








An Objective Phenomenology: Husserl Sees Colors

David Chalmers expresses a general consensus when he writes that “the really hard problem of consciousness is the problem of ‘experience.’”  It is the problem of the “subjective aspect” of our perceptions.  Beyond the visual processing, there are also qualia--e.g., “the felt quality of redness, the experience of dark and light, the quality of depth in a visual field.”  They present us with a twofold problem.  The first aspect concerns the relation of these “qualia” to the brain’s processing.  As Chalmers puts this: “It is widely agreed that experience arises from a physical basis, but we have no good explanation of why and how it so arises” (Chalmers 1996a, p. 2).  We can see how physical processes can give rise to further physical processes.  In John Locke’s words, we can grasp how a change in “the size, figure, and motion of one body should cause a change in the size, figure and motion of another body” (Locke 1995, p. 444).  A physical change, however, is not itself a perception with its qualitative contents.  The difficulty, then, is that “the structure and dynamics of physical processes yield only more structure and dynamics.”  But the qualia we seek are apparently distinct from structure and dynamics (Chalmers 1996a, p. 8).  The formulation of this aspect of the problem is quite old--dating from at least the time of Locke and Leibniz.
  Thomas Nagel introduced its second aspect.  It is precisely qualia’s first person, subjective character that prevents our formulating an objective, physical account of qualia.  For Nagel, “every subjective phenomenon is essentially connected with a single point of view”--that of the subject experiencing it (Nagel 1974, p. 437).  But a physical account makes use of “objective facts ... the kind that can be observed and understood from many points of view and by individuals with differing perceptual systems” (442).  Given this, such an account must either ignore the subjective phenomenon or transform it into something it is not, that is, a physical item which is publicly available.  In Nagel’s words: “If the subjective character of experience is fully comprehensible only from one point of view, then any shift to greater objectivity ... does not take us nearer to the real nature of the phenomenon: it takes us farther away from it” (444-45).  So regarded, the problem of qualia comes close to the problem of other minds.  Given the subjective character of experience, how do I know that others experience what I do?  How do I know that there are other minds?  As Nagel observes, “If one understood how subjective experience could have an objective nature, one would understand the existence of subjects other than oneself” (448, n. 14).  Unfortunately, we cannot.  Qualia can no more be objectively exhibited than other minds.  Neither has a public quality.

These problems have led some--notably Daniel Dennett--to deny the very existence of qualia.
  Others have contented themselves with declaring qualia epiphenomenal.  They exist; but since they are not objective, “[t]hey do nothing, they explain nothing.”  They are “a useless by-product” of our evolutionary development (Jackson 1982, pp. 135, 134).  To counter such views, more than simple first person testimony is required.
  We have to explain why qualia can only be available as first person experiences.  This can be put in terms of the demand for “an explanatory bridge” between structures of processing and qualia (Chalmers 1996a, p. 8).  This bridge must not just show how qualia arise; it must also explain how the process of their arising is such that qualia only refer to the person experiencing them.  Insofar as the problem of recognizing other minds (the intersubjectivity problem) is that of qualia, what is called for here is not its solution, but rather its grounding.  We need to know why subjective experience cannot have an objective nature, that is, why subjects, as recipients of this experience, can never be public objects.
   The same holds for the first aspect of the qualia problem, at least as traditionally conceived.  A successful account of qualia must explain why we cannot imagine any immediate connection between them and the physical processes from which they arise.  We need an account of their arising as non-public objects fundamentally different from the spatial-temporal entities of physical processes.  As part of this, we have to explain their apparent lack of exercising any physical causality.  In a word, the account must not deny but explain the features of qualia that make them problematic.  

As Nagel suggests, we could meet these demands if we had “an objective phenomenology not dependent on empathy or the imagination.”  This phenomenology would focus on the “structural features of perception,” features “more accessible to objective description” (Nagel 1974, p. 449).  The result, then, would be an objective (3rd person) structural account that explains the origin of what must remain a first person presence.  Such an account would not allow the communication of alien mental states to individuals who have never experienced such states.  It would rather show why such states remain essentially private.

The purpose of this article is to present just such a sketch of an “objective phenomenology”--one that would fulfill the requirements just outlined.  Its basic premise is that the subjective “felt” character of qualia is a function of their first person character.  This means that if we can explain why qualia are accessible only to a single point of view, we will have accounted for this subjective character.  Such an account will be the first step in constructing an “explanatory bridge” between the physical structures of processing and qualia.  A description of the structural features that make qualia private should, in other words, serve as a guide in constructing this bridge.  Since this description makes use of Husserl’s theory of time consciousness, I have subtitled this article, “Husserl sees Colors.”  My claim is that Husserl can be read as offering us the two basic elements required by a computational model of consciousness: nonegological data and a functional view of the performances of consciousness.  

§1. Husserl as a functionalist.  This claim will appear surprising to those who believe that Husserl presents an unabashed description of subjectivity qua subjectivity, that he makes no attempt to reconcile this with the objectivity of physical processes.  Such a view would limit Husserl’s descriptions to the “felt” qualities of conscious experiences.  Defenders of this position point to Husserl’s early attack on psychologism in the Logical Investigations.  They assert that his conception of meaning or intentional content renders it in principle irreducible to any physical or psychological processes.  

Pushed to the extreme, this view would make consciousness independent of any external influence.  Yet, the assertion that consciousness is dependent on nonegological data for its performances occurs throughout Husserl’s work.  Thus, even in the Investigations, Husserl frequently speaks of “contents of sensation.”  In the Lectures on Time Consciousness, he insists on the need for the “primal impressions” to provide these contents.  For Husserl, the fact that “the primal impression ... is not produced” by consciousness means that “consciousness is nothing without impression.” Without it, the retentional processes, which give us our sense of inner time, cannot begin (Husserl 1966a, p. 100).  The same general point is made in his Analyses of Passive Synthesis.  Here, however, the focus is on the psychological affection that impressions provide.  Without this affection, constitution cannot occur.  In Husserl’s words, “For the ego, what is constituted for consciousness is there only insofar as it affects [the ego.]  Anything constituted is pregiven insofar as it exercises an affective stimulus (Reiz).  It is given insofar as the ego has followed up on the stimulus, has attentively, graspingly turned to it” (Husserl 1966b, p. 162).  The conclusion, then, is that from the very beginning of the process, “affection already plays an essential role in the constitution of all objectivities so that without it there would be no objects ...” (164).  This need for affection is a need for impressions.  This follows since, for Husserl, “the primal source of all affection lies and can only lie in the primal impression and its own greater or lesser affectivity” (168).  

The unpublished manuscripts of the late 1920’s and early 1930’s further develop this theme.  They make external, nonegological stimuli an essential part of the ego.  They are required for its wakefulness.  Husserl writes, for example, “The ego is awakened by affection from the non-egological because the non-egological is ‘of interest,’ it instinctively indicates, etc.; and the ego reacts kinesthetically as an immediate reaction.”
  This reaction is the beginning of the constitutive process.  The process itself involves both the ego and the nonego.  This means that we cannot abstract the “awake ego” from the impressions that awaken it: “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.”
   There is , in fact, 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.”
   This striving manifests itself in the constitutive process.  


Such citations indicate that Husserl did not, in fact, conceive his project as simply description of subjectivity qua subjectivity.  The nonsubjective or nonegological is not only seen as condition for the possibility of consciousness.; it is intimately involved in its constitutive processes, the very processes through which objects of experience arise for it.  What we have here, in fact, is a functional or performative view of consciousness.  As Husserl expresses this, 

“is not consciousness function ...?  What is necessary?  There are intentional experiences.  We have to examine experiences as functions, as relatively closed functions, examining them while reliving them, living them anew, performing acts, repeatedly reperforming them.  We have to ask ourselves: What is ‘accomplished in them?  What kind of sense is present in them, what kind of sense is progressively forming itself in them?  What is one doing?  What does this accomplish for the production of sense in the passage to the embracing connections [present] in the unity of life?  How do functions synthetically, teleologically unite into the unity of a function, etc.?”

As this passage makes clear, to take consciousness as a “function” is to analyze its performances.  It is in terms of these performances that the senses it grasps are progressively formed and united with each other into greater and greater wholes.


