant and the present. Later we
shall say in what way the narrative operation both confirms this aporia and
brings it to the sort of resolution that we term “‘poetic.”” It would be useless to
search in the solutions Aristotle contributes to the aporias of the instant for an
indication of a reconciliation between the cosmological instant and the lived
present. For Aristotle, these solutions remain within the sphere of a thought
shaped by the definition of time as something having to do with movement. If
they underscore the relative autonomy of time with respect to movement, they
never lead to its independence.

The fact that the instant, the “now,” constitutes a basic component of the
Aristotelian theory of time is clearly stated in the passage cited above. “For
what is bounded by the ‘now’ is thought to be time—we may assume this.”
For it is indeed the “now,” the instant, that is the end of the before and the
beginning of the after. And it is the interval between the two instants that is
measurable and countable. In this respect, the notion of “instant” is perfectly
assimilable to the definition of time as dependent on movement as regards its
substratum. It expresses a potential break in the continuity that time shares
with movement and with magnitude in virtue of the analogy between the three
continua.

The autonomy of time, with respect to its essence, as this is confirmed by
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the aporias of the instant, never calls this basic dependence into question, and
this is echoed in the minor appended treatises dealing with the instant.

How is it possible, we ask, that the instant is always in a sense the same and
in a sense always other (219b12—-22)? The solution draws upon the analogy
between the three continua: time, movement, and magnitude. Thanks to this
analogy, the fate of the instant ‘“‘corresponds to” that of what “is carried
along.” This remains identical in its being, although it *‘is different in defini-
tion.” In this way, Coriscus is the same insofar as carried, but different when
he is in the Lyceum and when he is in the marketplace. “And the body which
is carried along is different, in so far as it is at one time here and another
there. But the ‘now’ corresponds to the body that is carried along, as time
corresponds to the motion” (219b22-23). The aporia thus contains a sophism
only accidently. Nevertheless, the price to be paid is the absence of any refiec-
tion on the features that distinguish the instant from a point.” However Aris-
totle’s meditation on movement, as an act of that which exists potentially, does
lead to an apprehension of the ““instant™ that, without announcing the Augus-
tinian present, does introduce a certain notion of the present related to the
becoming that constitutes the actualization of potentiality. A certain “primacy
of the present instant glimpsed in that of the moving body in act” does appear
to make the difference between the dynamism of the “now’ and the purely
static character of the point, obliging us to speak of the present instant and, by
implication, of the past and the future.® We shall see more of this below.

The second aporia concerning the instant raises an analogous problem. In
what sense can we say that time ‘““is both made continuous by the ‘now’ and
divided at it” ? (220a5)? The answer, according to Aristotle, requires nothing
more than the simple relation of before and after—any break in a continuum
distinguishes and unites. Thus the twofold function of the instant as break and
as connection owes nothing to the experience of the present and derives
wholly from the definition of the continuum by its endless divisibility. Never-
theless, Aristotle was not unaware of the difficulty of maintaining here once
again the correspondence between magnitude, movement, and time. Move-
ment can stop, but time cannot. In this the instant *“corresponds” to the point,
but there is only a kind (pos) of correspondence (220a10). Indeed, it is only as
potential that the instant divides. But what is a potential division that can
never move into act? It is only when we consider time as a line, at rest by
definition, that the possibility of dividing time becomes conceivable. There
must therefore be something specific in the division of time by the instant;
even more so, in its power to assure the continuity of time. In a perspective
such as Aristotle’s, where the main accent is placed on the dependence of time
with respect to movement, the unifying power of the instant rests on a dy-
pamic unity of the body in motion that, although passing through a number of
fixed points, remains one and the same moving body. But the dynamic instant
that corresponds to the moving body’s unity of movement calls for a specifi-
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cally temporal analysis that goes beyond the simple analogy by virtue of
which the instant in some way corresponds to a point. Is it not here that Augus-
tine’s analysis comes to the aid of Aristotle’s? Must we not seek in the threefold
present the principle of specifically temporal continuity and discontinuity?

