- e >

Also available as a printed book
see title verso for ISBN details






Systems



Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings

‘This immensely useful volume makes it possible for readers to get a substantial and
comprehensive knowledge of Sartrean philosophy. It is a remarkable achievement.’
Hazel E. Barnes, University of Colorado at Boulder

‘... this is a worthwhile and illuminating book.’
Baroness Mary Warnock

‘... brings together just the right texts, ordered in the right way, to draw the student
into Sartre.’
John J. Compton, Emeritus Professor of Philosophy, Vanderbilt University

‘Stephen Priest’s succinct, analytical introductions are invaluable . . . a wide-ranging
collection of extracts.’
Christina Howells, Wadham College, Oxford

Jean-Paul Sartre is one of the most famous philosophers of the twentieth century. The
principal founder of existentialism, a political thinker and famous novelist and dramatist,
his work has exerted enormous influence in philosophy, literature, politics and cultural
studies. Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings is the first collection of Sartre’s key
philosophical writings and provides an indispensable resource for all students and
readers of his work. Stephen Priest’s clear and helpful introductions set each reading
in context, making the volume an ideal companion for those coming to Sartre’s writings
for the first time.

A key feature of the anthology is that it includes the full text of Sartre’s famous
Existentialism and Humanism.

The selections are from:
Existentialism and Humanism
Being and Nothingness
Transcendence of the Ego
The Psychology of Imagination
What is Literature?

Search for a Method
Notebooks for an Ethics

The Family Idiot

Critique of Dialectical Reason

Stephen Priest is Reader in Philosophy at the University of Edinburgh and a Visiting
Scholar of Wolfson College, Oxford. He is the author of The British Empiricists,
Theories of the Mind, Merleau-Ponty and The Subject in Question and also editor of

Hegel's Critique of Kant.






Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings

Edited by
Stephen Priest

SIS

o o
> m
3 N
_A/o G‘O

& Franc®

London and New York



First published 2001
by Routledge
11 New Fetter Lane, London EC4P 4EE

Simultaneously published in the USA and Canada
by Routledge
29 West 35th Street, New York, NY 10001

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group
This edition published in the Taylor & Francis e-Library, 2001.
© 2001 Stephen Priest

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in
any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter
invented, including photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or
retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publishers.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data
Sartre, Jean-Paul, 1905-80
[Selections. English, 2000]
Jean-Paul Sartre : basic writings / [edited by] Stephen Priest.
p. cm.
Includes bibliographical references.
1. Existentialism. I. Priest, Stephen. II. Title.
B2430.S31 P75 2000
194-dc21 00-056017

ISBN 0-415-21367-3 (hbk)

ISBN 0-415-21368-1 (pbk)

ISBN 0-203-12964-4 Master e-book ISBN
ISBN 0-203-17972-2 (Glassbook Format)



Contents

Acknowledgements

1 Sartre in the world
2 Existentialism

3 Phenomenology
4 Imagination and emotion
5 Being

6 Nothingness

7 The self

8 Temporality

9 Freedom

10 Responsibility

11 Bad faith

12 Others

13 Psychoanalysis
14 Writing

15 The work of art
16 Politics

Bibliography

vii

20

58

89
106
135
148
163
177
191
204
221
244
258
289
300

334






Acknowledgements

The editor and the publishers wish to thank the following for permission to use
copyright material:

Jean-Paul Sartre, Existentialism and Humanism; translation and introduction by Philip
Mairet. First published in Great Britain in 1948 by Methuen, now Methuen Publishing
Limited, 215 Vauxhall Bridge Road, London SW1V 1EJ. All rights reserved.

Jean-Paul Sartre, Esquisse d’une théorie des émotions (Sketch for a theory of the
emotions). Copyright © 1939. Paris, Hermann.

Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness, translated and with an introduction by
Hazel E. Barnes, 1956. Used by permission of the Philosophical Library, New York
and International Thomson Publishing Services.

“The Cogito As Reflective Consciousness” from “the [ and the Me” from Transcendence
of the Ego: an Existentialist Theory of Consciousness by Jean-Paul Sartre, translated
and annotated with an introduction by Forrest Williams and Robert Kirkpatrick.
Copyright © 1960, The Noonday Press, Inc., New York. Reprinted by permission of
Farrar, Straus and Giroux, LLC.

Jean-Paul Sartre, The Psychology of Imagination. Copyright © 1948. Reprinted by
permission of Philosophical Library Inc. and International Thomson Publishing Services.

Jean-Paul Sartre, What is Literature?; translated from French by Bernard Frechtman.
Copyright © 1950, Methuen. Used by permission of the Philosophical Library, New
York and International Thomson Publishing Services.

Jean-Paul Sartre, Search for a Method (New York: Vintage Books, 1963). Originally
published in French as “Questions de Méthode” in Critique de la Raison Dialectique,



viii  Acknowledgements

Vol. 1. Copyright © 1960 by Editions Gallimard. Reprinted by permission of Georges
Borchardt, Inc. and by permission of Alfred A. Knopf, a Division of Random House,
Inc.

Jean-Paul Sartre, Notebooks for an Ethics, translated by David Pellauer. Reprinted by
permission of The University of Chicago Press.

Gustave Flaubert, The Family Idiot. Reprinted by permission of The University of
Chicago Press.

Jean-Paul Sartre, Critique of Dialectical Reason, Vol. 1: Theory of Practical Ensembles,
translated by Alan Sheridan Smith. London: Verso, 1991.

Every effort has been made to trace all the copyright holders, but if any have been
inadvertently overlooked the publishers will be pleased to make the necessary

arrangement at the first opportunity.



1 Sartre in the world

Stephen Priest

Liberty, Equality, Fraternity

Jean-Paul Sartre (1905-80) is one of the greatest French thinkers. A
polemical and witty essayist, a metaphysician of subjectivity, a political activist,
a revolutionary political theorist, a humanistic novelist, a didactic playwright,
his genius lies in his powers of philosophical synthesis and the genre-
breaching breadth of his imagination.

In the 1970s, the French journalist Michel Rybalka delivered a lecture on
Sartre which divided his intellectual development into three stages: liberty,
equality and fraternity. The three concepts of the slogan of the French
revolutionaries of 1789 were used to denote three kinds of philosophy which
Sartre endorsed: existentialism, from the mid-1930s, Marxism, increasingly
from the Second World War, and anarchism, in the last few years before he
died in 1980.

Rybalka’s threefold taxonomy is too neat, too clean and, however
appealing, it is an over simplification. The adult Sartre was always an
existentialist, a practitioner of that style of philosophising which addresses
the fundamental problems of human existence: death, anxiety, political,
religious and sexual commitment, freedom and responsibility, the meaning
of existence itself. It follows that Sartre remained an existentialist during his
long Marxist phase and during his final overtly anarchist phase.

Sartre’s existentialism was never a pure existentialism. One of his
outstanding philosophical syntheses is the fusing of existentialism with
phenomenology. The Moravian, German-speaking philosopher Edmund
Husserl (1859-1938) and his Austrian teacher, the psychologist and
philosopher Franz Brentano (1838-1917), are the founders of
phenomenology. Phenomenology is the attempt to explain the possibility of
all knowledge, including philosophy, by describing the content and structure
of consciousness. It was Husserl’s hope that this partly Cartesian and
partly Kantian project would place all knowledge on indubitable and
incorrigible foundations. Husserlian phenomenology is Cartesian because
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2 Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings

it shares with Descartes the ambition of methodically exposing pre-
conceptions and grounding knowledge in certainty. It is Kantian because it
shares with the German idealist philosopher Immanuel Kant (1724—-1804)
the ‘transcendental’ ambition of showing how all knowledge is possible
(notably in his Critique of Pure Reason, 1781 and 1787).

The Danish protestant theologian Sgren Kierkegaard (1813-59) and the
German atheistic nihilist Friedrich Nietzsche (1844—-1900) are considered
the initiators of existentialism. _ are
explored in the works of the Russian novelist Fydor Dostoievski (1821-81).
His Notes From the Underground (1864) particularly anticipates Sartrean
themes.

Sartre was not alone or wholly original in marrying phenomenology and
existentialism into a single philosophy. Phenomenology had already
undergone the profound transformation into ‘fundamental ontology’ at the
hands of the German philosopher Martin Heidegger in his large, ifincomplete,
1927 masterwork, Being and Time (Sein und Zeit). The book is an
examination of what it means.. especially as this is disclosed through
one’s own existence (Dasein). The 1945 synthesis of phenomenology and
existentialism in Phenomenology of Perception (Phénoménologie de la
Perception) by Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Sartre’s philosophical friend and
political antagonist, follows hard on the heels of Sartre’s own 1943 synthesis,
Being and Nothingness (I’Etre et le Néant), with which it is partly inconsistent.
Sartre’s existentialism, like that of Merleau-Ponty, is ‘existential
phenomenology’. Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1908-61) offers a phenomenology
of the body which eschews mind—body dualism, reductivist materialism
and idealism. He influenced Sartre politically and collaborated in editing
Les Temps Modernes but broke with Sartre over what he saw as the latter’s
‘ultrabolshevism’.!