This functional conception of consciousness stands in sharp contrast with the view of those commentators who hold that, for Husserl, intentionality is an irreducibly primitive feature of consciousness.  Intentionality designates the ability of certain contents of consciousness to refer beyond themselves.  These contents are generally taken as the senses or meanings we entertain.  Proponents of this view sharply distinguish these referring “semantic” contents from the nonegological data and “syntactic” (or symbolic) processes of computational models.  They assert that such processes are functions.  To write them we must analyze the steps in a given performance and instruct the computer accordingly.  Such analysis, however, is impossible when it comes to intentionality.  When McIntyre, for example, claims that noematic senses “have an ‘intrinsic’, as opposed to ‘derived,’ intentionality,” he is claiming that their ability to refer “cannot be reduced to causal roles, computations, or to anything else.”
  This implies that objects with their qualia are present to consciousness, not through any performance of consciousness, but rather through the intrinsic, nonanalyzable intentionality of the senses which present them.
  


The view this paper advances is the opposite of this.  Its position is that Husserl’s conception of consciousness as a function demands an analysis of this performance.  This conception is inherent the Cartesian Meditations’ description of the intentional object: “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” (Husserl 1963, p. 80).  This means that without this performance, there is no intentional object and hence no intentionality.  The syntheses that constitute an intentional object are, in other words, prior to intentionality.
  If we grant this, then we must also admit with Husserl, the possibility of nonintentional contents of consciousness.  In Husserl words, the implication is “that not every inherent moment in the concrete unity of an intentional experience has, itself, the basic character of intentionality, that is, the characteristic of being ‘consciousness of something’” (Husserl 1976: 74).  It gains this character only when it is part of a successful constitutive synthesis, one that establishes the object’s presence.  For Husserl, these nonintentional elements are, ultimately, impressions.  They provide the original material for synthesis.  The “stimulus” (Reiz) that arises from them awakens the functioning that ultimately results in the presence of the object with all the qualia that characterize it.  Given this picture, we cannot say that from a Husserlian standpoint there is any inherent incompatibility between intentionality and a functional account of consciousness.  What Husserl’s standpoint requires is, rather, a description of the performances that result in the qualia of external objects.  

§2. Three elementary features of being a subject.  The first step in analyzing a performance is knowing its goal, i.e., what it is supposed to accomplish.  This requires a description of the goal.  As already noted, the most striking feature of both qualia and the subjects who grasp them is that neither are public objects.  In fact, the connection between the existence of qualia and that of a subject is such that those who deny the one usually deny the other.
  The denial ties being a subject to having experience.  The two, experience and subject, are thought of as correlatives.  Admitting this, any account of qualia must include the subject.  In fact, their correlativity gives rise to the strong suspicion that, if they exist, they are the result of the same performative process.  The process that gives rise to the “subjective character of experience” also results in the subject as “a single point of view.”
  If this is correct, then my account of qualia must begin with a description of what it means to be a subject.  


When I regard my own subjectivity, the most immediate and constant feature that strikes me is that of viewing the world from a single point of view.  This point is a privileged one insofar as it is situated at the center of my surrounding world.  Thus, spatially, I appear at the zero point of my world, the point from which spatial distances are judged.  This means that, however I move in my environment, I remain “here,” the objects that surround me remaining at a certain remove.  How do I judge how far away they are?  Binocular vision helps, but even without it I can gain a sense of distance through the apparent motion of objects.  When I look out the window of a moving car or train, objects quite close to me display a greater relative motion than those further away.  The same thing happens when I move about the objects in my room.  To turn this about, these relative rates of change are a dynamic structure of experience which have as their correlate a particular spatial point of view--a “here” in the field of vision.
  If I regard this field simply in terms of its contents, this “dynamic structure” consists in the temporal sequencing of its contents in perspectivally ordered patterns.  Thus, moving a certain distance, I find that a nearby object has “turned,” so to speak, twenty degrees.  A more distant one has turned only five degrees.  The larger angle corresponds to a greater pattern, one showing more features of the object.  Yet, both turnings are experienced in the same stretch of time, the time of my moving from one position to the next.  One is thus experienced as more rapid than the other.  The more rapid the sequencing, the nearer I take the object to be.  Rates of departure into the past (and of advance from the anticipated future), when arranged in a systematic way so as to yield a single viewing point, give me a “here.”  This presence of the “here,” it should be noted, is not the result of an “inference.”  I do not first have to know the laws of perspective in order to infer my position in the world.  This position is simply a correlate of these different, systematically related, rates of departure.  It is cogiven with them.


A single point of view involves not just being a spatial center, but also a temporal center.  Given that the now is always situated between the past and the future, the spatial centering of experience about a “here” occurs in tandem with a temporal centering about a “now.”  My experience is so structured that whatever time it is, it is always “now” for me.  In the flow of experiences, my now remains situated between what I anticipate and what I remember.  Thus, the temporal sequencing of qualitative contents must be so structured that its correlate is not just a “here,” but also a “now.”  The result is the centering of experience about a “particular point of view,” one embracing a particular “here” tied to a particular “now.”
  This centering is essential for the unity of consciousness.  Whatever else this unity involves, it must include the structures that position us as distinct spatial-temporal centers.  A consciousness that simultaneously experiences itself in two different positions involving distinct points of view can hardly be considered unified.  Given this, we have to say that the unity of consciousness involves the systematic, coherent ordering of experience required for a single point of view.  Any disruption of this ordering is a disruption of this unity.

Aside from being a spatial-temporal center, there is another feature of subjectivity that always seems to be present.  This is its self-consciousness.  Seeing, I am conscious that I am seeing.  The same goes for hearing, thinking, or any other activity I engage in.  No special effort seems to be required for this self-consciousness.  I do not, for example, have to reflect on myself to be conscious of myself.  The consciousness is pre-reflective.  It seems to be inherent in having experience.  This means that to know “what it is like” to be, say, a bat, one must not just experience what the bat experiences, one must experience one’s experience of it.  Jackson illustrates this with his example of “Fred” who sees a color others cannot see.  Fred knows not just this color but also “that he himself is seeing it” (Jackson 1982, p. 132).  

Given that this self-consciousness is a feature of experience, it must be inherent in its structure.  In other words, the dynamic structure of experience must be such as to position “a single point of view” that is self-conscious.  Since being a subject involves both self-consciousness and being here and now, i.e., being a spatial-temporal center, any common grounding of qualia and subjectivity must include these features.
  

§3. The temporal root of centering.  According to Nagel, an objective phenomenology has to proceed without recourse to empathy or imagination.  This means that an account of the features of being a subject cannot remain on an imaginative level.  It cannot simply rely on the reader’s sense of being a center or being self-aware.  It must detail the dynamic structures, the particular performances and processes, that yield these features.  


Spatial centering, as I said, is the result of the perspectival unfolding of contents.  This is the unfolding that shows first one side and then another of objects.  Such unfolding, which represents the apparent “turning” of objects as we move among them, occurs through a continuous series of intermediate stages.  The elementary geometrical laws of perspective give us the structure of this “turning.”  In principle, the computational algorithm for it is unproblematic.  An example of it occurs in the computation that allows us to rotate objects on a computer screen.  All that is required is a transformational algorithm that allows the mapping of points from one view to the next.  The hard problem concerns the temporal processes presupposed by such “turning” or unfolding.  The unfolding is given through a temporal sequencing of contents where one view gives way to the next as it departs into pastness.  The basic question here is: what is the process of this departure?  Given that this departure occurs in tandem with an advance from the future, the question of the process of this advance also arises.  Temporal centering is a matter of being between past and future.  Thus, a third question is also implied: how do such processes result in the centering that gives us the temporal aspect of being a particular point of view?  

Husserl provides a schema for specifying the process of temporal departure.  Its basic concept is that of a chain of “retentions of retentions.”  The best way to understand it is to note the requirements it is designed to fulfill.  As Kant first observed, I cannot grasp any temporally extended event if my impressions of it vanished immediately upon their apprehension.  In Kant’s words: “... if I were to lose from my thought the preceding impressions ... and not reproduce them when I advance to those which follow, a complete presentation [of an enduring object] would never arise” (Kant 1955, A 102).  For such a presentation, I need a sense of pastness.  It has to include the contents that have preceded those of the present impressional moment.  They have to be reproduced in the present and yet also have to be distinguished from those that fill my present field of vision.  If they were not distinguished, i.e., if they were not marked as past, I would wind up, when I retain them, with a chaos of present impressions (A 103).  Husserl fulfills both demands by positing the dynamic structure of the retentional chain.  The first requirement is met by asserting that each impression of an extended event, rather than vanishing after its occurrence, is retained.  These retentions, rather than vanishing after their occurrence, are themselves retained.  The process continues serially.  For each originally given impression, the result, then, is a “constant continuum of retentions such that each later point is a retention of an earlier” (Husserl 1973, p. 29).  Thus the originally given impression is, as time advances, retained through the growing chain of retentions of retentions of it.  