In fact, the terms “‘present,” “‘past,” and *‘future” are not foreign to Aris-
totle’s vocabulary, but he wants to see in them just a determination of the in-
stant and of the relation of before and after.* The present, for him, is only an
instant that is situated. This is the sort of present instant that the expressions
used in ordinary language, as discussed in chapter 13 of Book LIV of the Phys-
ics, refer t0.” These expressions can be easily reduced to the logical structure
of the argument that claims to resolve the aporias of the instant. The differ-
cnce between the undifferentiated instant and the instant as situated or present
is, for Aristotle, of no more relevance, in this respect, than the reference of
time to the soul. Just as only an enumerated time really requires a soul to
distinguish and actually to count the instants, so, too, only a determined in-
stant can be designated as a present one. The same reasoning, which recog-
nizes only what is countable in movement, which can exist without the soul,
also recognizes only the undifferentiated instant, that is, precisely insofar as
its ““before and after” is countable (219b26-28).

Nothing, therefore, in Aristotle requires a dialectic between the instant and
the present, unless it is the difficulty, which he admits, of maintaining to the
end the correspondence between the instant and the point, in its twofold func-
tion of division and unification. It is on this very difficulty that an Augustinian
style of analysis of the threefold present could be grafted.* Indeed, for such
an analysis only a present heavy with the recent past and the near future can
unify the past and the future, which at the same time it distinguishes. For Ar-
istotle, however, to distinguish the present from the instant and the past-future
relation from the relation of before and after would be to threaten the depen-
dence of time on movement, the single, ultimate principle of physics.

It is in this sense that we were able to say that there is no conceivable transi-
tion between an Augustinian conception and an Aristotelian one. We must
make a jump if we are to pass from a conception in which the present instant is
simply a variant, in ordinary language, of the “‘now,” which belongs wholly to
the Physics, to a conception in which the present of attention refers first and
foremost to the past of memory and the future of expectation. Not only must
we make a jump to pass from one perspective on time to the other, it seems as
though each is doomed to occlude the other.” And yet the difficulties peculiar
to each perspective demand that these two perspectives be reconciled. In this
respect, the conclusion to be drawn from our confrontation between Augus-
tine and Aristotle is clear: the problem of time cannot be attacked from a
single side only, whether of the soul or of movement. The distension of thc
soul alone cannot produce the extension of time; the dynamism of movement
alone cannot generate the dialectic of the threefold present.
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Our ambition will be to show below how the poetics of narrative contrib-
utes to joining what speculation separates. Our narrative poetics needs the
complicity as well as the contrast between internal time-consciousness and
objective succession, making all the more urgent the search for narrative me-
diations between the discordant concordance of phenomenological time and
the simple succession of physical time.
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Intuitive Time or Invisible Time?
Husserl Confronts Kant

‘The confrontation between the time of the soul in Augustine and the time of
physics in Aristotle has not exhausted the whole aporetics of time. All the
difficulties inherent in the Augustinian conception of time have not yet been
brought to light. Our interpretation of Book XI of the Confessions has con-
tinually moved back and forth between bursts of insight and shadows of un-
certainty. At times, Augustine exclaims, Here I know! Here I believe! At other
times he asks, Did I actually just think I saw something? Do I really under-
stand what I think I know? Is there some fundamental reason why time-
consciousness cannot go beyond this oscillation between certainty and doubt?
If I have chosen to question Husserl at this stage of our inquiry into the
aporetics of time, it is because of the principal ambition that appears to me to
characterize his phenomenology of internal time-consciousness, namely, mak-
ing time itself appear by means of an appropriate method and, in this way,
freeing phenomenology of every aporia. This ambition of making time as
such appear, however, runs up against the essentially Kantian thesis of the in-
visibility of time that, in the preceding chapter, appeared under the name of
physical time and that returns in the Critique of Pure Reason under the name
of objective time, that is, the time implied in the determination of objects. For
Kant, objective time—the new figure of physical time in a transcendental phi-
losophy—never appears as such but always remains a presupposition.