Sartre’s Marxism was never a pure Marxism. Not only did he never join
the PCF (Parti Communiste Frangais), the second massive synthesis of his
philosophical career was the fusion of Marxism with existentialism. The
large 1960 first volume of Critique of Dialectical Reason (Critique de la
Raison Dialectique 1) is an attempt to exhibit existentialist philosophy and
Marxist political theory as not only mutually consistent but as mutually
dependent: as dialectically requiring one another for an adequate
understanding of human reality. This neo-Hegelian - philosophy
promises us all the intellectual apparatus we need to understand the direction
of history and the unique human individual in their complex mutual
constitution. The German idealist philosopher G. W. F. Hegel (1770-1831)
thought that philosophical problems could be exhibited as apparent
contradictions that could be relieved, overcome or ‘synthesised’
(aufgehoben). Hence, for example, human beings are both free and causally


user
Highlight

user
Highlight

user
Underline

user
Underline

user
Highlight

user
Highlight

user
Highlight

user
Highlight

user
Highlight

user
Highlight

user
Highlight


Sartre in the world 3

determined, both mental and physical, social and individual, subjective and
objective, and so on; not one to the exclusion of the other. ‘Synthetic’ or
‘totalising’ philosophy shows seemingly mutually exclusive views to be not
only compatible but mutually necessary.?

Sartre’s Marxism is a ‘humanistic’ Marxism. His faith in Marxism as the
most advanced philosophy of human liberation is tempered by his
awareness of the crushing of the aspirations of the human individual by
actual Marxism in, for example, the Soviet collectivisation of the farms and
purges of the 1930s and 1940s, the supression of the Hungarian uprising
of 1956, the decades of atrocities in the Soviet Gulag, the ending of the
Prague Spring in 1968. Like the Austrian philosopher Karl Popper, Sartre
does not think the oppression of the individual by communism is only a
problem of political practice.® He thinks Marxist political theory is flawed.
Unlike Popper however, he seeks to humanise Marxist theory rather than
reject it utterly. Also unlike Popper, he thinks the neglected resources for a
theory of the freedom of the individual can be found within the early writings
of Marx himself. The young Marx is to be construed as a kind of proto-
existentialist.

The putative synthesis of existentialism and Marxism is extraordinarily
ambitious. Some of the most fundamental and intractable problems of
metaphysics and the philosophy of mind are obstacles to that synthesis.
Classical Marxism is determinist and materialist. Sartre’s existentialism is
libertarian and phenomenological. Marxism includes a theory of history with
prescriptive prognoses for the future. Existentialism explores agency in a
spontaneous present which bestows only a derivative existence on past
and future. Marxism is a social theory in which the class is the subject and
object of change. In existentialism individuals do things and things are
done to individuals. Marxism has pretensions to be a science. Existentialism
regards science as part of the very problem of dehumanisation and
alie-

Despite the fact that Sartre’s overt anarchism emerges only at the end of
his life — it is mainly professed in a series of interviews with his then secretary
Benny Lévy for the magazine Le Nouvel Observateur — Sartre also claimed
in the 1970s that he had always been an anarchist.

Anarchism is the theory that the abolition of the state is both possible and
desirable. It is true that Sartre was a figure who increasingly challenged
authority, especially the authority of the state; from the mocking of bourgeois
values in the 1938 novel Nausea (La Nausée), through the support for the
Algerian and Cuban rebels in the 1950s and early 1960s, and a host of
other left-wing or anti-colonial causes, to his hawking of Maoist newsheets
on the streets of Paris in the early 1970s. Sartre never wrote a philosophical
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4 Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings

synthesis of anarchism and the other philosophies he espoused. Rather,
his_anarchism is_in_his_behaviour.

Sartre lost patience with communism after the failure of the May 1968
riots to develop into a revolutionary overthrow of French capitalism. He penned
the tract Les Communistes ont peur de la révolution (The Communists are
Afraid of Revolution) to condemn what he saw as the betrayal of the revolution
by the PCF. His acceptance of the editorship of La Cause du Peuple (The
People’s Cause) and other Maoist papers was his last significant Marxist
gesture. In the 1970s he struggled to learn the political stance of his young
revolutionary colleagues who sometimes viewed the ageing writer with mirth
or contempt.

Despite these complexities, there is something profoundly apposite about
Rybalka’s use of liberty, equality, fraternity to denote Sartre’s existentialism,
Marxism and anarchism. The doctrine that human beings have an

s
essential to Sartre’s existentialism. We are the beings who choose what we
are. In Marxism, equality is not only a value, it is the core political value: the
value upon which other values depend. In anarchism, fraternity makes social
harmony in the absence of the power of the state possible. Ordinary human
friendships do not need to be sustained by police, army, courts or taxation
and this is a clue to the fact that society without the state is possible.

It could be that existentialism, Marxism and anarchism are not mutually
consistent. If philosophical problems need to be solved to show their
compatibility, then this applies equally to the slogan of the French revolution
of 1789. Arguably the history of the Westernised world since the 1790s has
conspicuously included the attempt to reconcile the competing claims of
liberty, equality and fraternity. If that is right, the avid reception of Sartre’s
works worldwide becomes more comprehensible.

Sartre, then, is a synthesiser. It is not unusual for the greatness of a
philosopher to consist in being a synthesiser. Plato reconciled the static,
rationalist, monist world-picture of Parmenides with the pluralistic, empirical,
process ontology of Heraclitus. Descartes, wrote his dualist philosophy to
reconcile the medieval theological world picture he had inherited, with the
findings of the new physical science.* Kant, consciously if messily,
synthesised the continental rationalism of Descartes, Leibniz and Spinoza
with the British empiricism of Hobbes, Locke, Berkeley and Hume. Marxism,
as Lenin pointed out, is a meeting of French socialism, British economics,
and German philosophy. Sartre’s syntheses of phenomenology and
existentialism in the 1940s and existentialism with Marxism from the late
1950s take their place with these others in the history of philosophy. They
are at least as philosophically significant as the synthesis of psychoanalysis
and Marxism of his German-American contemporary, the Frankfurt School
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Sartre in the world 5

radical Herbert Marcuse, who was so much more influential than Sartre in
the événements of May '68.5

Who was Sartre?

He was born Jean-Paul Charles Aymard Sartre on 21st June 1905, in Paris.
His naval officer father died of a tropical disease the following year and so
Sartre was brought up by his doting mother and rather austere maternal
grandparents. His grandfather, Charles Schweitzer (who was the uncle of
Albert Schweitzer the famous Protestant theologian) dominated the
household. Paradoxically, he treated Sartre as an adult and Sartre’s mother
as a child.

Sartre was allowed no friends of his own age so he sought the
companionship of the books in his grandfather’s large library. Educated at
home by Charles until he was eleven, Sartre attended a string of Lycées
until intellectual and personal liberation came in the form of admittance to
the Ecole Normale Supérieure in 1924.

It was at the Ecole Normale that Sartre met his lifelong companion and
lover Simone de Beauvoir (1908-86). She was to become the brilliant feminist
existentialist author of Le Deuxieme Sexe (The Second Sex), (1948) many
philosophical novels, and the most significant work of existentialist ethics:
Pour Une Morale de L’Ambiguité (For a Morality of Ambiguity) (1944). The
mutual influence of de Beauvoir and Sartre is immense. They tested their
ideas against each other. Their relationship seems to have allowed of a
frankness extremely rare between two human beings.®

It was usually in the company of de Beauvoir that Sartre travelled abroad.
At first just for holidays, later at the invitation of political leaders, Sartre
visited between the 1930s and 1980s Spain, England, Germany, Austria,
Czechoslovakia, Swizterland, Greece, Morocco, Algeria, Norway, Iceland,
Scotland, Ireland, China, Italy, Yugoslavia, Cuba, the USA, Russia, Brazil
and Japan. Some countries he visited more than once. He met Tito in
Yugoslavia, Breznef in Russia and Castro in Cuba, as well as the Chinese
communist leadership.

Sartre’s literary and philosophical output is immense. What enabled him
to write so much was a combination of a naturally strong physical constitution,
high motivation, an extremely efficient writing routine, and the intermittent
abuse of amphetamine tablets which increased his production, if not his
coherence.

Sartre suffered problems with his eyes. In 1909 he caught a cold which
led to a leucoma in his right eye and strabism. Henceforth, he had hardly
any vision left in that eye and was left with the distinctive squint which would
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6  Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings

be exploited with ruthless hilarity by political cartoonists when he became a
world figure. In the 1970s he went blind. Fortunately, by 1975 (when he was
seventy) he felt able to claim in an interview ‘I have said everything | had to
say’ (Life/Situations, p. 20). Although Sartre sometimes suffered from the
symptoms of stress he was blessed with great physical and intellectual
stamina.