This process can be symbolically represented by a series of parentheses.
 If “i” is the original impression, its retention can be represented by (i), the retention of this retention by ((i)), and so on.  Each further parentheses designates a further retention of the original content.  This growing series of parentheses shows how these chains satisfy the second of Kant’s requirements, that of distinguishing the present from the past.  To fulfill this, each retention must tag what it retains as not new--that is, as old or past.  If what it retains is itself a retention, the result is a tagging--a “retentional modification” in Husserl’s terminology--that adds a further degree of pastness to its content.
  Symbolically, the present is distinguished from the past by its not having the “modification” of parentheses.  

Retentional modification does not just distinguish the present from the past.  It allows us to distinguish among different degrees of pastness--for example, (i) and ((i)).  Suppose, for example, we hear the successive notes of the scale, A, B, C, D, E.  Using the symbolism of the parentheses, their retained presence would be, successively, (A), (B(A)), (C(B(A))), (D(C(B(A)))), (E(D(C(B(A))))).  Thus, A in the last item is surrounded by five pairs of parentheses, symbolizing that it has undergone five retentional modifications; B is surrounded by four parentheses, symbolizing four retentional modifications, and so on.  This symbolism represents how Husserl’s retentional chains give us a structural account that meets Kant’s demand that for an extended presentation, we need to “distinguish time in the succession of impressions following one another” (Kant 1955: A 99).  This temporal distinction occurs through their retention, which is also a “modification.”  

Given that the presently perceiving subject remains now, the effect of these modifications is the subject’s exclusion from the past.  As a present perceiver, it is distinguished from the retained contents, which appear at a temporal remove.  The retentional chains thus situate the subject on their leading edge.  It is positioned at the point of departure into the past.  With this we can see why its “here” and “now” go together.  The “here,” as we said, is a structural element implicit in the process of perspectival unfolding.  The sequence of contents that forms the pattern of such unfolding determines the point--the “here”--from which the unfolding is viewed.  Insofar as this sequence is retained, it also situates a “now” as its point of departure.  This “now” gives a temporal dimension to the “here.”  Neither is static, since the structure is dynamic.  The “here” changes with the addition of further contents and, with it, the “now,” as the point of departure into the past, changes.  The result then is a particular spatial-temporal point of view.  It is a subjective center of the flow of contents.  Insofar as this flow is maintained by the continual addition of new contents, this center becomes the place of newness.
  

To speak of the subject as a temporal center, we must, of course, bring in the structure of the future.  As a temporal center, the subject exists between the past and the future.  It is not just the point of departure for the past, but also that toward which the future advances.  Subjectively, the future is present through anticipation.  Suppose, for example, I reach for a glass.  As my arm moves toward it, the fingers of my hand extend to its anticipated shape.  My arm extends to its anticipated distance.  Grasping the glass, I 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 I anticipate.  

The dynamic structure of these anticipations can be given by a mirror image of the retentional chain--what Husserl calls a “protentional” chain.  Here, instead of having retentions of retentions, we have anticipations of anticipations (Husserl’s “protentions of protentions”).  Suppose, for example, we anticipate the sequence, A, B, C, D, E.  The anticipation of E’s being presently given involves the prior anticipation of D, which involves the prior anticipation of C, and so on to the first element.  Symbolically, this can be represented by [A[B[C[D[E]]]]], each pair of brackets designating an anticipational framing or modification.  The approach of E to the present can, accordingly, be symbolized by the series [A[B[C[D[E]]]]], [B[C[D[E]]]], [[C[D[E]]], [D[E]], [E], E.  If A, B, C, D, and E are given in the anticipated order, then the subject’s grasp of the future is confirmed.  

Since the presently perceiving subject remains now, there is the same sort of exclusion I noted with regard to the retentional chain.  Excluded from the past, the present subject is also distinguished from the future.  The contents of the latter, as anticipated, appear at a temporal remove.  As present, the subject is “before” their appearance.  As it is also “after” the retained past, it achieves its position as a temporal center or midpoint.  Since the environment for which it is a center is constantly shifting, this center cannot be thought of as a static geometric point.  Still less can it be considered a “substance,” i.e., an entity that somehow could be on its own.  It is, rather, a structure set up by the processes of retention and anticipation.  It is a point of passage, i.e., the point through which time appears to stream and in which its content-laden moments appear to well up as present and actual.  It is present only so long as the processes continue.
  Such processes set it up and, in so doing, appear as its processes.  Retention appears as its action, so does anticipation.  This is because, situated at the present, it appears as their origin.

§4. The intentional object.  Husserl writes, “The ego is the ‘subject’ of consciousness.  Subject, here, is only another word for the centering that all life has as egological life, and as such, a living to experience something, to be conscious of something.”
   In Husserl’s analyses, such centering has two main requirements.  The first is given by his assertion that “the factual is the course of consciousness.”
  The reference here is to the hyletic data or impressions the subject receives.  For consciousness to have a surrounding world, these impressions must be such as to manifest perspectivally arranged patterns.  If they are not factually given with this character, their retention cannot manifest it.  As Husserl remarks, the disruption of such patterns is the subject’s disruption.  It is its dissolution as a center of experience.
  This does not mean that the mere occurring of impressional contents in a certain factual ordering is a sufficient condition for the presence of a subject.  Besides this factual course, a certain performance is required.  We must, first of all, have the retentional and protentional processing of these contents.  This is what yields the temporal sequencing of the actually registered and the anticipated impressional material.  With this, however, we do not yet have a surrounding world.  We do not have objects exhibiting themselves in perspectival patterns.  What we have are simply “impressional moments,” that is, impressional contents occupying distinct temporal moments.  How do we move from such contents to intentional objects?  What sort of performance is involved?


Once again, to understand the required performance, we have to understand the goal.  What is an intentional object?  Why does Husserl in the Cartesian Meditations equate its presence, its “being-in” consciousness, with the presence of a sense?
  To understand his reasoning, we have to analyze what we do when we make sense of our experiences.  Suppose, for example, I notice what seems to be a cat crouching under a bush on a bright sunny day.  Moving 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 it.  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 part of an emerging pattern which exhibits these features.  If, however, I am mistaken, at some point my experiences will fail to fulfill my expectations.  The patterns I anticipate will not occur.  My perceptual experience, rather than embodying the interpretative sense, “cat,” will dissolve into a flickering collection of shadows.  Turning away, I will realize that I was mistaken.  My initial attempt to make sense of what I was seeing will turn out to have been mistaken.  


This example indicates two elements required for making sense of our experiences.  First of all, I have to take my experiences as referring to something, in this case, a cat.  The sense “cat” embodies an interpretative intention.  Intending to see a cat, I place my experiences in a certain interpretative framework.
  This means that I look for emerging patterns in them.  The second element, then, is a grasp of the appropriate pattern.  Both elements involve my distinguishing the object from the contents of my experience, even while I acknowledge its dependence on them.  The object is not the same as these contents, since, as Husserl observes, in the flow of experience, it “is continuously apprehended, but contin​uously presents itself differently; it is ‘the same’ but is given with other predicates, with another determining content ...” (Husserl 1976, p. 301).  This does not mean it can be present without them.  As my example indicates, when their pattern is disrupted, the object is no longer present.  What I took to be a cat dissolves into a collection of flickering shadows.  Husserl, in attempting to satisfy both requirements, writes: “the object for us is a title for the essential connections of consciousness.”  These are the connections that allow the object as a “unitary X” to be posited.
  This “X” is the object taken as distinct from such contents.  It is the object, which shows itself as the same in the perceptual flow.  Husserl’s point is that we refer to this object through the connected contents, even while distinguishing it from them.  In an actual perceptual experience, a perceptual content’s reference to this object occurs through the consistent patterns that mark our experience of it.  This is why Husserl, as I quoted him, asserts that the individual contents of consciousness are not intentional.  They achieve the character of being contents “of” some object through their ordering.  As for the object itself, it is, phenomenologically speaking, simply a title for the connections (the patterned consistency) manifested by such contents.  