THE APPEARANCE OF TIME: HUSSERL’S LECTURES ON INTERNAL
TIME-CONSCIOUSNESS

The Introduction to Husserl’s Phenomenology of Internal Time-Consciousness,
along with subsections 1 and 2, clearly states his ambition of submitting the
appearance of time as such to a direct description.' Time-consciousness must
thus be understood in the sense of “internal” (inneres) consciousness. And in
this single adjective are conjoined the discovery and the aporia of the entire
phenomenology of time-consciousness. The function of excluding (Aus-
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schaltung) objective time is to produce this internal consciousness, which will
be directly a time-consciousness (the German language clearly expresses, by
means of the compound noun, Zeitbewusstsein, the absence of any gap be-
tween consciousness and time). But what is actually excluded from the field
of appearing under the name of objective time? Precisely world time, which
Kant showed is a presupposition of any determination of an object. If the ex-
clusion of objective time is pushed by Husserl to the very heart of psychology
as the science of psychic objects,’ this is in order to lay bare time and duration
(this term being taken in the sense of interval, or lapse of time), appearing as
such.? Far from limiting himself to collecting first impressions, ordinary expe-
rience, Husserl is critical of the testimony they present. He may well call
datum ‘““the immanent time of the flow of consciousness” (p. 23), but this
datum by no means constitutes anything immediate; or rather, the immediate
is not given immediately. Instead, what is immediate must be conquered at
great cost, at the cost of suspending “all transcendent presuppositions con-
cerning existents” (p. 22).

Is Husserl capable of paying this price? We can answer this question only
when we come to the end of Section 3 of the Phenomenology of Internal
Time-Consciousness, which calls for an ultimate radicalization of the method
of exclusion. It may be observed, nevertheless, that the phenomenologist can-
not avoid admitting, at least at the start of his undertaking, a certain ho-
monymy between the “flow of consciousness™ and the “Objective flow of
time”’; or, again, between the ““one after the other”” of immanent time and the
succession of objective time; or, yet again, bctween the continuum of the one
and that of the other, as well as between their respective multiplicities. In
what follows, we shall continually encounter comparable homonymies, as
though the analysis of immanent time could not be constituted without re-
peated borrowings from the objective time that has been excluded.

The necessity for these borrowings can be understood if we consider that
Husserl’s aim is nothing less than to work out a “*hyletics’ of consciousness.*
If this hyletics is not to be condemned to silence, among phenomenological
data must be counted “the apprehension [Auffassungen) of time, the lived ex-
periences in which the temporal in the Objective sense appears™ (p. 24).
These apprehensions are what allows discourse about the hyletic, the supreme
wager of the phenomenology of internal time-consciousness. Concerning
these apprehensions, Husserl holds that they express features of order in
sensed time and that they serve as a basis for the constitution of objective time
itself.* We may wonder, however, whether, in order to bring the hyletic out of
silence, these apprehensions do not have to borrow from the determinations of
objective time that are known before its exclusion.® Would we use the expres-
sion *“‘sensed at the same time” if we knew nothing of objective simultaneity,
of temporal distance, if we knew nothing of the objective equality between
intervals of time?’
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‘This question becomes particularly pressing when we consider the laws
that, according to Husserl, govern the sensed temporal series. He in no way
doubts that “a priori truths” (p. 29) belong to these apprehensions, which arc
themselves inherent in sensed time. And from these a priori truths derives the
a priori of time, namely, ““(1) that the fixed temporal order is that of an in-
linite, two-dimensional series; (2) that two different times can never be con-
joint; (3) that their relation is a non-simultaneous one; (4) that there is tran-
sitivity, that to every time belongs an earlier and a later, etc. So much for the
pencral introduction™ (ibid.). Husserl’s wager, therefore, is that the temporal a
priori is capable of being clarified by investigating time-consciousness, by
bringing its essential constitution to light and, possibly, by setting forth the
content of apprehension and act-characters pertaining specifically to time, to
which content and characters the a priori laws of time are essentially due”
(ibid., his emphasis).

The fact that the perception of duration never ceases to presuppose the du-
ration of perception did not seem to trouble Husserl any more than did the
general condition for all phenomenology, including that of perception; namely,
that, without some prior familiarity with the objective world, the reduction of
this world would itself lose its very basis. What is in question here is the gen-
cral sense of this bracketing. It does not suppress anything at all; it is confined
to the redirecting of our gaze, without losing sight of what is bracketed. The
conversion to immanence, in this sense, consists in a change of sign, as is
stated in Ideas, 1, §32. This change of sign does not exclude our using the
same words—unity of sound, apprehension, etc.—when our gaze moves
from the sound that continues to its ‘“how.”® Nevertheless, the difficulty is
compounded in the case of internal time-consciousness inasmuch as phe-
nomenology performs its reduction on a perception that has already been re-
duced from the perceived to the sensed, in order to dig ever deeper into the
innermost layers of a hyletics from which the yoke of the noetic has been re-
moved. And yet we see no other way to develop a hyletic investigation except
by way of such a reduction within the reduction. The reverse side of this strat-
cgy, however, is the proliferation of homonymies, ambiguities in terminology,
maintained by the persistence of the problematic of the perceived object under
the erasure of intentionality ad extra. Whence the paradox of an enterprise
based upon the very experience it subverts.