Many conjectures could be made about his motivation to write. Perhaps
in his solitary childhood his early reading and writing was a substitute for
the human conversation and playful childhood interchanges that were denied
him. Certainly, the release from his grandfather’s orderly study into the
comparative chaos of the world fascinated him. The contrast motivates his
existentialism and perhaps his later socialism. Perhaps he wrote because
of the excitement of realising he could write. It is certain that he hated his
childhood and much of his writing is writing against it.

Sartre’s writing routine was as follows: at 8.30 am he got up. From 9.30
am to 1.30 pm he would write. (Four hours in the morning and four hours in
the evening, that was his only rule.) From 2.00—4.00 pm he would lunch in a
café such as Les Deux Magots or Café Flore on Boulevard Saint Germaine,
La Coupoule in Montparnasse or Les Trois Mousquetaires on the Avenue
de Maine, perhaps work there on some writing but certainly meet friends for
conversation. Before 5.00 pm he would walk home and the second four-
hour stretch of writing would be from 5.00-9.00 pm. At 9.00 pm he would
typically walk to Simone de Beauvoir’s flat and they would talk and listen to
music. Sartre would be asleep by 12.30 am and, in the morning, would
breakfast in a local café, between 8.30 and 9.30 am. The apropriately named
La Liberté on the corner of rue de la Gaité and Boulevard Edgar Quinet was
his favourite for breakfast. He would not overeat. Although he drank plenty of
black coffee and smoked excessively, he drank very little alcohol. His social
life took place in the afternoons. Three o’clock in the afternoon, he thought,
was too late to finish anything and too late to start anything. The first volume
of the Critique of Dialectical Reason was written at three times the normal
speed because Sartre took twenty amphetamine tablets per day to finish it.
Although he was physically strong, or perhaps partly because of it, Sartre
took little care of his body. Sport bored him. He was happy to abuse his body
to accelerate his written output.

Sartre never owned a house or an apartment. For long stretches he
would rent rooms in hotels. Indeed, his personal possessions were few:
modest clothes, cigarettes, writing materials. When money came, say from
Gallimard, he would carry all of it as a wad of banknotes in his wallet donating
it copiously to friends or worthy causes. Michel Rybalka reports that on
arriving to interview Sartre about Critique of Dialectical Reason they had to
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Sartre in the world 7

walk to a local bookshop to buy a copy. The interview was hard to conduct.
Sartre wanted to know all about the role of the committed journalist.

The Second World War is the most decisive turning point of Sartre’s
intellectual career. Before the war, Sartre was an individualist in theory and
practice. His philosophy and literature treated human subjects as atomic
agents. Although he spent 1933—4 in Germany studying phenomenology,
he seems to have been oblivious to the Nazi rise to power, with the exception
of noting that the communists had gone underground in Berlin. Despite the
anti-Fascist sentiments of ‘The Wall’ and ‘Childhood of a Leader’, and despite
his mocking cynicism towards the middle classes in Nausea, his own life
remained that of an essentially apolitical writer of growing reputation. Some
of his friends joined the Popular Front but he did not. Nor did he show any of
the overt political commitment to the republicans in the Spanish Civil War
(1936-9) that motivated so many left-wing intellectuals in Europe and the
USA, if not to fight, then at least to write. During the 1938 Munich crisis he
was a pacifist. When war comes in September 1939 he is anti-Nazi but for
the nationalist reason that France could be invaded; a reason he would later
regard as embarrassingly inadequate. The Sartre of the 1930s had no
developed political consciousness. Sartre’s immediate impact in the post-
war period was still not as a Marxist but as the world leader of the philosophical
vogue called ‘Existentialism’.

On Monday 29th October 1945 in Le Club Maintenant (‘The Now Club’) at
8 rue Jean Goujon, Sartre delivered his lecture L’Existentialisme est un
Humanisme. This title is usually translated into English as ‘Existentialism
and Humanism’ but the literal rendering is ‘Existentialism is a Humanism’,
meaning that Existentialism is a kind of humanist philosophy. Sartre
expressed regret that this short text, delivered without notes, came to be
taken as an authoritive guide to his thought. He also felt uncomfortable with
the label ‘Existentialist’. Even as Existentialism flourished in the cafés,
theatres and bars in a way that exceeded the popularity of Henri Bergson’s
philosophy after the First World War, Sartre’s serious commitment was to
revolutionary Marxism.

What was it about the Second World War which turned Sartre the naive
individualist into Sartre the political figure? In an interview late in his life he
says of being called up for military service in September 1939 that this was
what made him suddenly realise that he was a social being. He spent the
‘phoney war’, September 1939-May 1940, in the meterological corps of the
French army, on the militarily ineffectual Maginot Line, taking the opportunity
to make copious notes that would much later be Les Carnets de la Dréle de
Guerre (War Diaries) (1983). The diaries anticipate themes in Being and
Nothingness. It was his capture by the Wehrmacht on 21st June 1940, along
with thousands of other French soldiers, and his incarceration in a prisoner-
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of-war camp in Triers that made Sartre realise that he was subject to political
forces and needed to take political action. On his escape in March 1941 he
helped found the resistance group Socialisme et Liberté.

It could be that the experience of the 1939-45 war left Sartre with two
enduring models or attitudes for his politics in the period 1945-80. The Nazi
occupation of France provided him with a stark contrast between oppressor
and oppressed. It seemed so obviously right to side with democracy,
socialism and France against the violent totalitarianism of the invader (even
if, for many of Sartre’s contemporaries, collaboration or passive
acquiescence was a more prudent strategy). This clean distinction between
the rights of the oppressed and the wrongs of the oppressors is a moral
distinction that informs nearly all his post-war political commitments. The
French state and the Algerian people, the Batista regime and the Cuban
rebels, the USA and the Viethamese communists, the Franco regime in
Madrid and the ETA separatists, German business and government and the
Baader Meinhof gang, the Renault management and the striking car workers:
in each case Sartre unquestioningly divides political antagonists into
oppressor and oppressed, immoral and moral. The Nazi occupying forces
and the French resistance are the prototype for these clashes of Good and
Evil.

The other enduring political attitude bequeathed to Sartre by the Second
World War was an immense sympathy for the Soviet Union. In their café
arguments in the 1950s Sartre would allow himself to criticise Soviet policy,
but if Albert Camus or Maurice Merleau-Ponty joined him he would spring to
the Soviet Union’s defence. It was not just the fact that the Soviet Union was
the most effective antidote to Nazism in the period 1941-5, it was also that,
in Sartre’s eyes, the communist French resistance seemed so much more
effective than the Gaullist, pro-Western, French resistance in killing Germans
and sabotaging the Nazi military economy. His admiration for the communist
resistance fighters was immense. In himself he felt ashamed and
inadequate: ashamed of his bourgeois upbringing, ashamed of his
privileged education and lifestyle, ashamed of his political and military
ineffectiveness as an intellectual rather than a fighter.

Indeed, it was mainly by writing that he resisted. In January 1943 he
joined the Comité National des Ecrivains and in 1944 started writing for the
resistance paper Combat. He staged the politically didactic Bariona in the
Stalag and Les Mouches (The Flies) in Paris in 1943, the descent of the flies
onto Argos being a barely concealed allegory for the Nazi occupation of
France. In September 1944 Sartre formed the editorial committee for the
socialist literary, political and philosophical review Les Temps Modernes. In
1945 he declined the Légion d’honneur.
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Sartre entered the Second World War young but emerged middle aged.
He was thirty-four when it began in 1939 and forty when it ended in 1945, so
it was the mature Sartre who was the socialist Sartre.

The Sartre that emerged from the 1945 conflict was increasingly a Marxist,
an eloquent and committed revolutionary who felt a duty to speak out for the
dispossessed of the world, a mass media critic of French colonialism in
Indo-China and Algeria, the Batista regime in Cuba, the treatment of the
Basques in Spain, and the American involvement in Vietnam. His serious
theoretical works were increasingly political works, from the June 1946
essay ‘Materialism and Revolution’ (Materialisme et Révolution in Les Temps
Modernes) through the massive first volume of Critique of Dialectical Reason
(1960) and its prefatory Questions of Method (Questions de Méthode) until
his final loss of patience with Marxism in the aftermath of '68. In October
1948 his works were placed on the prohibited list of the Catholic church. A
perennial irritant to the Gaullist government and a communist ‘fellow
traveller’, Sartre always eschewed formal membership of the Parti
Communiste Frangais, which he criticised as doctrinally fixed, inauthentic
and too far to the right. In February 1948 Sartre joined in the attempt to form
a coalition of left-wing political parties, the Rassemblement Démocratique
Révolutionaire (RDR) but this proved a failure when the PCF left. In January
1950 Sartre and Merleau-Ponty jointly condemned the Soviet Gulag system.
Nevertheless, Sartre worked closely with the PCF, for example over the
Henri Martin affair, until the Soviet crushing of the Hungarian uprising of
1956 which he condemned in the November of that year. In the same month
he condemned the Anglo—French invasion of Egypt in the Suez Crisis.