For Husserl, then, the intentional relation of a content to an object is a matter of its fitting into a given pattern.  We take it as a content “of” some object if we can experience the content again and again in a given temporal sequence.  If we can, then we take it as pointing beyond itself.  We take it as referring to what transcends it in offering a sequence of contents (of which it is a member) again and again.  To turn this about, we can say that an enduring object shows itself as the same, and hence, as distinct from the contents that refer to it, by manifesting a repeating over all pattern of contents.  Our distinguishing the object from its background in the visual field occurs through the identification of this pattern.  This can be illustrated by a simple example.  I take my pencil and continually turn it in my hand.  As I do so, the contents that I perceptually experience are retained.  The pencil has only a finite number of features and, thus, the contents I retain, as I constantly view it from one side and then another, recur in a repeating set of patterns.  Recognizing this set is grasping the pencil.  A content becomes a content “of” this pencil when it fits into this recurring set.  


The actual performances involved in recognizing a pattern need not concern us.
  What is important here is the principle underlying them.  This is that the notion of a pattern, here, is not a spatial, but rather a temporal concept.  It concerns the temporal sequencing of contents.  We can put this in terms of the fact that in attempting to grasp an object, we place our perceptions in a given interpretative framework.  This always involves anticipation.  When, for example, I interpret the shadows I perceive in the bushes as a cat, I anticipate that further perceptions will confirm this interpretation.  If it is a cat, then a certain pattern of perceptions will unfold itself over time.  Such anticipations are embodied in my protentions.  The sequential patterns I anticipate are, in other words, concretely embodied in the contents I protend.  The sequence of such protentions, thus, contains my interpretative intention, i.e., my intention to grasp a particular pattern.  If my actual experience matches what I protend, this intention is fulfilled.
  As a result, the object, taken as a “title” for a particular set of perceptual connections, appears to me.
  This protentional intentionality is, of course, impossible without the retentional process.  I anticipate on the basis of my retained experience.  In Husserl’s words, “The further an experience proceeds, the more it inherently offers for 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.”


Several points can be taken from the above analysis.  The first is that when Husserl equates the presence of the intentional object with a presence of a sense, he is taking sense as a one-in-many.
  The ultimate referent of the “many” is the multiplicity of the impressional contents.  This multiplicity is embodied in our impressions and their retentions and protentions.  As for the unity, its actual presence is embodied in the recurring pattern that continues to manifest itself in the perceptual flow.  Projected forward from the pattern manifested from our retained experience, it becomes an anticipated pattern.  It embodies what we intend to see.  This intention becomes fulfilled when fresh experience exhibits this pattern.  It is at this point we say that we are in contact with one and the same object, an object that manifests itself in a certain “style” (a certain patterned consistency) of perceptual experience.  


Given this, we cannot say, with McIntyre, that noematic senses “have an ‘intrinsic’, as opposed to ‘derived’, intentionality.”  Such a view takes intentionality as a nonanalyzable feature of sense.  It assumes that it is irreducible to subjective performances.  Husserl’s view of the intentional object (the object that is present as a noematic sense) as a “title” for the connections of consciousness has the opposite implication.  It implies that the intentional relation is inherent in the one-in-many structure of noematic sense.  As such, it implies a performance, that of grasping the connections which unify a multiplicity of perceptual contents.  Concretely, this involves distinguishing the pattern of such connections.  


The subjective conditions for this performance show why the objects we do grasp are inherently private.  The nonsubjective, “material” condition for the performance is, as I noted, a matter of the hyletic data or impressions the subject receives.  The factual contents of these impressions must be such as to manifest perspectivally arranged patterns.  The subjective conditions for the performance involve the retention and protention of these contents.  When applied to contents exhibiting perspectival patterns, they result, not just in the presence of intentional objects, but also, correspondingly, in the presence of a subject as a spatial-temporal center.  The result is that the subject’s appearance as a “single point of view,” i.e., as a first person experiencer, is implicit in these objects’ presence in their qualitative features.  Their qualia refer to this single center since their presence results from the same conditions that yields this center’s presence.  Inherently they are not public objects since the performances that underlie them imply, not many, but only an individual point of view, that of the center.  Such a center, it should be stressed, is not a Humean “bundle” of experiences.  For its presence, our experiences must exhibit a patterned, systematic structure, one that gives the centering of experience.  The center, itself, is their internal reference point.  It can be compared to the “I” of the Kantian “I think.”  In Kant’s formulation, such an “I” must accompany all our representations, all the performances by which we grasp the objects of the world.  Here, the performances refer to the action of grasping patterns.  The “I” designates the central point of reference that is the inevitable correlate of the success of these performances.  As such, the center appropriates the action that helps set it up.  In its constant nowness, it appears as the origin of the processes that identify objects.

§5. Recursion and Self-consciousness.  According to the above, the non-public nature of qualia stems from the fact that their presence refers to the subject as a center.  As for the subject, its non-public nature comes from the fact that the processes which set it up as an experiencing subject are inherently self-referential.  This point can be put in terms of retention.  In retention, the subject does not just have experience of the retained, it experiences itself having this experience, i.e., as retaining the retained.  Such self-experience implies that the self-referential character of retention grounds not just the subject as non-public, i.e., as referring (or being present) only to itself:  it also gives it a primitive self-presence.  


Both follow directly from the structure of the retentional process.  Retaining a content, I retain this retention.  In my continuing to hold fast to the content, I retain this retention of my retention.  As the process continues, retention always has itself as its immediate object.  In retaining the reten​tion, it retains the result of its activity of retention.  Given this self-reference, there is always a cer​tain prereflective self-presence to the flow of consciousness.
  Grasping an object through a series of retained contents, I prereflectively grasp myself in my action of retention.  But this grasp is a grasp of myself as having experience, i.e. of myself as a subject.  The result, then, is that the experiencing subject always has two items of knowledge.  As we cited Jackson, he knows what he sees--e.g., a particular qualia--and he knows “that he himself is seeing it.”  This second item, as I said, arises from the fact that the action of having experience works on itself.  


As noted earlier, an objective phenomenology must be structural.  It must give an account in terms that transcend the first person quality of experience.  This demand does not mean that experiences can be directly shared.  It concerns only the structures of first person experience.  As such, it can be met by translating the above into an algorithm that would be intelligible to all who possess a knowledge of the symbolic means employed in its formulation.  The type of algorithm required stems from the type of process to be modeled.  Retention, is a self-referential process.  It proceeds through a constant iteration of the same action.  An ideal way to model this is through a recursive algorithm.  Recursive algorithms accomplish their tasks by feedback loops, i.e., by handing on to themselves the results of their action.  The data they process is the very data that resulted from their previous operation.  The same structure is present in the retentional process where what is handed on to be retentionally modified is itself a retentional modification.  Retaining a retention, we retentionally modify the results of the retentional modification function.  In this way, as the process continues, the retention becomes a retained retention and this a retained retention, and so on. 


To write the algorithm for this process we require a language with the resources to express recursive functions.  In the following example, I shall employ common LISP.  As before, I shall use parentheses to express retention.  Thus, in the series, i, (i), ((i)) ..., each later member will be taken as a retention of the earlier.  To express the self-reference and, hence, the self-consciousness occasioned by retention, I define the following elementary computational algorithm: 


(Defun Retention (X Impression)


      (cond ((= X 0) Impression) 

 
           (T (Retention (- X 1) (list Impression)))).

“Defun” means simply define the function.  “Retention” is the name of the function.  Its variables are “X” and “Impression.”  “X” stands for the number of retentions the impression is to undergo.  “Impression” stands for the impression to be retained.  The second line states a condition for the computation.  If X is equal to 0, i.e., if the number of retentions required is zero, the function returns the impression and the computation ceases.  Otherwise, it proceeds to the third line.  The “T” tells it to perform the computation which follows to the right of it.  First, 1 is subtracted from X--i.e., the number of required retentions is reduced by one through the instruction “(- X 1).”  Then, the impression to be retained is surrounded by parentheses through the instruction “(list Impression).”  Finally, the original function is called again through the instruction “(Retention (- X 1) (list Impression))).”  The variables of this function, however, have been transformed through the first two operations just specified.  For example, if “X” was originally given the value 3, the first operation reduces it to 2.  If “Impression” was given the value i, the second operation gives it the value (i).  Thus, the call to the original function, “Retention” is a call for it to carry out its computation on a set of values arrived at through the results of its previous computation.  This iterative process continues with 2 being reduced to 1 and then to 0 and (i) being transformed to ((i)) and then to (((i))).  When X is 0, then the second line tells it to stop and return the value that “Impression” now has--that is, (((i))).  Thus, (Retention 3 ‘i) yields (((i))).  This signifies that “i,” the impression, has sunk back to a retention of a retention of a retention of “i.”
  