This equivocal character seems to be the result not of an out-and-out failure
of the phenomenology of internal time-consciousness but of the aporias that
are the ever greater price to pay for an increasingly more refined phenomeno-
logical analysis.

Keeping these perplexities in mind, we now turn to the two great discoveries

of the Husserlian phenomenology of time, the description of the phenomenon
of retention and its symmetrical counterpart, protention, and the distinction
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between retention (or primary remembrance) and recollection (or secondary
remembrance).

In order to begin his analysis of retention, Husserl provides himself with
the support of the perception of an object that is as insignificant as possible, a
sound—hence, something that can be designated by an identical name and
that can be held to be actually the same: a sound, a sound.’ This is something,
therefore, that Husserl would like to consider not as a perceived object, placed
before me, but as a sensed object. By reason of its temporal nature, the sound
is no more than its own occurrence, its own succession, its own continuation,
its own cessation.' In this respect, the Augustinian example of reciting a
verse of the hymn Deus creator omnium, with its eight syllables alternating
between long and short, would present, if we understand Husserl correctly, an
object too complex to be held within the immanent sphere. The same thing
can be said, with regard to Husserl himself, about the example of a melody,
which he wastes no time in setting outside the scope of the analysis. To this
minimal object—a sound that continues—Husserl gives the strange name
Zeitobjekt, which Gérard Granel correctly translates as ‘‘tempo-object” in
order to stress its unusual character.!' So the situation is as follows. On the
one hand, objective time is assumed to have undergone reduction and time
itself is to appear as lived experience; on the other hand, if the discourse on
the hyletic is not to be reduced to silence, the support of something perceived
is necessary. The third section will say, whether, in order to go to the very end
of this process of exclusion, the residual objective side of the tempo-object
has to be bracketed. Until then, it is the tempo-object as a reduced object that
provides its telos to the investigation. And it is this tempo-object that indi-
cates what has to be constituted in the sphere of pure immanence, namely,
duration, in the sense of the continuation of the same throughout the succes-
sion of other phases. We may deplore the ambiguity of this strange entity, yet
we owe it an analysis of time that is straightway an analysis of duration in the
sense of continuation, of ‘“‘continuance considered as such’ (Verharren als
solches) (p. 43) and not simply of succession.

Husserl’s discovery here is that the ““now’ is not contracted into a point-like
instant but includes a transverse or longitudinal intentionality (in order to con-
trast it with the transcendent intentionality that, in perception, places the ac-
cent on the unity of the object), by reason of which it is at once itself and the
retention of the tonal phase that has “just” (soeben) passed, as well as the
protention of the imminent phase. It is this discovery that allows him to do
away with any kind of synthetic function (even imagination, according to
Brentano) added to a manifold. The “one after the other,”” which, as we shall
see below, is formulated in Kant, is of course essential for the appearing of
tempo-objects. By continuance, however, we are to understand the unity of
duration (Dauereinheit) of the sound, assumed to be reduced to the status of a
pure hyletic datum (beginning of §8). “It begins and stops, and the whole
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unity of its duration, the unity of the whole process in which it begins and
cnds, ‘proceeds’ to the end in the ever more distant past™ (p. 44). There can be
no doubt—the problem is that of duration as such. And retention, merely
mentioned here, is the name of the solution that is sought.

