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Beneath Time and Reflection: Husserl's Shadow in Michel Henry's non

Ever since The Essence of Manifestation (1963), Michel Henry's phenomenology developed itself in a tight dialogue with Husserl. This confrontation leads Henry, in 1995, to formulate the project of a « non intentional phenomenology » 2 , which finds its departure point in a quite simple question : is intentionalitythe key feature of consciousness and of lived experiences in Husserl's perspectiveable to ground itself, does it provide its own foundation ? If not, where is its condition of possibility to be found? Thus, instead of adopting a purely descriptive attitude towards intentional acts, Henry's gesture invites us to inquire into their origin and their inner ground, to submit them to a transcendental interrogation in order to discover « what ultimately makes them possible » 3 . This ambitious enterprise has known several moments since 1963 and has gone even further than the 1995 article, in Henry's latest phenomenological work, Incarnation (2000). A remarkable contribution to the debate is also brought by Material Phenomenology (1990). In order show the complexity and the incisiveness of Henry's project, it is nevertheless important to take into consideration its Husserlian background and roots. Indeed, hasn't Husserl himself explored the limits of intentionality? What is then the consistency and what is the status of the pre-(or non-) intentional in Husserl's phenomenology? Does Henry's non intentional phenomenology go entirely against Husserl, or is it, moreover, an attempt to save and justify a certain tendency that is present in Husserl's own phenomenological account of consciousness?

1

A previous version of the first half of this paper has been published in French, as the first part of « Michel

But first of all, for what reasons does Henry believe himself authorized to claim that intentionality could never find its ultimate phenomenological possibility in itself? A first element in order to answer this question is provided by the fact that intentionality designates the structure of a relationship to objects: therefore, it can very well describe and characterize the appearing of beings, but not its own appearing or its self-givenness. With this consideration, the heart of the problem has already been touched:

The question of intentionality is not that of its being but that of its appearing, and […] the question of how intentionality appears is that of knowing whether this appearing is homogeneous or identical to the appearing of beings, otherwise said, if the appearing of intentionality depends on intentionality itself. 4 This manner of questioning intentionality goes further than Heidegger's well known reproach in respect to the "indeterminacy" of the "being" of intentionality. By doing so, Heidegger's attempt to ground intentionality in a more original "transcendence", which is supposed to name its ontological ratio essendi 5 , is implicitly rejected as insufficient: for Henry, what Heidegger calls "transcendence" is equally unable to account for itself and, consequently, could not provide a satisfying foundation for intentionality. The second section of The Essence of Manifestation, baring the title "Transcendence and Immanence", has shown indeed that transcendence, understood as an act of "relating to…", can only ground itself in immanence. And Philosophy and Phenomenology of the Body, the contemporary work on Maine de Biran, has stated this in a particularly clear way:

More original than the phenomenon of transcendence, and somewhat prior to it, is the phenomenon of immanence, in which transcendence has its ultimate ontological condition of possibility. 6 This is why transcendence cannot provide the researched ground of intentionality, insofar as it does not fulfill the phenomenological requirement of being the principle of its own manifestation. Henry is fully conscious of how strong and radical this objection is when he writes: "This is the main and the strongest illusion of contemporary phenomenology: believing […] that transcendence is phenomenologically and ontologically autonomous" 7 .

Just like intentionality, transcendence requires a more original foundation. In order to accomplish it, one has to overcome the Heideggerian concern for the being of intentionality and hint instead at a deeper and more phenomenological level by interrogating its appearing, or the manner it is given to itself. And indeed, the appearing of intentionality cannot be that of beings or objects: intentionality is not an object, and supposing an intentional access to intentionality itself would necessarily lead to a regressus ad infinitum. It is why one needs to acknowledge that phenomenalisation cannot be univocal and homogeneous: "the categories that concern the how of givenness cannot be borrowed from the given itself" 8 . That is why the structure of appearing is necessarily dual, and one could not claim its unity or homogeneity, its "absolute indifference", without falling into an "ontico-phenomenological equivoque" (as Henry puts it in another famous article 9 ) that results from considering all phenomena as world-phenomena.