The above algorithm is quite elementary.  Its purpose is simply to give an example of what is entailed by an objective phenomenological description of retention.  To apply it to an actual case of machine processing, Chalmers’ principle of implementation would have to be followed.  There would have to be “a one-to-one mapping from formal states of the computation to physical state types” (Chalmers 1996b, p. 3).  Concretely, this means that, using recursive algorithms, the machine would have to temporally tag the data it receives from its traducers.
  The temporal relations signified by this tagging would have to be respected in its processing of data--particularly in the operations by which it identifies the repeating patterns of contents that allow it to distinguish objects from their backgrounds.  If we remain with the symbolism of the parentheses and brackets, this entails giving them a special operational value.  For all the processing operations of synthesis, the machine should proceed through the parentheses or brackets, going from the outer to the inner.  Thus, in anticipating the sequence of a pattern, say that of A B C D E, it would operate according to the symbolism, [A[B[C[D[E]]]]], its physical state types being such that A would be examined to see whether it is received before B, B examined to see if it is received before C, and so on.
  This physical implementation, involving as it does a series of physical state types in the machine’s functioning, would insure that the processing would not be a mere simulation.  It would rather implement in the environment of the machine, an environment involving real physical processes, the dynamic structures that found our actual grasp of qualia.

§6. Qualia Qualified.  I earlier said that a successful account of qualia must explain those features that make them problematic.  Specifically, it must explain (1) why they are not public objects and (2) why we cannot imagine any physical relation between qualia and physical objects.  As part of the second requirement, we must explain why qualia, apparently, cannot exercise any physical causality.  The first of these explanations has already been given.  Qualia are not public objects because their presence is always to a single point of view.  Thus, they always appear as features of a surrounding world.  As such, their presence is to its center.  The same point can made by noting the contents that embody qualia are present through retention.  The process of retention is a recursive one.  Because recursive processes always refer back to themselves, their results lack any public (nonself-referential) quality.  Thus, the experiential contents that are present through a retention continue to be present through a process referring to this retention, specifically, through the retention of this retention.  Their presence, rather than being public, is a presence to the process that makes them present.  Given that this process of making contents present is experiencing, it follows that experiencing is both self-present and private.  Experiencing, I experience the fact that I experience since this fact is inherent in the retentional process.  Also inherent is the fact that I cannot directly share what I experience.  I can only verbally report it and compare my report with another’s.  Only through language does first person experience achieve any publicly available quality.  This quality arises through language’s physical presence as spoken and written and through its possessing, though convention, a more or less common set of referents for its expressions.  As for the experience itself--i.e., the experience taken as what is expressed by statements of the form, “I see x”--its presence always refers back to me as a center.  Its referent is the “single point of view” set up by the retention of perspectivally arranged series of contents.  To require that this experience be publicly available would be as contradictory as asking that the same perspectival series yield multiple points of view.


What about the fact that qualia seem to lack any connection to physical objects?  The answer to the question involves three interrelated parts.  The first consists of an analysis of our subjective experience of qualia.  We must show why this experience prevents us from imagining this connection.  The second involves turning to the retentional processes underlying this experience.  Here, we must show how they account for our inability, on the experiential level, to make this connection.  The final part concerns the ontological status of qualia as both experienced and as actual physical items undergoing processing.  As experienced, they do not seem to possessors to be public, physical events.  Yet qualia must include a public element if, as I indicated, they can be implemented through recursive algorithms, namely, those that follow the structures of our retentional processing.  How, then, can they be experientially private and yet be implemented through a physical process?  What is their reality as experienced and as implemented?


On a subjective level, it is easy to see why qualia lack the qualities which would allow us to connect them to physical objects.  Taken as individual experiences, they are not yet three-dimensional, physical objects.  Thus, it makes no sense to ask how large my experience is of an object placed before me.  The object, qua experienced, fills up a certain portion of my visual field.  But this will change as I move away or towards it.  Moving around it, my experiences of it change:  I have a succession of views, none of which, as an experience, qualifies as having a definite size.  Being a definite size is not something pertaining to individual experiences but rather to the public object of which I am having an experience.  Its size is given through the ordering of my experiences, for example, through their progressively filling up more or less of my visual field as I move about an object.  As for an individual experience, I cannot move about it.  I cannot take one view of an object and perceive this view from another side.  The view is a member of a patterned series--the series that presents the object.  The view is not, itself, this series.
  Given that a physical object presents itself through a series of experiences, we cannot then expect that a member of this series will, itself, appear as a physical object.  Physical connections, however, can only be imagined between physical objects.  Since the individual experience does not present itself as physical, it thus will always lack the features that would allow of our imagining its relation to the physical.  


To explain this inability in objective phenomenological terms, we need to turn to the retentional processes underlying it.  This is because a view with its impressional contents becomes a quale with all its distinctive features as it is retained.  Retained, it enters into the retentional process, becoming a retention of this retention, and so on.  Each successive retention does not change its contents.  It only modifies or tags it with a further degree of pastness.  If it did not, it would not fulfill its function which is simply to retain or hold fast the momentary impressional experience.  Given this, a retained experience cannot show itself differently.  In other words, its entering unchanged into pastness through the retentional process is what prevents it from having the presence of a physical thing.  The thing, in its objective presence, shows itself through a changing, perspectivally ordered series of contents.  The contents change as we view it first from one side and then another, lift it, measure it, and so on.  As we do so, these changing contents successively enter the retentional process.  It is because they do that our impressions of the physical object do not vanish immediately after their apprehension, but rather permit the grasp of it as something temporally extended, something which we come to take as possessing physical, causal properties.  Since this object is present through our retentions, it is a category mistake to equate it with the retained experiences--the qualia--that compose our experience of it.  The qualia, in their unchanging presence, present what does change, that is, the physical object, which does present itself through a changing pattern of qualia.  It is this distinction between their manifest qualities that make qualia seem to their possessors so different from public, physical objects.  


Because they do not have the qualities that would allow them to be three dimensional, physical entities, qualia have been taken as epiphenomenal, i.e., incapable of exercising any physical causality.  If they were genuinely epiphenomenal, we would, as Dennett points out, be incapable of verifying their existence.  They could not even occasion a verbal report by us, since this would imply some causal action on their part.
   In fact, they do play a role in the processing that allows the grasp of things.  Here, qualia have a dual status.  On the one hand, their lack of qualitative change gives them the status of information.  They are data to be processed.  On the other hand, since processing is a physical event, the impressions that lie at their basis also play a causal role.  In a machine, they are involved in the real physical causation by which the machine implements its program.  Within the context of such implementation, they are public, physical events.  In an electronic computer, their reality is that of the “circuits and voltages” that “push each other around” (Chalmers 1996b, p. 13).  Now, it is precisely in virtue of this causation that qualia seem to their possessors to manifest a presence that is non-public and non-physical.  The key is the type of computational structure that the causal system implements.  When the structure is recursive, that is, when the system synthesizes its impressions in the temporal sequences specified by the account of retention, qualia should achieve a “private” presence, that is, a presence correlated to a single point of view.  


What then is the ontological status of qualia implicit in the above?  To answer this question, I must first define some elementary terms from information theory.
  The first is an “information state.”  The state represents a choice of possibilities--for example, 0, selected from the possibilities, 1, 0.  An “information space” consists of the range of available possibilities (for example 0 and 1) as well as the structure of the difference between them.  When the structure is well defined, each of the possibilities represents an item of information.  “Information,” thus, involves the selection of an information state.  When implemented in a physical system, it also involves a causal pathway.  The transmission of information occurs when the choice of a state causes a corresponding change at the end of this pathway.  Thus, in terms of the transmission of information, a light switch has two information states, up and down.  Corresponding to these, the light shines or does not shine.  All other positions of a toggle switch leave the light unaffected.  


The application of this theory to the question of the ontological status of qualia may not at first seem very promising.  This is because the physical transmission of information begins and ends with a public, physical change.  Thus, we may admit, with Husserl, that consciousness is “nothing” without impressions.  We may then see such impressions as embodying, in their differences, distinct information states.  Impinging on our senses, the various causal pathways of our nervous system transmit the information they embody to the brain, the result being a corresponding set of differences in its structure.  The difficulty, here, is that such differences, insofar as they are physical, are public.  This is what we should expect from the example of the light switch.  The switch has two distinct spatial positions.  Thus, the structure of the difference determining the information state it embodies is spatial.  The same holds for the different states caused by moving the switch.  When the light is on, it is surrounded by light, i.e., by an electromagnetic field.  When the light is off, the field is no longer present.  Again the difference is spatial.  But spatial relations, involving relative positions, do not capture the distinct quality of our conscious experience.  Our experience of the switch is that first it was down and then it was up.  Similarly, our experience of the light is that first it was off and then it was on.  This experience is a grasp of the “first this then that” relation.  This relation is temporal.  To embody the information it contains, we thus need a system of temporal differences.  This involves conceiving information states and spaces in a temporal fashion.