The post-war Sartre was willing to take risks. From January 1955 Les
Temps Modernes officially condemned French rule in Algeria and Sartre
spoke out at press conferences and at demonstrations. On 19th July 1961
Sartre’s rented accommodation at 42 rue Bonaparte was bombed, probably
by pieds noirs appalled by his urging the French to withdraw from Algeria. On
7th January of the following year it was bombed again, so he moved to an
appartment on Quai Blériot. That was bombed too so he had to move to 222
boulevard Raspail. During the Cuban missile crisis of 1963 Sartre pleaded
with the Soviet government not to give in to American pressure to withdraw
their weapons from Cuban soil. Regarded by many as irresponsible
behaviour in a world on the brink of nuclear holocaust, this for Sartre was an
authentic political act.

In 1964 Sartre was offered the Nobel Prize for Literature but refused it,
adding that he would also have declined the Lenin Prize had it been offered
him. Authentic writing is not subject to an authority with the power to grant or
withhold prizes.
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From July 1966 Sartre sat on the International Wars Crimes Tribunal
formed by Bertrand Russell to investigate U S military actions in Vietnam.
He condemned US involvement in south east Asia at the tribunal’s press
conferences in 1967, taking the chair at the Stockholm session of 2nd— 10th
May. On 19th December 1969 he condemned the My Lai killings, on French
television.

In the événements of May 1968 Sartre’s aim, like that of the Marxists,
situationists and anarchists, was to turn the demonstrations and strikes of
the trades union and student movements into the revolutionary overthrow of
French capitalism. Taking to the streets with the students and workers amidst
tear-gas, flying paving-stone fragments and CRS baton charges, he urged
them to revolutionary violence. He was interviewed by Daniel CohnBendit
on Radio Luxembourg on 11th May and addressed the crowd at the Sorbonne
on the 20th. One of the slogans daubed on walls was ‘Pouvoir a
I'Imagination’, ‘Power to the Imagination’. When capitalism was not
overthrown and the Gaullist government did not fall, he publicly held the PCF
responsible in a July interview in the German magazine Der Spiegel, and
despaired of it as a genuinely revolutionary movement.

In April 1970, when the two young editors of the Maoist paper La Cause
du Peuple were arrested, Sartre took over their editorial role and spoke in
their defence at their trial on 27th May. Distributing the paper in the street he
was bundled into a police van and arrested. However, De Gaulle soon had
him released, explaining that one does not imprison Voltaire. From October
1970 to the following April he actively supported the long strike by Renault
car workers, being finally ejected from the Renault factory by police on 14th
April 1972 and being present at the burial of the Renault worker Pierre
Overney on 14th March.

From 1972 Sartre’s sympathies were increasingly anarchist. This
emerges in the series of interviews conducted by Benny Lévy and Philippe
Gavi, which began in the November. Nineteen seventy-two also saw the
height of the Baader Meinhof gang’s violent attempts to destroy capitalist
hegenomy over the Third World. When its leading members were caught,
tried and imprisoned by the West German government Sartre gave an
interview to Der Spiegel urging their release, and visited Andreas Baader in
Stammheim jail on 4th December 1974. When Baader and other gang
members died in prison, Sartre insisted that they had been murdered by the
authorities. In 1976 he led the campaign to release Mikhail Stern from political
imprisonment in the Soviet Union.

In 1978-9 Sartre devoted his remaining political energies to speaking
out on behalf of Viethamese refugees and to trying to further the Arab—
Israeli peace process. He had, he said, many good friends on both sides of
that conflict.
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Sartre fell into unconsciousness on 13th April 1980 and died at 9.00 pm
on the 15th in Broussais hospital. He had arterial blockages which affected
the functioning of his lungs and kidneys. Tens of thousands filled the streets,
following the funeral cortege to Montparnasse cemetery on the 19th.

Sartre’s works

Sartre’s oeuvre oscillates between fact and fiction and ends as a synthesis
of the two. His juvenalia are literary; already at thirteen years of age he was
penning a novel about Goetz von Berlichingen. Five years later his ‘L’Ange
du Morbide’ and ‘Jesus la Chouette’ appear in La Revue Sans Titre in 1923.
Itis just over a decade later, on his return from a formative visit to the French
Institute at Berlin, that he began work on the novel that would be La Nausée
(Nausea). The 1933-4 period in Germany was spent learning
phenomenology, and in Sartre’s first serious publications we can see him
situating himself partly within and partly outside that philosophy.

La Transcendance de 'Ego (The Transcendence of the Ego) appeared in
1937 as a long paper in the 1936/7 volume of Recherches Philosophiques,
a distinguished journal of academic philosophy. Sartre attacks Husserl's
thesis that there exists an irreducibly subjective source of one’s own
consciousness called the ‘transcendental ego’: an inner self that is a
condition for the possibility of a person’s experience. Sartre argues that the
postulation of the transcendental ego is phenomenologically illegitimate.
Phenomenology describes only what appears to consciousness. No
transcendental ego appears to consciousness, so no consistent
phenomenologist can maintain the existence of the transcendental ego.
(The difference between Sartre and Husserl here is in some ways analogous
to that between Hume and Descartes on the self.)

When Sartre was a philosophy undergraduate at the Ecole Normale
Supérieure he wrote his final year dissertation on the philosophy and
psychology of the imagination: ‘L'lmage dans la vie psychologique’ (‘The
Image in Psychological Life’). On his return from Berlin he rewrote this as
the 1936 book L’lmagination. It reads mainly as a survey of metaphysical
and psychological theories, though its final chapter entails a partial break
with Husserl on the epoché, or methodological reduction of the world to its
appearance, on intentionality, or the ‘aboutness’ of all consciousness, and
on the mental image, which Sartre treats as an act not a psychic entity.
Sartre’s other book on the imagination, L’lmaginaire: Psychologie
Phénoménologique de I'lmagination (The Imaginary) (1940), takes up this
theme. Rather like Wittgenstein and Ryle, Sartre argues that a mental image
is not a private picture, a non-physical psychological item that may be
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scrutinised by introspection.” Mental images are mental acts directed to
objects in the world that may or may not exist. We see here already a departure
from the phenomenological description of the interiority of consciousness
and an endorsement of the neo-Heideggerian existentialist thesis that our
being, including our psychological being, is ‘being-in-the world’.

Like the early philosophical writings, the novel Nausea published in April
1938 is a work of both existentialism and phenomenology. The central
character, Antoine Roquentin, confronts the brute contingency and
meaninglessness of his own existence in a way that produces existential
angst and the nausea of the novel’s title. The thesis that existence, including
one’s own existence, is contingent rather than necessary is essential to
existentialism. There are also many passages in Nausea when Roquentin
confronts the world as it would appear if it were subjected to neo-Husserlian
phenomenological description. On the bus, on the sea shore, looking at a
chesnut tree, objects are reduced to phenomena. What is is what appears
to be.

Nausea is an overtly philosophical novel. To the extent that Sartre’s
portrayals of Roquentin’s experiences are internally consistent, credibility is
lent to existential phenomenology. Roquentin confronts philosophical
problems as problems in life. The problems of induction, universals and
particulars, how language refers to the world, objective truth, and what it is
for something to be are all sources of profound anxiety and discomfort to
him.

Although Nausea is a strongly didactic novel, it has one strength lacking
in, say, Albert Camus’ The Plague (La Peste, 1948) or Tolstoy’s War and
Peace (1868-9). Although Tolstoy is a stronger artist than Sartre, he paints
in more detail, he constructs mentality with at once a greater economy and
a greater plausibility, his grasp of history is less naive, Tolstoy can only
include philosophy in War and Peace by addressing the reader directly.
Tolstoy has to lecture us for many pages to convince us of his atomistic
historical determinism. With slightly more subtlety, Camus in The Plague
philosophises about the confrontation with death and meaninglessness
through conversations between Dr. Rieux (who turns out to be the narrator)
and his humanistic neighbour, Tarrou. The reader is allowed to eavesdrop
on their profoundity. Sartre has the better of both these writers in weaving
existentialism and phenomenology into the experience of his character.
Although the experience is necessarily thereby unusual, Sartre himself does
not have to intervene to tell us about philosophy, nor does Roquentin.

Sartre’s second significant work of fiction is the collection of short stories
Le Mur (The Wall), published in 1939. In each story at least one central
existential problem is lived from the inside by a fictional character. Notably,
the condemned Republican volunteer Pablo Ibieta contemplates being shot
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at dawn by a Fascist firing squad in the Spanish Civil War story ‘Le Mur’
which gives the collection its title. Two very different kinds of bad faith, or
refusal to recognise one’s own freedom and its consequent responsibility,
are exhibited by Lulu in ‘Intimité’ (‘Intimacy’) and by the young Lucien Fleurier
in ‘L’Enfance d’un Chef’ (‘Childhood of a Leader’). Lulu feels unable to quite
leave her husband, Henri, or quite commit herself to the new lover, Pierre,
and by choosing neither allows herself to be manipulated by her friend
Rirette. Lucien becomes an anti-semite and a fascist French nationalist
leader, thus committing that double act of bad faith that Sartre calls ‘being a
swine’ (salaud): not only denying one’s own freedom by the adoption of a
ready-made ideology, but denying others their own freedom.