Hereafter, the art of phenomenological description resides in shifting atten-
tion from the sound that endures to the mode of its continuance. Once again,
the attempt would be in vain if the pure hyletic datum were amorphous and
incffable. In fact, I can call the consciousness of the sound at its beginning
“now,” can speak of “a continuity of phases as ‘before’ [vorhin],” and can
spcak of the whole duration “as an ‘expired duration’” (als abgelaufene
Dauer) (ibid.). If the hyletic is not to remain mute, we must take as a base, as
does Augustine whenever he is combating the skeptics, the comprehension
and communication of ordinary language, hence the received sense of words
such as “begin,” “continue,” “end,” and ‘“‘remain,” as well as the semantics
of the verb tenses and the innumerable adverbs and conjunctions of time
(““still,” “as long as,” “now,” “*before,” *“after,” *“during,” and so forth). Un-
fortunately, Husserl does not stop to consider the irreducibly metaphorical
character of the most important terms upon which his description is based:
“flow” (Fluss), “phase,” “‘expire” (ablaufen), “proceed” (riicken), *‘sink
back” (zuriicksinken), *‘interval” (Strecke), and in particular the pair “living-
dead” applied as oppositional terms to the “productive point of the now”
(p. 45) and to the expired duration, once it has sunk back into emptiness. The
very term “‘retention’” is metaphorical in that it signifies holding fast: *In this
sinking back, I still ‘hold’ [ halte] it fast, have it in a ‘retention,” and as long as
the retention persists the sound has its own temporality. It is the same and its
duration is the same” (p. 44). Despite Husserl’s silence on this point, we can
perfectly well admit, as concerns the rich vocabulary applied to the very
mode of duration, that ordinary language offers unsuspected resources for
hyletic analysis, for the simple reason that people have never been limited to
speaking only about objects but have always paid some attention, even if mar-
ginal and confused, to the modification of the appearing of objects while they
are changing. Words are not always lacking. And when literal terms are miss-
ing, metaphor serves as a relay station, bringing with it the resources of se-
mantic innovation. In this way, language offers apt metaphors for designating
continuance in expiring duration. The very word “retention” is an unexcelled
example of the relevance of ordinary language in its metaphorical usage.

This mixture of boldness and timidity in the process of excluding calls for
an appropriate discussion, which we shall pursue in our detour by way of
Kant. The homonymies and the ambiguities it tolerates—and perhaps cven
requires—are the price to be paid for the inestimable discovery of retention.
Indeed, this discovery proceeds from a reflection on the sense to be given to
the word “still”” in the expression “the sound still resonates.” *“Still”” implics
both same and other. “The sound itself is the same, but ‘in the way that’ it
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appears, the sound is continually different” (p. 45). The reversal in perspec-
tive from the sound to the “mode of its appearing” (der Ton ‘in der Weise
wie’) (ibid.) brings the aspect of otherness into the foreground and transforms
it into an enigma.

The first feature that this otherness presents, which is discussed at length in
§9, concerns the twofold phenomenon of the diminishing clarity of the per-
ception of expired phases and the fading or increasing piling up of the retained
contents. “‘As the temporal Object moves into the past, it is drawn together on
itself and thereby also becomes obscure™ (p. 47). But what Husserl wants at
all cost to preserve is the continuity in the phenomenon of passing away, of
being drawn together, and of becoming obscure. The otherness characteristic
of the change that affects the object in its mode of passing away is not a differ-
ence that excludes identity. It is an absolutely specific kind of alteration. Hus-
serl’s improbable wager is to have sought in the “now” a particular type of
intentionality that is not directed toward a transcendent correlate but toward
the now that has “just” expired. The entirc advantage of this “‘now™ is that it
retains the now in such a way as to engendcr out of the now-point of the phase
presently passing away what Granel calls ““the big now” (Le sens du temps,
p- 35) of the sound in its whole duration.

It is this longitudinal and nonobjectilying intentionality that ensures the
very continuity of the duration and prescrves the same in the other. Even if it
is true that I could not become aware of this longitudinal intentionality, gener-
ating continuity, without the guideline of some unitary object, it is indeed this
intentionality, and not the objectifying intentionality surreptitiously intro-
duced in hyletic constitution, that ensures the continuation of the now-point in
the extended present of the unitary duration. If this were not the case, reten-
tion would not constitute a specific phenomenon worthy of analysis. Reten-
tion is precisely what holds together the now-point (Jeszepunkt) and the series
of retentions that are connected to it. In relation to the now-point, “the Object
in its mode of appearing™ is always other. The function of retention is to es-
tablish the identity of the now-point and the immancnt non-point-like object.
And retention poses a challenge to the very logic of the same and the other;
this challenge is time. “Every temporal being ‘appears’ in one or another
continually changing mode of running-off, and the ‘object in the mode of
running-off” is in this change always something other, cven though we still say
that the Object and every point of its time and this time itself are one and the
same”” (Phenomenology of Internal Time-Consciousness, p. 47). The paradox
is not only in language—‘“even though we still say. . . .”” The paradox is
broader in the double sense that it is henceforth necessary to ascribe it to inten-
tionality itself, depending on whether it designates the relation of conscious-
ness to “what appears in its modal setting” or whether it designates the relation
to what appears as such, the transcendent perceptual object (pp. 47—48).