The difficulty I am raising can be put in terms of the fact that, in the physical universe, it is always now.  The physical world does not remember.  Considered as a set of copresent relationships, it is innocent of any grasp of the past as past.  Thus, what happened in the past is present now, not as something past, but only as the present physical effect of past events.  My flipping the switch, for example, results in a new spatial position of the switch.  In turning on the light, the result is a new set of spatial relations, all of which are simultaneous and co-present.  The same point holds with regard to the compact disk I put into my CD player.  All the pits and lands on the disc which encode the notes of the music are co-present.  Listening to the player, I hear the melody.  I grasp it as it unfolds over time.  Considered as a physical object, however, my stereo system has no such experience.  The physical embodiment of data on the disk causes corresponding physical differences in the player, the amplifier and the speakers.  Yet, the present momentary state of the speakers does not remember the past.  It is only an effect of it.  Of course, I can picture to myself the successive positions of the vibrating sides of the speaker cones.  I can trace this back to the successive movement of the laser as it reads first one information state and then another from the pits and lands on the compact disk.  The difficutly, however, is that I am using my conscious experience to reconstruct this succession.  I am interpreting the world in terms of my own grasp of the “first this then that” relation.  Yet, in the physical world, the temporally “first” no longer exists at the moment of the “then.”  As past, it is gone.  What remains are simply its present effects.  

How, then, can qualia have a physical and an experiential reality?  What is their status as embodying a system of both spatial and temporal differences?  An initial answer to this question is that, in both cases, they are information states.  Considered as physical data embodied in our impressions, qualia are spatial information states.  They are temporal information states when considered as conscious data.  Now, if we leave out the fact of retention, this answer would leave us with an unmediated dualism.  We would be asserting, with Chalmers, “information (in the actual world) has two aspects, a physical and a phenomenal aspect.” (Chalmers 1996c, p. 286).  We would, with Chalmers claim that, in principle, “the same information state [is] realized both physically and phenomenally.”  The two realizations are, in fact, “isomorphic” (285).  The difficulty with this dualistic view is that it implies that to every physical realization of an information state there is a corresponding isomorphic phenomenal state.  At this point, as Chalmers concedes, even thermostats can be conceived as having experiences.
  Having experiences is, in this view, not connected to memory, self-consciousness nor intelligence (295).  It is simply a function of Chalmers’ “dual property” or “double aspect” theory.  According to its principle, every information state has two realizations, a physical and an experiential one.

To prevent this inflation of the concept of experience (and, hence, of qualia), retention must be seen as a necessary condition for their presence.  In other words, the retentional process itself has to be seen as providing the “explanatory bridge” between the physical structures of processing and qualia.  It does this by transforming spatial information states and spaces into corresponding temporal ones.  Retention’s ability to preserve temporal order means that a series of spatial differences--those, for example, embodied in the pits and lands on a CD disk--are preserved unchanged in a temporal system of differences.  They are maintained in the “first this then that” structure of conscious experience.  Insofar as this experience involves retention and, hence, the centering of experience,  this preservation makes qualia nonpublic.  

One way to think about this nonpublic character is to note the crucial difference between third and first person experience.  Third person experience regards the physical world.  It is characterized as third person insofar as this world is one which “he” (the grammatical third person) and “I” observe in common.  When we directly regard this common world, we observe what is present.  This is because the presently visible world only preserves the past in terms of its present effects.  To regard a past state of the world, we have to turn inward, i.e., away from what is common.  We have to consult what we privately retain and remember.  It is through this that we grasp the past as past.  Such a grasp is necessarily a matter of our first person experience.  I have no access to another person’s retentions or memories, nor he to mine.  Were we to mutually regard the physical state of our brains, we would only grasp the present effects of the past, an effect that would manifest itself in our brains’ electro-chemical states.  These states would be present, not past.  Our access to pastness, however, is what make conscious life conscious.  The retentional processes underlying it make it a field of self-present, first person experiences.  Because we do have access to these first person experiences, we do not, in fact, apprehend the world in the momentary co-presence of its features.  Our experience embodies a temporal system of differences, a system that makes its past available to us.  The retentional basis for this experience is what allows qualia to be present.  

Given this, we have to modify our initial assertion.  The ontological status of qualia is not simply that of an ontologically neutral information state.  Qualia are physical impressions undergoing retentional processing.  Thus, when I respond to the qualia I experience--for example, when I produce a verbal report on them--my reaction is not to a disembodied information state.  My response is, rather, to my retained impressions.  The response involves a physical component since it cannot occur without their physical presence.  Yet, the response is not to this presence in its spatial character--i.e., in its embodying a spatial set of differences.  (Such a response would leave me on the level of the light that turns on and off in reaction to the position of the switch).  It is, rather, a response to the impressions as temporally grasped--the impressions as embodying a temporal set of differences.  The retentional processing that makes this response possible is tied to the external world.  Yet, the nature of this processing is such that the report I give necessarily has a “first person” character.  
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Endnotes:


�	Locke’s formulation is: “We are so far from knowing what figure, size or motion of parts produce a yellow color, a sweet taste, or a sharp sound, that we can by no means conceive how any size, figure, or motion of any particles, can possibly produce in us the idea of any color, taste, or sound whatsoever: there is no conceivable connection between the one and other” (Locke 1995, p. 445).  Leibniz makes the same point in his analogy of the mill.  “Perceptions,” he writes “... are inexplicable by mechanical causes, that is to say, by figures and motions.  Supposing that there were a machine whose structure produced thought, sensation, and perception, we could conceive of it as increased in size with the same proportions until one was able to enter into its interior, as he would into a mill.  Now, on going into it he would find only pieces working upon one another, but never would he find anything to explain Perception” (Leibniz 1962, p. 254). 


�	Part of the difficulty in reading Dennett’s Consciousness Explained is that while denying qualia, he often seems to imply them.  Thus, on the one hand he feels compelled to offer an explanation for why secondary qualities turn out to be so ‘ineffable,’ so resistant to definition” (Dennett 1991, p. 382).  The reason is that “[c]olors ... are the product of biological evolution, which has a tolerance for sloppy boundaries” (381n. 2).  On the other hand, the conclusion of this and other similar arguments is the dismissal of qualia as “mere complexes of mechanically accomplished dispositions to react” (386). 


�	To remain on the level of such testimony is to reach an impasse in arguing with those who deny having such experience.   Terrence Horgan provides a good example of this.  He writes: “I take the intrinsic, non-relative nature of qualia to be a self-evident fact ... The point is virtually impossible to argue for, however, because it depends upon an individual’s first-person perspective towards his own mental life.”  Functionalists deny this fact and hence, “[d]ialectically, we seem to have reached an impasse.  ... I shall not try to break this deadlock” (Horgan, p. 1984, 459).  


�	As opposed to their bodies or behavior being public.  


�	All translations from the German in the article are my own.  The German text is: “Wach wird das Ich durch Affektion von Nicht-Ichlichem, und wach wird es, weil das Nicht-Ichliche ‘von Interesse’ ist, instinktiv anzeigt etc., und das Ich reagiert kinästhetisch, als unmittelbare Reaktion” (Ms. B III 3, p. 5a).   The process here is one where affection manifests itself in the activity of striving towards the affecting content.  To cite Husserl again: “First, the affection arouses affective activity.  It thus engenders a striving-towards [the affection] in [the awake ego’s] present mode of action or being as striving.  This is the field of kinesthesia in the narrower and broader sense.  Determined ways of striving exist that are originally, ‘instinctively’ one with their hyletic accompaniments.”  In German: “Erst Affektion löst Tätigkeitsaffektion aus oder fürht 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 ur�sprünglich instinktive 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).  I wish to thank the Husserl Archives in Louvain for permission to cite from these manuscripts.  


�	The full quote in German is: “Das Inhaltliche ist das Ichfremde, das Gefühl ist schon ich�lich.  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 je�dem Inhalt im Inhaltszusammenhang und bei dem ganzen Zusammenhang ist das Ich füh�lendes” (Ms. C 16 V, p. 68a).