In The Wall Sartre experiments stylistically, for example by unexpectedly
changing tenses or changing grammatical person, sometimes within a
single sentence. He is unable to do this with the confidence and lack of
artificiality that one finds in Dos Passos or ,Joyce who are Sartre’s
influences.? It is, however, the beginning of that disavowal of the mastery of
the author over the authored that will be essential to the mature literary
theory of Qu’est que la Littérature? (What is Literature?) (1948).

In Esquisse d’une théorie des émotions (Sketch For a Theory of Emotions)
(1938) Sartre criticises the scientific or pseudo-scientific psychology of his
time, including psycho-analysis, introduces us to phenomenological
psychology and advances the provocative thesis that we choose our
emotions. Rather than my being involuntarily subject to a wave of emotion,
| choose, say, to be sad and to cry at a strategic moment, to control another’s
behaviour or evade the other’s control of myself.

The culmination of Sartre’s fusion of existentialism and phenomenology
is the massive and complex philosophical treatise L’Etre et le Néant (Being
and Nothingness) (1943). The book can be read in many ways: as a
reconciliation of Heidegger’'s thought with much of what Heidegger rejected
in Husserl, as an antidote to the positivism and pseudo-science that
dominates twentieth-century philosophy, as the imposition of the ontological
constraints of ‘existentialism’ on phenomenological ‘essentialism’, as an
atheistic metaphysics, as a series of profound psychological and sociological
observations.

The ‘being’ of the book’s title is divided by Sartre into two types, roughly
speaking subjective being and objective being, which he labels ‘I'étre-pour-
soi’ (‘being-for-itself’) and ‘I'étre-en-soi’ (‘being-in-itself’). This neo-Hegelian
distinction is between the active existing of a free conscious human individual,
and the passive being of inert non-human reality. The ‘nothingness’ of the
book’s title is introduced into the world by human reality. Only human beings
have the power to imaginatively negate their surroundings. | am myself a
kind of nothingness at the heart of being.
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In chapters on freedom, bad faith, temporality, transcendence, and social
relations Sartre describes the existential structures of human reality. The
complexity of insight, the richness of description, exceed Heidegger's Being
and Time and Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomenology of Perception. What is
perhaps most striking about the book is that where a scientific treatise
would seek mechanisms ‘behind the scenes’, or a law-like physical reality
beyond appearance, Sartre treats everything as ‘surface’. Appearance is
reality. It is science that fabricates a world of abstractions and our daily world
of choice and consciousness is concrete reality.

Sartre left Being and Nothingness unfinished. A large impression of the
moral philosophy promised in its closing pages appeared posthumously
as Cahiers pour une morale (Notebooks for an Ethics) (1983). There is
however something in principle incompletable about Sartrean existential
phenomenology. If the distinction between being-for-itself and being-in-itself
is Hegelian in origin, it resists any Hegelian overcoming or synthesis in
absolute knowing. Although human reality is the desire to be God, this
desire is forever frustrated. In this incompleteness, this perpetual deferral,
lies our capacity for self-definition, our freedom. We make ourselves what
we are by our choices and this process of self-definition is only complete at
the moment of death.

What is Literature? (1948) is an attempt to answer the questions: What is
writing?, Why write? and For whom does one write?, and ends with a
meditation on the situation of the writer in the post-liberation France of 1947.
Sartre insists that one should write for one’s own age, not for posterity, not to
restore the past, not to gain status or money. Literature must be committed
literature or engaged literature (la littérature engagée). The literature of a
given age is alienated and inauthentic when it does not recognise within
itself its own freedom but subjects itself to a prevailing ideology or ruling
interest. The writer should write to express their own freedom and liberate
the reader. Committed literature is committed to freedom.

A paradigm case of Sartrean committed literature is the Roads to Freedom
(Les Chemins de la liberté) trilogy: The Age of Reason (L’Age de Raison,
1945), The Reprieve (Le Sursis, 1945), and Iron in the Soul (La Mort dans
I’Ame , 1949). Parts of a fourth volume The Last Chance (La Derniére Chance)
were serialised in the November and December 1949 issues of Les Temps
Modernes. In a famous passage, which concludes the first part of the last
complete volume of the trilogy, Iron in the Soul, Mathieu Delarue, the previously
ineffectual schoolteacher, acts meaningfully and decisively for the first time
in his life. Deserted by their bourgeois officers during the May—June 1940
Nazi invasion of France he and his comrades choose to resist to the death
the oncoming Wehrmacht from the cover of a village clock tower:
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Mathieu was in no hurry. He kept his eye on this man; he had plenty of
time. The German army is vulnerable. He fired. The man gave a funny
little jerk and fell on his stomach, throwing his arms forward like
somebody learning to swim.

(Iron in the Soul, Penguin, Harmondsworth, 1963, p. 216)

In the narrative, Mathieu’s shooting of the German infantyman is a freely
chosen and deliberate act for which he alone is responsible. It is a deeply
significant act metaphysically, personally, and politically. Metaphysically it is
the termination of a life. Personally it is Mathieu’s recognition of his own
freedom; ‘For years he had tried, in vain, to act’ (p. 217) Sartre reminds us.
Politically it is the commitment to resist the forces of right-wing totalitarianism.

The Germans shell the clock tower and one by one Mathieu’s comrades
are killed. Mathieu is alone and becomes infused with the feeling that he is
going to die. Facing death alone, as in a profound sense we all must, he
realises his own freedom:

Just time enough to fire at that smart officer, at all the Beauty of the
Earth, at the street, at the flowers, at the gardens, at everything he had
loved. Beauty dived downwards, like some obscene bird. But Mathieu
went on firing. He fired. He was cleansed. He was all powerful. He
was free.

(ibid., p. 225)

In the play Men Without Shadows (Morts sans Sépulture, 1946), one of
Sartre’s most poignant pieces, captured French resistance fighters are
being tortured and interrogated by Nazi collaborators. Even under torture,
Sartre has his characters choose whether to talk, scream or remain silent.
Sorbier deliberately throws himself through the window to his death rather
than disclose the location of the group’s leader. Canoris chooses to talk.
Even under the most extreme duress we still have a choice according to
Sartre. Indeed, under duress, the agonising reality of our freedom of choice
is inescapable. Bad faith or the denial of freedom is then impossible.

Our freedom is a burden that confronts us. It is a source of profound
anxiety because it carries with it a terrible responsibility. | and | alone can
make my choices and | and | alone am accountable to the rest of humanity
for my actions. Sartre illustrates this with an episode from his own life
experience in a passage in Existentialism and Humanism. During the Second
World War one of his pupils approached him with this dilemma: His elder
brother had been killed by the Germans in 1940 and the young man burned
to avenge his brother’s death and fight in the struggle against Nazism. On
the other hand, the young man’s mother was sick with grief at his brother’s
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death, lived alone, and needed her remaining son to care for her. If he joins
the Free French he deserts his mother. If he stays with his mother he does
nothing to avenge his brother or fight the Nazis. Sartre’s advice to his
tormented pupil was this: ‘You are free, therefore choose’ (p. 38).

Sartre cannot make his choice for him. To choose an adviser is to make
a choice. It is also to choose the kind of advice one would like to hear. in this
example Sartre turns the tables on the determinist, It is the lived confrontation
with freedom that is concrete and real. Determinism is a scientific abstraction.
Even if determinism were true it would not be of the least help to the young
man in resolving his dilemma. Nothing can lift from us the burden of our
freedom.

Sartre says we are condemned to be free. We did not choose to be free;
indeed, we did not choose to exist. In the Heideggerian idiom, Sartre says
we are thrown into the world. We have no pre-determined essence. First of
all we exist, then we face the lifelong burden of creating ourselves, generating
our essence by free choices. We are nothing other than what we do and the
only constraint on our freedom is this: we are are not free not to be free.

The recognition of our own freedom causes such anxiety that we pretend
to ourselves that we are not free. The multitude of behavioural strategies
which make up this pretence Sartre calls bad faith. He thinks most of us are
in bad faith most of the time. It is usually only in extremis, like Mathieu in the
clock tower, that we are confronted with the reality of our own freedom. The
locus classicus of bad faith is in Being and Nothingness:

Let us consider the waiter in the café. His movement is quick and
forward, a little too precise, a little too rapid. He comes toward the
patrons with a step a little too quick. He bends forwards a little too
eagerly; his voice, his eyes express an interest a little too solicitous for
the order of the customer [ . . . ] He is playing, he is amusing himself.
But what is he playing? We need not watch long before we can explain
it: he is playing at being a café waiter.