As we can see, the disclosure of the non intentional ground of intentionality requires the acknowledgment of the duality of appearing. Consequently, it becomes necessary to make room for a new kind of appearing, distinct from that of objects or beings, which could also be adequate for intentionality itself. Thus, it is according to the necessity of its own phenomenological foundation that intentionality reveals itself not to be the only principle of phenomenalisation; it is intentionality itself that unveils the limits of its own power of givenness, insofar as it unavoidably resists to an ontical or mundane appearing. The conclusion can therefore only be the following:

[…] intentionality is not a phenomenological concept fit to conceive intentionality. This means that intentionality does not accomplish its own revelation; the self-appearing of appearing is not the appearing of beings. 10 If there is, as shown by the case of intentionality, an appearing that is other than the ontical one, other than the appearing of beings, phenomenality can no longer be regarded as exclusively mundane or ontical, just as intentionality can no longer be the unique principle of appearing. It is thus necessary to abandon that which The Essence of Manifestation had called the "dogmatism of intentionality" 11 , dogmatism that sees in intentionality the "principle and unique criterion of phenomenality" 12 . In order to avoid this ontical drift of phenomenology, which reduces it entirely to a phenomenology of the object (and of the given, rather than of givenness), one has to face the most crucial phenomenological question, that of the appearing of appearingand, implicitly, that of the appearing of intentionality.

Husserl and the Impression as Primary Consciousness

But how could one subtract intentionality from its ontical deployment, how can one leave behind the level of objectifying intentionality? While engaging himself in such an enterprise, Henry is far from ignoring that this path has been outlined by Husserl himself: as he admits in his 1990 work, Material Phenomenology, "Husserlian phenomenology has not completely ignored the question of the self-givenness of intentionality" 13 . It is, more precisely, in his 1904-1905 Lectures on Inner Time-Consciousness, estimated by Henry as "an extraordinary text and probably the most beautiful of the century" 14 , that Husserl had attempted to go beyond objectifying intentionality by deepening the phenomenology of perception and stepping towards a phenomenology of inner time-consciousness. The question of the phenomenological origin of time had led Husserl to insist on the Urimpression as the "original source of all consciousness and all being" 15 , as an "absolute beginning", an original generation and creation without which consciousness "is nothing" 16 . Moreover, the crucial function of the Urimpression manifests, as Husserl puts it, the "enormous phenomenological difference" 17 that distinguishes it from all the other forms of consciousness (that are only its modifications or reproductions).

What is, more precisely, Husserl's goal in underlining the fact that the "primary consciousness" is an "impressional" 18 one? His polemic intention in the 1905 Lectures is to refute and avoid the derealization of time such as it inevitably occurs in the account of his master, Franz Brentano: for Brentano, the unity of (inner) time is granted by imagination, and this ultimately implies that time, outside the present moment, has no reality in itself. Quite the contrary, through his insistence on impression and on the mechanisms that allow its preservation, Husserl aims to prove that the reality of time is constantly provided and renewed. Quite remarkably, Henry's reading of the 1905 Lectures is somewhat symmetrical of Husserl's own criticism, insofar as it is driven by the same concern to avoid losing or weakening the reality of time; but instead of accepting Husserl's solutionaccording to which impression is the source of all intentionality -, Henry denounces the fact that, by inscribing impression within intentionality, Husserl destroys their difference and eventually produces the lack of reality he wanted to avoid 19 . Far from retaining the originarity of impression, its intentional recuperation can only provoke a leap into irreality.

In order to understand the reasons that lead Henry to claim that Husserl is unable to impede the relapse of phenomenological time into irreality, let us examine more thoroughly the enterprise of the 1905 Lectures. Paradoxically, it is precisely Husserl's effort to maintain the reality of the Urimpression within the perpetual flowing of time that will eventually produce what Henry estimates to be the unwanted result. The reason for this is the fact that the manner in which impression is preserved is dependent upon a first and genuine form of intentionality: namely, retention. Retention is itself an "original consciousness", for it is not an "image representation (Verbildlichung)" 20 of the past, but its intuition or its direct presentation: this is why Husserl can call it the "living horizon of the now" 21 . Husserl 
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Henry's detailed analysis of these Lectures is especially to be found in Phénoménologie matérielle (p. 30-50 in particular), but also in the conference "Phenomenological time and the living present", which is also from 1990 and was published for the first time in Auto-donation. Entretiens et conférences, Paris, Beauchesne, 2004, p. 45-62. emphasis on what distinguishes retention from commonly understood memory manifests indeed his will of preserving the impressional source of consciousness by granting to the consciousness of the past itself the characters of immediacy and intuitivity.