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


�	“... ist nicht Bewußtsein Funktion, ... ? Was ist also notwendig?  Es sind intentionale Erlebnisse, Erlebnisse als Funktionen, als relativ geschlossene Funktionen betrachten, sie betrachtend nachleben, neu durchleben, Akte vollziehen und sie wiederholend nachvolziehen und sich dabei befragen, was darin ‘geleistet’ wird, was für Sinne darin liegt und sich fortgestaltet, was man dabei tut und was dardurch für Sinnesleistung geleistet wird im Übergang im Übergang zu den umfassenden Zusammenhängen in der Einheit des Lebens, wie Funktionen mit Funktionen sich zur Einheit einer Funktion synthetisch tellogisch einigen, usw.” (Ms. A VI 31, p. 19a).


�	See McIntyre 1988, p. 70.


�	McIntyre also, rather surprisingly claims, noematic senses “are conceived by Husserl as intentional, not because of any relations they bear to anything else (e.g., not because they are ‘interpreted’ by someone or caused in some particular way) but simply because they are a sort of entity whose very nature is to be representational” (McIntyre 1988, p. 70).  In the Logical Investigations, however, Husserl asserts again and again that “perception is interpretation.”  He writes in explanation: “It belongs to perception that something appears within it, but 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 in a certain fashion actually experienced contents of sensation. ...  They are termed ‘appearances’ or, better, appearing contents precisely for the reason that they are contents of perceptive interpretation” (Husserl 1984, p. 762).  The doctrine, here, is that non-intentional elements--e.g., particular “contents of sensation”--become intentional through 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 interpreted, apperceived ‘in the same sense,’ ... the interpretation (Auffassung) according to this ‘sense’ is a character of experience which first constitutes ‘the being of the object for me’“ (Husserl 1984, p. 397). 


�	Given this, John Brough’s assertion that Husserl does not “claim in Ideas I or elsewhere that the object of perception is a synthesis of perspectives” is, to say the least, surprising. (Brough 1981, p. 334).  One such claim occurs in the passage cited above: “The object of consciousness ... is an intentional accomplishment of the synthesis of consciousness” (Husserl 1963, p. 80).  The view that such performances are a matter of synthesis carries over into the conception of consciousness.  For Husserl, “Consciousness--intentional experience--is inherently synthesis ... .”  In German: “Bewußtsein--intentional Erlebnis--ist in sich selbst Synthesis, zunächst kontinuierliche Synthesis, die in kontiniuerlicher totaler Deckung der Bewußtseinsphasen Einheit einer intentionalen Gegenständlichkeit in sich “konstituiert” (Ms. A VI 3, p. 12a).  It also carries over to Husserl’s conception of constitution as synthesis.  In his words: “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 III, p. 33a).  Husserl, it should be noted, does not hesitate to identify constitution with Kant’s conception of synthesis: “What is called constitution, this 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.” (Ms. B IV 12, pp. 2-3).  The reference to the ego’s constitution comes from the fact that the retentional process itself is understood as “a continuous identity synthesis” (eine kontinuierliche Synthesis der Identifikations” (Husserl 1966b, p. 168).  The same retentional process is, as we shall see, responsible for the ego’s presence as a center. 


� 	Thus Dennett’s denial of qualia also extends to the conscious subject.  He writes: “A philosopher’s zombie, you will recall, is behaviorally indistinguishable from a normal human being, but is not conscious” (Dennett 1991, p. 405).  “We’re all zombies.  Nobody is conscious” at least in the sense of having qualia (Dennett 1991, p. 406).


�	The terms are Nagel’s.  See, e.g., Nagel 1974, pp. 444-445.  


�	The addition of binocular vision adds to this effect, but is not essential as witnessed by the host of animals which do not possess it.  


�	Film directors use this fact in making the viewer see the world first from one character’s and then another’s eyes.  The director moves the camera to where the character was seen to be standing and films from this position.


�	This notion of temporal centering appears in Husserl’s C manuscripts.  He writes:  “Here, we have the first concept of the centering of the ego ..., namely, as the center that yields the sense of the temporal present that, standing in the present of time, is the present to which past and future time are sensuously related” (Ms. C III 3, p. 45b).


�	Chalmers distinguishes “awareness” from “consciousness.”  While the “awareness of information” involves “the ability to knowingly direct behavior depending on that information,” consciousness involves having “phenomenal experience” (Chalmers 1996c, p. 28).  To avoid any confusion, I have used the term “self-consciousness,” rather than “self-awareness” to designate our phenomenal self-experience.  


�	The symbolism that follows is not intended to alter Husserl’s account in any substantial way.  Its purpose is to exhibit the structure of retention, a structure that can be causally implemented in humans or machines.  The distinction between a given structure and its various possible implementations was first worked out in Husserl’s Logical Investigations in his attack against psychologism.  For an account of this see Mensch 1991, pp. 109-110.  


�	Given that the sense of pastness is simply that of not-newness, this sense is a relational one.  Structurally, it is a function of the retentions of retentions that intervene between the present retention and the original impression.  In terms of our “objective phenomenology,” this means that regarding the impression’s content through such retentions, each of which presents itself as a not new or past moment,  is grasping this content through a stretch of past time.  Similarly, if in retaining the impression, we also retain the pastness (not-newness) which is presented by the retentions of its content, then the appearance of the retained content is also the appearance of the pastness through which it is given.  


�	As such it also becomes the place of action.  In Husserl’ words: “Everything contained in the streaming streams, has the indescribable primal form of streaming ... .  But in a special way the ego is stationary and remaining, namely, it itself does not stream.  It does, however, act.  It puts forward a thesis (es setzt einen Satz), and the acting is a letting loose from itself, a primary welling up, a creative letting depart from itself of what does itself stream, namely the acts” (Ms. B III 9, pp. 10b).  He adds, a few pages later: “I act now and only now, and ‘constantly’ act.  But the ‘I act’ also constantly flows away, and constantly I have what advances towards me, which will be authorized by me” (ibid., p. 15a).  In other words, once set up as a “stationary and remaining” temporal center, the ego appears both as a point of passage from the past to the future and as the point from which time appears to well up in the present.  This welling up appears as the ego’s welling up.  It appears as an egological acting that is also a “letting loose” (aus sich Entlassen) from itself of the content-laden moments that depart into pastness.  


�	Husserl describes this structure in the following way: “A lasting and remaining primal now constitutes itself in this streaming.  It constitutes itself as a fixed form for a content that 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 continu�ity of forms that are just as fixed.  Thus, in toto, there is constituted a fixed continuum of forms 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 1, p. 11a).


�	Ms. C III 3, p. 45b.  Sometimes the “center” is called a “pole”: “I exist-I live ...  ‘I’--that means here, first of all, only the ‘primal pole’ of one’s life, one’s primal stream” (Ms. C 2 I, p. 4a).  “The central ego is the necessary ego pole of all experience and of all noematic and ontic givenness which can be legitimated by experience ...” (Ms. M III 3, XI, p. 21).  See also Husserl 1952, pp. 105, 109-110.  For an extended account of Husserl’s concept of the ego, see Mensch 1988, pp. 75-105 and Mensch 1997, pp. 61-78.


�	The extended quote here is: “The factual (das Factische) is the course of consciousness.  This holds for every case, whether or not this consciousness be sufficient for the constitution of an exact nature, i.e., our nature, and whether or not it be, as well, one which requires this. ... It is also clear, however, that appearances and, in general, the formations of consciousness must proceed in a determinate manner in order for reason to be able to univocally designate a nature within them, i.e., indicate that the nature should be placed under them.  Prior, then, to transcendental phenomenology, it is, therefore, a fact that the course of consciousness is so structured that within it a nature as a “rational” unity can constitute itself (Husserl 1956, p. 393).  In other words, without this “fact,” the constitution of nature cannot occur.


�	Husserl asks:  “What could the ego [or subject] be which has no nature facing it, an ego for whom -- if nature is not even given as something sensibly approximate and yet as a self-persisting illusion -- there would, instead, be given a mere tumult of sensations?” (Ms. K IV 2, p. 14).  In German: “was kann das Ich sein, dem keine Natur gegenübersteht und dem, wenn Natur nicht einmal als sinnlich ungefähr, aber sich durchaltender ‘schein’ gegeben ist, ein bloßen Empfindungsgewühl statt dessen gegeben wäre?”  Husserl’s answer is that the ego cannot exist without its centering environment.  As he earlier writes in the same manuscript, “a complete dissolution of the world in a ‘tumult’ [of sensations] is equivalent to the dissolution of the ego ...” (ibid., p. 10).  In German: “eine völlige Auflösung der Welt in in ein ‘Gewühle’ kommt gleich der Auflösung des Ich ... .”  