(p. 59)

Committed literature combats bad faith.

Questions of Method prefaces the first volume of Critique of Dialectical
Reason (1960). (It had appeared in an earlier version in a Polish magazine
in 1958.) Sartre argues that existentialism and Marxism are mutually
necessary in the explanation of human reality. Henceforth, the lived present
of the choosing existential individual is located in history. Sartre says
‘philosophy’ does not exist, there are only philosophies. Any philosophy is
an expression of a rising social class, and in modern history there have
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been three: the bourgeois individualism of Descartes and Locke, the idealist
philosophy of Kant and Hegel and now Marxism. It is not possible to think
‘beyond’ a philosophy unless the historical conditions of its genesis are
replaced. Hence, any putative anti-Marxist philosophy can only be a return to
pre-Marxist ideas according to Sartre. In Questions of Method Sartre allocates
only a modest place for existentialism, calling it an ‘ideology’, not in the
Marxist sense, but in the sense of a parasitical system living in the margin of
knowledge. Existentialism is prima facie opposed to Marxism but needs to
be dialectically incorporated into a wider Marxism, rather as Kierkegaard’s
existentialist individualism is puportedly opposed to Hegel’s ‘totalising’
philosophy but ultimately subsumable by it.

In the final section of Questions of Method Sartre outlines the Progressive—
Regressive Method. The aim is nothing less than the total explanation of the
human. We have to understand, according to Sartre, that humanity makes
history and history makes humanity. Humanity fashions the world in
accordance with human ends and projects. The human-manipulated world
of history constitutes humanity in turn. It follows that the human-history
relation is dialectical, or reciprocal. In this framework Sartre seeks to overcome
the ‘contradictions’ between existentialism and Marxism: the individual and
the social, the free and the determined, the conscious and the material, the
subjective and the objective, the actual and the historical.

These problems are addressed in the complex Marxist and Hegelian
vocabulary of Critique of Dialectical Reason. Sartre of course envisages this
book as a synthesis of Marxism and existentialism. In it existentialism is
allocated a more salient role than the modest remarks in Questions of
Method would suggest.

Sartre is also a biographer, but not a conventional biographer. Aside from
the autobiography Les Mots (Words) (1963), there exist Baudelaire (1947),
Saint Genet, comédien et martyr (1952) and the massive three volume
study of Flaubert: L’ldiot de la Famille (The Family Idiot) (1971). His aim,
especially in the Flaubert, is nothing less than the total explanation of one
human being by another. Sartre’s method is the Progressive— Regressive
Method. Why Flaubert? Because Gustave Flaubert (1821-80), realist and
objectivist author of Madame Bovary (1857) and perfecter of the short story
in Trois Contes (1877) is the inauthentic antithesis of Sartre. By repressing
his own passions and by writing with an almost scientific detachment
Flaubert writes uncommitted literature.

Sartre intends the Flaubert as a ‘true novel’ that overcomes the
‘contradiction’ between fact and fiction. The Progressive—Regressive Method
of Questions of Method and the Critique is deployed alongside the existential
psychoanalysis of Being and Nothingness and Sartre’s fictional imagination
to understand the total Flaubert: psychological interiority and social exteriority,
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Flaubert in the world, history’s constitution of Flaubert and Flaubert’s
reciprocal effect on history. Although Sartre’s Maoist friends around La Cause
du Peuple had no patience with what they saw as the indulgent bourgeois
individualism of the Flaubert project, it may in fact be read as the synthesis
of Sartrean syntheses: Marxism and existentialism, existential
phenomenology and psychoanalysis, and fact and fiction.

Since Sartre’s death in 1980 a number of significant works have been
published: War Diaries (Les Carnets de la Dréle de Guerre, 1983) composed
on the Maginot Line during the ‘phoney war’ period September 1939—May
1940, Notebooks for an Ethics (Cahiers pour une morale, 1983) which
provides some of the moral philosophy promised at the end of Being and
Nothingness, two volumes of correspondence with Simone de Beauvoir
and others: Lettres au Castor et a Quelques Autres, | 1926-39, Il 1940-63
(1983), the screenplay for a film about Freud, Le Scenario Freud (1984), the
second volume of Critique of Dialectical Reason (Critique de la Raison
Dialectique, Tome II: Lintelligibilité de I'Histoire, 1986) and the metaphysically
trenchant Truth and Existence (Vérité et Existence, 1989). The thesis that
self-definition ceases at the moment of death clearly needs to be treated
with some caution.®

Notes

1 See Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception (London, 1962), The
Visible and the Invisible (Evanston, 1968), Adventures of the Dialectic (Evanston,
1973) and Stephen Priest Merleau-Ponty (London, 1998)

2 The form of this kind of philosophical problem solving, dialectic, is presented by
Hegel in his Science of Logic (Wissenshaft der Logic, Nuremberg 1812— 16). It is
given content in The Phenomenology of Spirit (Phdnomenolgie des Geistes,
Jena 1807), The Philosophy of Right (Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts,
Berlin 1821) the volumes of the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences
(Heidelberg, 1815-30) and posthumously published series of lectures. See Michael
Inwood (ed.), Hegel: Selections (London and New York, 1989).

3 Karl Popper (1902-94) attacks the philosophical foundations of right-wing
totalitarianism in the first volume of The Open Society and Its Enemies (London,
1945) (subtitled ‘Plato’) and left wing totalitarianism in the second volume (subtitled
‘Hegel and Marx’). The assumption that what happens in the present is historically
inevitable is criticised in The Poverty of Historicism (London, 1957). See also
Anthony O’Hear, Karl Popper (London, 1980) and Bryan Magee, Popper (London
1973).

4 The philosopher and mathematician René Descartes (1596-1650) attempted to
reconcile the theocentric world picture of the middle ages with the emerging
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modern science of the seventeenth century. Although Sartre rejected Descartes’
substantial distinction between mind and matter, he inherited his profound concern
with human subjectivity. See René Descartes, Discourse on Method and the
Meditations (Harmondsworth, 1974), Stephen Priest, Theories of the Mind (London,
1991) and Anthony Kenny, Descartes: A Study of His Philosophy (New York,
1968).

The critical theorist Herbert Marcuse synthesises Freudianism and Marxism in
Eros and Civilisation (Boston, 1955). In One Dimensional Man (Boston, 1964)
and Negations (Harmondsworth, 1968), he argues that the capitalist system
defuses the opposition of those it exploits, by a combination of liberal ‘repressive
tolerance’, the construal of everything as a commodity and the ideological production
of consumerist appetite. See Alasdair Macintyre, Marcuse (London, 1970). On
the May 1968 événements see Charles Posner (ed.), Reflections on the Revolution
in France: 1968 (Harmondsworth, 1970).

On de Beauvoir see T. Keefe, Simone de Beauvoir: A Study of Her Writings
(London, 1984), M. Evans, Simone de Beauvoir: A Feminist Mandarin (London,
1985) and Judith Okely, Simone de Beauvoir: A Re-Reading (London, 1986). On
the relationship between de Beauvoir and Sartre see Alex Madsen, Hearts and
Minds: The Common Journey of Simone de Beauvoir and Jean-Paul Sartre (New
York, 1977) and Kate Fullbrook and Edward Fullbrook, Simone de Beauvoir and
Jean-Paul Sartre: the Remaking of a Twentieth-Century Legend (New York,
1994).

The Austrian philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein and the English philosopher Gilbert
Ryle attack the Cartesian idea that psychological concepts take on meaning only
by reference to inner and private mental states and argue that there have to be
third person criteria for psychological ascriptions. See Gilbert Ryle, The Concept
of Mind (London, 1949), Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations
(Oxford, 1952) and Stephen Priest, Theories of the Mind (London, 1991).

The American modernist novelist John dos Passos deployed the radical technique
of ‘montage’ in his U.S.A. trilogy (New York, 1930, 1933, 1936). The literary
inventiveness and authentic concern with human reality shown by the Irish novelist
James Joyce (1882-1941) in his Ulysses (Paris, 1922) possibly makes it the most
significant work of fiction of the twentieth century.

Sartre speaks frankly about his life and work in ‘Simone de Beauvoir interviews
Sartre’ in Jean-Paul Sartre, Life/Situations: Essays Written and Spoken, trans.
Paul Auster and Lydia Davies (New York, 1977) and Simone de Beauvoir, Adieux:
A Farewell to Sartre (Harmondsworth and New York, 1985). Two thoroughly
researched and informative biographies of Sartre are Ronald Hayman, Writing
Against: A Biography of Sartre (London, 1986) and Annie Cohen-Solal, Sartre: A
Life (London, 1987).