What is then Henry's discontent with Husserl's solution? His argument consists in asserting that, instead of preserving what is specific to impression, retention ineluctably transforms it into what it is not: that is, into intentionality. And indeed, even if he admits that time-consciousness has its genuine source in impression, Husserl does not hesitate to characterize it eventually through intentionality. It is true that the form of intentionality which is then at stake is different from object-intentionality: Husserl speaks (in § 39 of the 1905 Lectures) of a "longitudinal" intentionality in order to distinguish that which grants the unity of the stream of inner-time from the objectifying ("transversal") intentionality; but the ultimate result of this distinction, far from limiting the rights and powers of intentionality, consecrates its absolute reign. This means that even in the "obscure depths of the ultimate consciousness that constitutes the temporality of lived experiences" (as the Ideas I put it 22 ), what we find can still be described as an intentional process. Therefore, the § 85 of Ideas I can serenely state that "intentionality […] resembles to an intentional medium that ultimately carries all lived experiences, even those that are not intentional", that is, even "the sensual element that, in itself, is in no way intentional" 23 .

In the 1905 Lectures, the same universal signification is granted to intentionality when the unity of inner time-consciousness is considered to be the result of a special type of intentional constitution. Husserl is nevertheless well aware of the fact that this duplication, this splitting of intentionality risks to mask what is specific to the temporal stream of consciousness and what distinguishes it from object-intentionality; but he prefers to face this consequence rather than to attempt to get round it:

[…] it is within a unique consciousness-stream that the temporal immanent unity of the sound [that is, of the temporal object] and the unity of the stream of consciousness itself are constituted. As shocking (or even absurd at first) as it might seem to say that the stream of consciousness constitutes its own unity, this is how things stand. Furthermore, longitudinal intentionality makes it useless and pointless to question any further the appearing of the temporal stream or the way it is given: "the self-appearing of the stream does not require a second stream: as a phenomenon the stream constitutes itself" 25 ; otherwise said, the stream produces its own self-givenness. These considerations show that Husserl has clearly and directly faced the question of the appearing (or that of the self-givenness) of intentionality. But the response provided by his theory of a double intentionalityof an intentional constitution of the stream of consciousness itself, which is also the key to its appearingcannot satisfy Henry. Even if the 1905 Lectures exhibit a layer of consciousness which is deeper and more fundamental than object-intentionality, they fail to establish not only the autonomy, but also the consistency of the pre-intentional. Thus, what is held to be primordial (the impression) is finally diluted into what is only its modification (retention and longitudinal intentionality); what is constituent is reduced to what is constituted. And quite predictably, Husserl can only be disconcerted by this paradox: "the constituent and the constituted coincide, and though naturally they cannot coincide at all levels" 26 . Moreover, while submitting the stream of inner time-consciousness to a constitution that is fully intentionalin spite of the fact that its origin and source are to be found in the Urimpression -, Husserl does not only inevitably alter it, but he also produces the loss of its materiality and of its specific consistency. Even though the § 8 of the 1905 Lectures proceeds to a genuine hyletic reduction ("We will now 'unplug' all transcendent apprehension or thesis and welcome the sound as a purely hyletic given", it is here announced 27 ), the consideration of the hyletic level, that had precisely allowed revealing the Urimpression, will finally be submerged by the unexpected primacy of the "form of the stream" in respect to its matter 28 . In conclusion, quite surprisingly, the 1905 Lectures lead to a double victory which is little compatible with their departure program: that of intentionality on impression and that of form on hylé. Henry's enterprise is fundamentally driven by the wish to avoid and to repair this double loss: its aim is to recuperate both the impression and the hylé and, by doing so, to disclose the non intentional ground of intentionality. It is to this intention that responds, on one hand, the elaboration of a material phenomenology that does no longer accept the subordination of hyletics to noetics, stated by Husserl in § 86 of Ideas I. For, as Henry puts it, "when reduced to intentional noesis, the transcendental cannot truly be such, cannot act like an a priori condition of all possible experience, if this generally requires something fully different from it: sensation, impression" 29 . One can easily recognize here Henry's objection as previously encountered: in spite of the universality that Husserl grants to it far too easily, intentionality cannot be its own condition of possibility, it cannot account for its own manifestation, insofar as an irreducible difference separates the appearing of beings from its own appearing. In order to reach the foundation of intentionality, it is required to rethink the relationship between sensual ύλη and intentional μορφή. And by doing so, ύλη is no longer to be understood as a mere content, but as the authentic transcendental, as the genuine condition of possibility: "Matter", for a material phenomenology, does no longer designate the other of phenomenality, but its essence. Thus, material phenomenology is the phenomenology in a radical sense, insofar as […] it accounts for its self-givenness. 30 For Henry, the hylé does no longer have to respond to the question of meaning and to obey to the intentional morphé as sinngebend, as the privileged source of meaning. Insofar as it can account for its self-givenness, the impressional matter, the hylé, is phenomenologically autonomous. This cannot be stated, however, about intentionality itself, which, as previously seen, intrinsically depends on the pre-intentionalthat is, on impression.