�	If we take Chalmers’ “microscopic phenomenology” as referring to these impressional contents, the question here is the same that he raises regarding the move from microscopic to “macroscopic phenomenology.”  The problem is to “try to understand a way in which macroscopic phenomenology might be constituted by these microphenomenal properties. ... We tend to think about this in terms of a physical analogy, based on the way in which microphysics adds up to macrophysics, but this many be the wrong way to think about it.  Perhaps phenomenology is constituted in a different way entirely.”  (Chalmers 1996c, p. 307).


   


�	Describing the way the intentional object is "in" consciousness, Husserl writes: "This in-consciousness is a completely unique being-in.  It is not a being-in as a real, inherent component; it is rather a being-in as something intentional ... it is a being-in as the object's immanent objective sense" (Husserl 1963, p. 80).


�	See Husserl 1984, p. 397.


�	Husserl 1976, p. 336.  When the connections are rationally motivated, then the “unitary x receives its rational positing” and has the title “actual object”  See ibid.   


�	For an account of these, see Mensch 1991, pp. 121-127.


�	Thus, as Husserl describes our grasp of a tone: “As long as the tone sounds, ... protention continually directs itself to what comes and receives it in the mode of fulfillment, hence, intentionally shapes [it].  Every primal presence is, therefore, not just content, but ‘interpreted’ content.  Primal presentation is, thus, fulfilled expectation.  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” (Ms. L I 16, p. 4a-4b).  See also ibid., pp. 5a-5b.   


�	As Husserls describes this: “... 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” (Ms. L I 15, pp. 15a-15b).  The conception of the appearing of the perceptual object is a dynamic one here.  The appearing is a continual fulfillment of the protentional reference of a preceding consciousness by a new consciousness with its new impressional data.  In German: “... 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 besasgt das aber anderes als einen eigentümlichen Modes der Intentionalität, der auf einen vorangehenden intentional zurückweist?” 


�	“Je weiter ein Ereignis fortschreitet, um so mehr bietet es in sich selbst für diferenziertere Protentionen, ‘der Stil der Vergangenheit wird in die Zukunft projiziert’. ... Der Verlauf der retentionalen Zeige bzw. der jeweilige intentiontionale Gehalt des eben auftretenden retentionalen Zeiges wirkt auf die Protention inhaltsbestimmen ein und zeichnet ihr den Sinn mit vor” (Ms. L I 15, p. 32b).   


�	This position first appears in the Logical Investigations.  Being a one-in-many is not just a feature of a species or a kind.  The same universality, Husserl claims, is also found in the senses attributed to individuals (Husserl 1984, p. 564).  The only difference is in what constitutes the “many.”   For a species, it is the individual objects falling under its notion; for an individual existent, the multiplicity of its sense is composed of the perceptual experiences through which we grasp it (ibid., p. 565).  When such experiences reveal an identical content, we grasp the object and its “fulfilling sense” (ibid., p. 56).  This is why all “real unities” are “unities of sense” (Husserl 1976, p. 120).  As the Cartesian Meditations puts this, the intentional object is present to consciousness by virtue of “being-in” it “as the object’s objective sense” (Husserl 1963, p. 80). 


�	In Husserl’s words, “The flow of immanent time constituting consciousness does not just exist, but does so in such a remarkable and yet understandable manner that a self-appear�ance of the flow occurs and, therefore, the flux itself must necessarily be grasped in its flowing. ... What is brought to appearance in the momentary actual [phrases] of con�sciousness are the same past phrases of the flow of consciousness in the series of reten�tional moments”  (Husserl 1966a, p. 83).


�	A similar function can be written to express the self-awareness occasioned by re�taining a phrase containing the successively given contents, A B C D E.  The function includes the above, that is, involves a call to it.  Its arguments are: “phrase”--e.g., A B C D E--a given “initial element”--e.g., A--and “X” which signifies the number of retentions.  The function is:


(defun phrase-retention (phrase initial-element X)


(cond ((equal nil (cdr phrase)) (Retention (- X 1) initial-element)) 


(T ( phrase-retention (cdr phrase) (cons (cadr phrase) (list initial-element)) (- X 1))))).


Here, (phrase-retention ‘(A B C D E) ‘(A) 10) yields ((((((E (D (C (B (A)))))))))).  Of the 10 retentions, five are used to retain the phrase and result in (e(d(c(b(a))))).  Five more occasion the sinking down of the phrase as a whole five further degrees of pastness. Self-awareness is inherent in this processing insofar as this algorithm is also recursive.  The third line of the algorithm calls up the initial function “phrase-retention” which means that the function processes the results of its previous operation.  Within this reprocessing there is also a call to the function “Retention,” given in our text, which also reprocesses the results of its previous operation.  


�	Strictly speaking all such data are present.  This holds not just for the machine, but also for ourselves.  As Augustine remarks, subjectively, “there are three times, a present of past things, a present of present things, a present of future things” (Augustine 1964, p. 269).  Retention gives us the first, perception (our present, momentary experience) gives the second, and anticipation gives the third.  The tagging of data represents the structure of the performances of retention and protention.


�	The use of recursive algorithms here avoids a difficulty recently raised by Van Gelder.  Noting that ““time consciousness unfolds in the very same time frame as the temporal object itself,” he asserts that computational models of pattern recognition are incapable of replicating this (Van Gelder 1996. §28).  The reason is that in computational systems the incoming “pattern is first encoded symbolically and stored in a buffer.  Only when the entire pattern has been stored in the buffer do the recognition algorithms go to work; and it is only when those algorithms have done their work that the system could be said to have any kind of awareness of the pattern as such” (§29).  If this were the case, then a computation could never replicate the process where we grasp, say, a melody as it unfolds.  A computational system would have to wait till the end of the melody to grasp it as a melody.  This difficulty, however, is more apparent than real.  What is required to avoid it is a symbolic encoding of the incoming pattern that includes its temporal unfolding.  This, however, is precisely what the symbolism of the parentheses in our algorithms represents.  As the pattern, for example, A, B, C is supplied, the machine encodes it as A, (A)B, ((A)B)C, each pair of parentheses symbolizing a retention.  The process by which it encodes a retentional chain need not be unduly extended.  Human retentional awareness is not indefinitely extended.  Normally, we retain only a few phrases of the melody before these are converted to a different, longer term memory.  As for pattern recognition, the brain also seems to have a buffer.  It scans its data every few seconds.  There is no need to repeat this human interval.  We can, for example, choose a single second interval for the machine.  With the right encoding algorithms, the ongoing advances in the speed and complexity of computation should lead to systems that exceed our ability to recognize patterns.  


�	This point has reference to Searle’s Chinese room argument.  As Chalmers writes: “... this argument equivocates between programs and implementations of those programs.  While programs themselves are syntactic objects, implementations are not: they are real physical systems with complex causal organization, with real physical causation going on inside.  In an electronic computer, for instance, circuits and voltages push each other around in a manner analogous to that in which neurons and activations push each other around.  It is precisely in virtue of this causation that implementations may have cognitive and therefore semantic properties.” (Chalmers 1996b, p. 13). 


�	It is not because, as Husserl writes, “An experience does not show itself perspectivally” (Husserl 1976, p. 88).  


�	As Dennett puts this argument, if qualia have no causal effect on the world, they have none on us insofar as we are part of the world.  But then, how could they be empirically known or reported on.  In Dennett’s words, Given that “x has no physical effects,” ... [h]ow then could there be any empirical reason to assert the presence of x?” (Dennett 1991, 402).  


�	The theory stems from C.E. Shannon (Shannon 1948).  I here follow Chalmers’ simplified version of this.  See Chalmers 1996c, pp. 278-283. 


�  	In Chalmers’ words, “Considered as an information-processing device, a thermostat has just three information states (one state leads to cooling, another to heating, and another to no action.  So the claim is that to each of these information states, there corresponds a phenomenal state.” (Chalmers 1996c, p. 293).  “Perhaps we can think of these states by analogy to our experiences of black, white, and gray: a thermostat can have an all-black phenomenal field, an all-white field, or an all-gray field.”  (ibid., p. 294). 