2 Existentialism

Existentialism is the movement in nineteenth- and twentieth-century
philosophy that addresses fundamental problems of human existence. The
existentialists are not a self-consciously defined homogeneous school.
They include: the Danish protestant theologian and philosopher Sgren
Kierkegaard (1813-55), the iconoclastic German atheist Friedrich Nietzsche
(1844—-1900), the German fundamental ontologist Martin Heidegger (1889—
1976), the French Catholic philosopher, critic and playwright Gabriel Marcel
(1889-1973), the German psychiatrist and philosopher Karl Jaspers (1883—
1969), the French feminist philosopher and novelist Simone de Beauvoir
(1908-86), and the French phenomenologist and critic of ‘objective thought’
Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1908— 61). Existentialist themes are salient in the
literature of Mikhail Lermontov (1814—41), Fydor Dostoyevsky (1821-81),
André Malraux (1901-75), Antoine de Saint-Exupéry (1900-44), Samuel
Beckett (1906—89), Albert Camus (1913-60) and Jean Genet (1910-86),
and discernible in more.

There is no set of problems addressed by all and only those thinkers
labelled ‘existentialist’. However, most of them are interested in some of:
_? Does existence have a purpose? Is there an objective
difference between right and wrong? Are we free? Are we responsible for
our actions? What is the right sort of religious, political or sexual
commitment? How should we face death?

The term ‘existentialism’ only gained currency after the Second World
War, so itis applied retrospectively (but not therefore falsely) to earlier thinkers.
Heidegger refused to accept the label. At first Sartre himself was extremely
uncomfortable to be called an existentialist, by the 1970s less so. The word
features in the title of the famous October 1945 lecture Existentialism and
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Humanism (L’Existentialisme est un Humanisme) which Sartre regarded
as an inadequate substitute for reading his denser works. The text
nevertheless remains an excellent introduction to Sartrean themes so is
reprinted below in full.

What does the term ‘existentialism’ mean in its application to Sartre’s
philosophy? To say that something exists is to say -- To state
something’s essence is to state what it is. Understanding Sartre’s
existentialism requires understanding his thoughts on the relation between
_ and these are most clearly presented in the 1938
novel Nausea. | shall discuss the existentialism that emerges from Nausea
and then make some remarks about Existentialism and Humanism.

In Nausea, Antoine Roquentin, the existentialist anti-hero and voicepiece
for Sartre’s own philosophy, makes a series of profound and traumatic
philosophical discoveries. Each discovery is a thesis canvassed
intermittently in Western philosophy.

Roquentin notices a change. He is not sure whether the change is in the
things around him or in his consciousness of them but it amounts to this: he
discovers that the things he perceives exist. More specifically, he realises
that the bare existence of things can not be captured by our ways of describing
them. When for example he acts on an urge to join some children throwing
pebbles into the sea he suddenly has to drop his pebble in disgust: it exists.
Staring closely at his beer glass in a bar he notes its shape, the name of the
brewery written on it and further properties. Even so, something about the
glass eludes all these perceptible qualities: the existence of the glass.

Roquentin has discovered that existence cannot be reduced to essence.
From no description of a putative object, no matter how complete, can we
logically derive the claim that that object exists. As Roquentin puts it: ‘To exist
is simply to be there; what exists appears, lets itself be encountered, but you
can never deduce it.” (Nausea, trans. Robert Baldick, Penguin,
Harmondsworth, 1966, p. 188)

Sartre presents Roquentin’s discovery as an empirical one. Roquentin
sees existence and sees that existence is distinct from essence. The
experience oppresses Roquentin emotionally and gives him the physical
nausea of the novel’s title. Those passages in which Roquentin nauseously
discovers existence are masterpieces of phenomenological description
and exemplary philosophical fiction. Roquentin is riding on a tram in Bouville
(‘Mudtown’):
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22  Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings

I murmur: ‘It's a seat,’ rather like an exorcism. But the word remains on
my lips, it refuses to settle on the thing. It stays what it is, with its red
plush, thousands of little red paws in the air, all stiff, little dead paws.
This huge belly turns upwards, bleeding, puffed up — bloated with all
its dead paws, this belly floating in this box, in this grey sky, is not a
seat.

(ibid., p. 180)

Our customary, taken-for-granted, means-to-end thinking fails to find its
application. Typically our idea of what an artefact is is whatever that object is
for. Indeed, we usually only notice the aspects of objects necessary for us to
use them as means to our ends. We take objects to be their functions and
for this reason barely attend to them. In Roquentin’s case these habitual
preconceptions are stripped away and instead he sees just what is directly
given in perception: the empirical content of the present. In the tram seat
example Roquentin interprets what he experiences under grotesque
surrealistic descriptions but there is typically a further phase to a bad attack
of nausea; the disclosure of existence becomes overwhelming:

I’'m suffocating: existence is penetrating me all over, through the eyes,
through the nose, through the mouth . . .. And suddenly, all at once, the
veil is torn away, | have understood, | have seen.

(ibid., p. 181)

The veil is essence. What is seen is existencl.
Most shattering of all, Roquentin realises that he himself exists. He
contemplates his own hand:

| see my hand spread out on the table. It is alive — it is me. It opens, the
fingers unfold and point. It is lying on its back. It shows me its fat
under-belly. It looks like an animal upside down.

(ibid., pp. 143-4)

and a little later says, ‘| am. | am, | exist’ (ibid., p. 146).

What disgusts Roquentin most about existence is its contingency. In
philosophy contingency is contrasted with necessity. If something exists
contingently then it exists but it is possible that it should not have existed: It
is but it might not have been. If something exists necessarily then it exists
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and it is not possible that it should not have existed: It is and it could not fail
to be. Roquentin sees that existence is contingent. Although what is is, there

< 10 reason for 110 b The essentialthing is coningency. | mean that, by
T T ———"

something is it does not logically follow that it necessarily is. However,
conversely, it does not logically follow that what exists exists contingently
either. Nobody from Parmenides to Heidegger has managed to provide
‘existence’ with an adequate definition. What is existence? is an unsolved
philosophical problem. So is whether _ or_could have not
been.

If everything that exists exists contingently and if Roquentin exists then it
follows that Roquentin exists contingently. It strikes Roquentin with the force
of a revelation ‘| too was superfluous’ (ibid., p. 184). The realisation that
there is no necessity for his own existence produces in him a profound
anxiety: ‘I hadn’t any right to exist. | had appeared by chance, | existed like a
_’ (ibid., p. 124). The expression translated as
‘superfluous’ here is ‘de trop’. ‘De trop’ also means ‘too much’ and ‘étre de
trop’ has the sense of to be in the way’ or ‘unwelcome’. Roquentin is at
once fascinated and disgusted by there being no reason, no justification, for
his own existence.

Not only is existence contingent for Roquentin but essence is contingent
also. It is a contingent fact about the things that are that they are what they
are. Everything could be other than what it is. Indeed, this is the force of
Roquentin’s surrealistic interpretations of his experiences. The tram seat
and his own hand are seen as animals. Anything, including himself, can be
other than what it is.

Once essence is seen as illusion Roquentin realises that only particular
things exist, in all their uniqueness and individuality. In other words,
Roquentin suddenly sees the world as if conceptualism or nominalism
were true. Conceptualism and nominalism are both solutions to the problem
of universals which is that of stating what generality consists in, or what it is
for there to be types or sorts of things. According to nominalism, generality
only belongs to language. According to_conceptualism, generality belongs

only to our conceptual scheme, to our modes of classification. On both
theories there are not kinds or sorts of things outside language or concepts.

The world is not already objectively divided up. We divide it up linguistically
or conceptually by imposing an organising framework upon it. In Roquentin’s
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24 Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings

experiences the classificatory framework is peeled off the world and objects
are revealed in their particularity. This produces in him feelings of both
freedom and terror. Sartre has Roquentin discover the contingency of
essences in two ways; by depicting him as feeling the force of the problem
of induction and by having him realise that classification is largely linguistic.
The problem of induction is that of justifying putative inferences from ‘Some
A's are B's’to ‘This Ais a B’ or from ‘Some A’s are B’s’ to ‘All A's are B’s’ given
that they are logically fallacious. The problem of induction arises inter alia
for nondeductive reasoning from self to others, others to self, from one of
past, present and future to one or both of the other two. For example, Roquentin
says:

It is out of laziness, | suppose, that the world looks the same day after
day. Today it seemed to want to change. And in that case anything,
anything could happel.

(ibid., n114)

The past course of experience is consistent with any present or future course
of experience. From the fact that the world has always looked one way it
does not follow that it will not look radically otherwise. Roquentin reports the
nauseous contemplation of a chestnut tree root in the park in Bouville; ‘I no
longer remembered that it was a root’ (ibid., p. 182). In Nausea what
something is depends closely on what it is called, and the linguistic taxonomy
depends in turn upon human pragmatic interests. Roquentin says of the
chestnut root, [TREHUNCHONIEXPIAINEAINOIAING! (ibid., p. 186) and in the tram
‘Things have broken free from their names’ (ibid., p. 180).