From Impression to Life

On the other hand, it is legitimate to inquire, as Henry does it himself, into the "origin of the impression", and by doing so, one has eventually to acknowledge "the inescapable reference of a phenomenology of impression to a phenomenology of life" 31 , motivated by the fact that "the original appearing of impression is nothing else but that of life" 32 . But how is this referral phenomenologically justified? Henry insists on the fact that the connection between life and phenomenalization is far from being extrinsic or accidental. This means that "life is phenomenological in a primordial and fundamental sense" 33 : namely, life is the only source of phenomenalization. This means that "phenomenality has its original essence in the fact that life experiences itself in such a manner that this self-experience is the self-appearing of appearing" 34 . That is why the phenomenology of life is precisely the most radical kind of phenomenology: without life as intrinsically phenomenological, there is indeed no phenomenalization and no phenomenality. Likewise, without life, there is no intentionality: "intentionality is only possible as intentional life" 35 . To put it otherwise:

There is no intentionality, but only an intentional life. The task of a non intentional phenomenology is precisely to acknowledge the specific phenomenality of life, the pathetic self-affection that makes it possible as a life, in its radical heterogeneity to [...] intentionality. 36 The non intentional phenomenology that is here at stake can be equally characterized, as previously seen, as a material phenomenology of impression and self-affection, as a phenomenology of affectivity, but it is ultimatelyas it appears nowa phenomenology of life. Nevertheless, it is here that lays also its most considerable difficulty: if there is such heterogeneity, such an ontological and phenomenological distance between intentionality and the life that grounds it, how is this grounding relationship still possible and conceivable? Henry has certainly not avoided the question, but his attempts to solve it show precisely how delicate the conquest of the autonomy of the pre-(or non-) intentional is.

The Case of Reflection

The treatment of the question of reflection is a symptomatic example of this difficulty and will consequently allow us to prolong our inquiry into Henry's plea for a non intentional phenomenology 37 . What are the status and the consistency of reflective consciousness in respect to non-or pre-reflective consciousness? The Husserlian analyses can here as well function as a guide. We have seen that the 1905 Lectures grant a crucial role and position to the Urimpression, to the impressive consciousness within the temporal immanent stream of lived experiences, and that retention, as the intuitive (presentative) consciousness of the past, is the mechanism through which this original consciousness is preserved. Or it is precisely on the base of retention that reflection, that is, the retrospective glance that embraces the past phases of the consciousness stream, is possible. But this does not mean that the initialimpressionalphase of the stream becomes conscious only through the reflection that retention makes possible. "If it were conscious only through retention, it would be impossible to understand that which allows characterizing it as a now" 38 . Consciousness is not entirely reflective, even though reflection is the most fruitful methodological tool for its study: "the initial phase of the stream can only become an object after its passing by, thanks to retention and reflection" [START_REF] Husserl | Husserliana X : Zur Phänomenologie des inneren Zeitbewusstsein[END_REF] .

The Ideas I reaffirm the crucial role of reflection for the phenomenological analysis by stating (in § 77) that "the phenomenological method operates entirely throughout reflective acts" [START_REF] Husserl | Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosophie[END_REF] . Nevertheless, the methodological importance of reflection does not involve that lived experiences are conscious only thanks to reflective acts: "Every I has (erlebt) its lived experiences. […] He lives them: this does not mean: he has them 'under his eye' " [START_REF] Husserl | Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosophie[END_REF] .

Reflection is by its own nature a modification of lived experiences, and this implies that, when examining consciousness, we will eventually reach a level of "absolutely non reflective lived experiences" which are ultimately "impressions (Impressionen)" 42 . But in spite of this, reflection remains crucial and indispensable for the phenomenological analysis of consciousness, and this epistemological function is due especially to the fact that it is only through reflection that the lived experiences will appear as belonging to the intentional life of one and the same I. This is why the I is always a reflection-I: there is no such egological dimension in the purely impressional consciousness. Thus, a tension emerges from the collision and concurrence between the necessity to acknowledge the pre-reflective (and the pre-intentional) constitution of the I in its full consistency and autonomy, and the teleology of knowledge in which the pre-reflective and the pre-intentional are always eventually inscribed.