This longitudinal intentionality marks the swallowing up of the serial aspect
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of the succession of nows, which Husserl calls *“phases’ (or “points’’), in the
continuity of the duration. We do know one thing about this longitudinal in-
tentionality. “With regard to the running-off phenomenon, we know that it is a
continuity of constant transformations which form an inseparable unity, not
severable into parts which could be by themselves nor divisible into phases,
points of the continuity, which could be by themselves” (p. 48). What gets
emphasized is the continuity of the whole or the totality of the continuous,
which the term duration (Dauer) itself designates. That something persists in
change—this is what enduring means. The identity that results from this is
therefore no longer a logical identity but precisely that of a temporal totality."

The diagram included in §10 is intended only to help us visualize by means
of a linear representation the synthesis of the otherness characteristic of
simple succession and the identity of the continuance resulting from reten-
tion.” What is important in this diagram is not that the advance in time is
illustrated by a line (OE) but that to this line—the only one Kant considers—
must be added the diagonal line OE', which represents the movement “down-
ward into the depths of the past,” and especially the vertical line EE’, which,
in each point of the duration, joins the series of present instants to the down-
ward movement. This vertical line represents the fusion of the present with its
horizon of the past in the continuity of the phases. No line in itself represents
retention; only the whole formed by these three lines presents a visual repre-
sentation of retention. Husserl can thus state at the end of §10, “The figure
thus provides a complete picture of the double continuity of modes of running-
off” (p. 50).

The major drawback of this diagram is that it claims to give a linear repre-
sentation of a nonlinear constitution. What is more, there is no way to draw
the line of the advance of time while, simultaneously, presenting the suc-
cessive nature of time and the position of every point of time on the line. To
be sure, the diagram does enrich the linear representation by adding to it the
slanted line of sinking down and the vertical line of the depth of each instant.
In this way, the diagram as a whole, by completing the schema of succession,
undercuts the privilege and the monopoly of succession in the figuration of
phenomenological time. It remains true, however, that, by depicting a series
of limit-points, the diagram fails to provide a figure of the retentional implica-
tion of source-points. In short, it fails to picture the identity of what is far
away and what lies deep, through which the instants that have become other
are included in a unique way in the thickness of the present instant. In truth,
there is no adequate diagram of retention or of the mediation it performs be-
tween the instant and the duration."

In addition, the vocabulary Husserl uses to describe retention is no less in-
adequate than the diagram, which we should perhaps quickly put out of our
minds. Husserl, in fact, attempts to characterize retention in relation to the
originary impression by use of the term “modification.” The choice of this
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term is meant to indicate that the privileged status of the originary character
of each new now extends to the series of instants that it retains in its depth
despite their moving away. It follows that the line of difference is no longer to
be drawn between the now-point and all that has already run off and expired,
but between the recent present and the past properly speaking. This will have
its full impact when the distinction between retention and recollection is
made, which is the necessary counterpart to the continuity between initial im-
pression and retentional modification. But even now it can be asserted that the
present and the recent past mutually belong to each other, and that retention is
an enlarged present that ensures not only the continuity of time but the pro-
gressively attenuated diffusion of the intuitive character of the source-point to
all that the present instant retains in itsclf or under itself. The present is called
a source-point (Quellpunkt) precisely becausc what runs off from it “still” be-
longs to it. Beginning is beginning to continue. The present itself is thus *“a
continuity, and one constantly expanding, a continuity of pasts” (p. 49). Each
point of the duration is the source-point of a continuity of modes of running-
off and the accumulation of all these enduring points forms the continuity of
the whole process."

The whole meaning of Husserl’s polemic against Brentano lies here. There
is no need to add an extrinsic connection—cven that of imagination—to the
series of “‘nows” to produce a duration. Every point contributes to this by
expanding into a duration.'

This expansion of a point-source into a duration is what ensures the expan-
sion of the originary character belonging to the impression characteristic of
the point-source to the horizon of the past. The cflect of retention is not just to
connect the recent past to the present, but to pass on its intuitive aspect to this
past. “Modification” thus receives a second mcaning. Not only is the present
modified into the recent present, the originary impression itself passes into the
retention. “The tonal now is changed into onc that has been. Constantly flow-
ing, the impressional consciousness passes over into an ever fresh retentional
consciousness” (p. 51). But the primal impression passes over into retention
only in the form of gradually “shading off.””"" To this series should also be
referred, 1 think, the expression “‘retention of retentions,” as well as that of “a
continuous series of retention