What is Henry's position in respect to Husserl's view on the role of reflection? The manner in which Husserl grounds in reflection both the certainty of the I and the belonging relationship that connects its lived experiences to it is clearly unacceptable to him. As he does in the case of intentionality, Henry firmly stresses the distance and the heterogeneity between reflection and the pre-reflective life:

Each time when, through a reflectionmay it be natural or transcendental reflection -, conscious thought tries to grasp life and have an intuitive knowledge of it […], it is not the reality of life in its ''original presence'' that it discovers, but only the empty spot of its absence. 43 Manifestly, when Henry denies that life could be grasped through reflection, his aim is to take into account more seriously the fact that life constitutes itself before reflection. Just like intentionality, reflection cannot properly designate the self-appearing of life, the selfgivenness of lived experiences. The claim that reflection, as necessarily derived and posterior, cannot grant an access to a life that is pre-reflective in itself, leads Herny to finally challenge the role and status of retention itself (which, as previously seen, was regarded by Husserl as the intermediary link between impression and reflection). Retention is therefore no longer seen as a necessary mediation, but as the first fatal alienation of impressionthat is, as the irremediable loss of the original consciousness. But once again, this manner of deepening the distances produces the same difficulty: how is the constitution of the stream of consciousness to be analyzed and described, if all the modifications of impression are rejected? For the stream cannot simply consist in impressions: the life of consciousness is not a perpetual present or a mere actuality. It is though into such a Cartesian vision of consciousness that Henry unavoidably leaps, especially when he follows Husserl's identification of the original Zeitbewusstsein to a "feeling (Empfinden)" 44 . This indication is taken indeed very seriously: impressional consciousness is not a reflective consciousness but, precisely, an affective one, whose essence is self-affection, that is, a form of self-experience prior to all reflection. This rejection of reflection, however, has a heavy price, insofar as, in this fashion, no form of inactuality of consciousness is any longer conceivable: what becomes then of inner temporality itself? Is there still room for something like a stream of consciousness? For the stream of lived experiences, as Husserl puts it in the Ideen I, "can never consist in mere actualities (das Erlebnisstrom kann nie aus lauter Aktualitäten bestehen)" 45 . As temporal, consciousness is necessarily also inactual in a way. What is then the consistency of its relationship to the past and to the future, knowing that neither the past nor the future are accessible through impression? What can then replace the function of reflection, which, for Husserl, grants the fact that even inactual lived experiences can still be perceived or at least are "ready to be perceived (wahrnehmungsbereit)" 46 ? But perhaps it is the connection between temporality and consciousness itself that has been too easily taken for granted in Husserl's phenomenology. This suspicion expresses, in my view, the ultimate level of Henry's critical reading of Husserl. In the preparation notes for L'essence de la manifestation that were recently edited 47 , it becomes apparent to what extent Henry has questioned precisely the manner Husserl thinks the I in the horizon of time: for the author of Ideen I, indeed, the unity of egological life and the unity of immanent temporality are one and the same. For Henry, instead, the unity of the I is not the unity of time but the unity of life itself: it is within life or as living that the I is given to itself in the first place. Time does not come before, but after the I: the I does not raise from the reflective unification of immanent time, but it is time that is not unified unless it is lived by the I. This also explains why reflection, insofar as it necessarily deploys itself in the element of time, cannot be the primary experience and occurrence of the I.

It is thus towards an immanence deeper than that of inner time that Henry aims to lead the phenomenological analysis of lived experiences through both the criticisms of intentionality and of reflection. In this manner, the ambition of his project of a non intentional phenomenology reveals itself in all its magnitude: its ultimate objective is to question and untie the connection between inner experience and time experience. The claim that underlies such an attempt is that life is not essentially temporal: time is only a worldly, outer adjunction to life and does not belong to its intimate essence. The challenge will then be to provide a non temporal description and comprehension of the inner affective dynamics of life. Whether Henry's solutionaccording to which the affective modulations of life, while undoubtedly forming a unified series, can distinguish themselves from one another only through their valence, independently from their temporal position 48 is a viable one, is a question that would undoubtedly require an autonomous inquiry.
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