In Nausea, then, Sartre introduces some of the central themes of

Existentialism. Existence is inherently meaningless and pointless but brutally
_. Existence is contingent. There might as easily

have been nothing as something and, in particular, one’s own existence is
inherently meaningless and contingent. Only particulars exist and things
being what they are depends on the fragile contingencies of human language
and faces the unsolved problem of induction. The effect of this Existentialist
vision on those who experience it is a most profound sickness and anxiety.

It could be objected that Sartre’s presentation of the existentialist theses
as discoveries is rather tendentious. The fictional format allows him to
dispense with arguing for existentialism and in the absence of argument
we might as well believe the opposite of Existentialism. For example,
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Existentialism 25

someone could write a philosophical novel, call it Ecstasy, or Exuberance,
in which the central character discovers that existence, including his own
existence, is necessary and inherently meaningful. Not only do particular
things exist but they really are objectively divided into sorts where this division
depends neither on our language nor our pragmatic interests. The problem
of induction emerges as a pseudo-problem which need cause noone any
psychological, still less physical, discomfort. Not only is everything as it is, it
could not be other than as it is. The staggering realisation of this Essentialism
is accompanied by profound sensations of well-being and harmony called
‘ecstasies’ or ‘exuberances’. The existentialist solutions to philosophical
problems in Nausea are as plausible as their experience by Roquentin is
credible.

In Existentialism and Humanism Sartre clarifies and partly revises his
view of _ He divides the things that exist into three
kinds: human beings, artefacts, and naturally occurring objects. In the case

of hiliman beings| Existericelbrecedesiesseiice. In the case of artefacts

essence precedes existence and in the case of naturally occurring objects
existence and essenc-.

We need to understand the relation precedes. ‘Precedes’ admits of both
a chronological and a logical reading, both of which Sartre intends.
Chronologically, ‘precedes’ means ‘predates’ or ‘occurs before’. Logically,
‘precedes’ means ‘is a necessary condition for’ or ‘is a prerequisite for'.

Take the case of artefacts first. If a person makes a paper-knife the idea
of the paper-knife in the mind of the manufacturer predates the existence of
the paper-knife itself. The idea of the object is also necessary for the object
to exist. Essence precedes existence in this case because there is an
answer to the question _ before, and independently of, a correct
affirmative answer to the question Is it? The essence of the paper-knife
predates and is required by its existence. The - precedes the I

In the case of naturally occurring objects, such as stones and trees, their
being what they are does not predate their being and their being does not
predate their being what they are. They are and they are what they are
simultaneously. Their being and their being what they are are mutually
dependent. In this sense the existence and essence of natural things
coincide.

In the case of human beings, in contrast with both of these, existence

comes before essence. Sartre means there is no predetermined human
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essence and there is no human nature fixed in advance of human existence.
Human beings first of all exist and subsequently make themselves what
they are by their own actions. When we are born we have no essence as
human beings. Only the totality of choices we make in life makes us the
people who we are. In this sense, we are profoundly free.

Sartre’s anti-essentialist view of humanity is incompatible with a certain
theological view. If we were God'’s creation then we would stand in a relation
to God rather like that of the paper-knife to the manufacturer. Our essence

would precede our existence because _
the mind of God and predate our existence. If Sartre is right then this
theological view must be false. We may turn now to the text of the October

1945 lecture at the Club Maintenant.

EXISTENTIALISM AND HUMANISM

My purpose here is to offer a defence of existentialism against several reproaches that
have been laid against it.

First, it has been reproached as an invitation to people to dwell in quietism of
despair. For if every way to a solution is barred, one would have to regard any action
in this world as entirely ineffective, and one would arrive finally at a contemplative
philosophy. Moreover, since contemplation is a luxury, this would be only another
bourgeois philosophy. This is, especially, the reproach made by the Communists.

From another quarter we are reproached for having underlined all that is ignominious
in the human situation, for depicting what is mean, sordid or base to the neglect of
certain things that possess charm and beauty and belong to the brighter side of human
nature: for example, according to the Catholic critic, Mlle. Mercier, we forget how an
infant smiles. Both from this side and from the other we are also reproached for leaving
out of account the solidarity of mankind and considering man in isolation. And this,
say the Communists, is because we base our doctrine upon pure subjectivity—upon
the Cartesian “I think”: which is the moment in which solitary man attains to himself;
a position from which it is impossible to regain solidarity with other men who exist
outside of the self. The }ego ‘cannot reach them through the kogito.

From the Christian side, we are reproached as people who deny the reality and
seriousness of human affairs. For since we ignore the commandments of God and all
values prescribed as eternal, nothing remains but what is strictly voluntary. Everyone
can do what he likes, and will be incapable, from such a point of view, of condemning

either the point of view or the action of anyone else.
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Existentialism 27

It is to these various reproaches that I shall endeavour to reply to-day; that is why
I have entitled this brief exposition “Existentialism and Humanism.” Many may be
surprised at the mention of humanism in this connection, but we shall try to see in
what sense we understand it. In any case, we can begin by saying that existentialism,
in our sense of the word, is a doctrine that does render human life possible: a doctrine,
also, which affirms that every truth and every action imply both an environment and
a human subjectivity. The essential charge laid against us is, of course, that of over-
emphasis upon the evil side of human life. I have lately been told of a lady who,
whenever she lets slip a vulgar expression in a moment of nervousness, excuses herself
by exclaiming, “I believe I am becoming an existentialist.” So it appears that ugliness
is being identified with existentialism. That is why some people say we are “naturalistic,”
and if we are, it is strange to see how much we scandalise and horrify them, for no one
seems to be much frightened or humiliated nowadays by what is properly called
naturalism. Those who can quite well keep down a novel by Zola such as La Terre are
sickened as soon as they read an existentialist novel. Those who appeal to the wisdom
of the people—which is a sad wisdom—find ours sadder still. And yet, what could be
more disillusioned than such sayings as “Charity begins at home” or “Promote a rogue
and he’ll sue you for damage, knock him down and he’ll do you homage”?' We all
know how many common sayings can be quoted to this effect, and they all mean much
the same— that you must not oppose the powers-that-be; that you must not fight
against superior force; must not meddle in matters that are above your station. Or that
any action not in accordance with some tradition is mere romanticism; or that any
undertaking which has not the support of proven experience is foredoomed to
frustration; and that since experience has shown men to be invariably inclined to evil,
there must be firm rules to restrain them, otherwise we shall have anarchy. It is,
however, the people who are forever mouthing these dismal proverbs and, whenever
they are told of some more or less repulsive action, say “_”—
it is these very people, always harping upon realism, who complain that existentialism
is too gloomy a view of things. Indeed their excessive protests make me suspect that
what is annoying them is not so much our pessimism, but, much more likely, our
optimism. For at bottom, what is alarming in the doctrine that I am about to try to
explain to you is—is it not?—that it confronts man with a possibility of choice. To
verily this, let us review the whole question upon the strictly philosophic level. What,
then, is this that we call existentialism?

Most of those who are making use of this word would be highly confused if
required to explain its meaning. For since it has become fashionable, people cheerfully
declare that this musician or that painter is “existentialist.” A columnist in Clartés
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28 Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings

signs himself “The Existentialist,” and, indeed, the word is now so loosely applied to
so many things that it no longer means anvthing at all. It would appear that, for the
lack of any novel doctrine such as that of surrealism, all those who are eager to join in
the latest scandal or movement now seize upon this philosophy in which, however,
they can find nothing to their purpose. For in truth this is of all teachings the least
scandalous and the most austere: it is intended strictly for technicians and philosophers.
All the same, it can easily be defined.

The question is only complicated because there are two kinds of existentialists.
There are, on the one hand, the Christians, amongst whom I shall name Jaspers and
Gabriel Marcel, both professed Catholics; and on the other the existential atheists,
amongst whom we must place Heidegger as well as the French existentialists and
myself. What they have in common is simply the fact that they believe that existence
comes before |essence—0r, if you will, that we must begin from the subjective. ‘What
exactly do we mean by that?

If one considers an article of manufacture—as, for example, a book or a paper-
knife—one sees that it has been made by an artisan who had a conception of'it; and he
has paid attention, equally, to the conception of a paper-knife and to the pre-existent
technique of production which is a part of that conception and is, at bottom, a
formula. Thus the paper-knife is at the same time an article producible in a certain
manner and one which, on the other hand, serves a definite purpose, for one cannot
suppose that a man would produce a paper-knife without knowing what it was for.
Let us say, then, of the paper-knife that its essence—that is to say the sum of the
formulae and the qualities which made its production and its definition possible—
precedes its existence. The presence of such-and-such a paper-knife or book is thus
determined before my eyes. Here, then, we are viewing the world from a technical
standpoint, and| e CaN SV (Al roduclion precedes exisience.

When we think of God as the creator, we are thinking of him, most of the time, as
a supernal artisan. Whatever doctrine we may be considering, whether it be a doctrine
like that of Descartes, or of Leibnitz himself, we always imply that the will follows,
more or less, from the understanding or at least accompanies it, so that when God
creates he knows precisely what he is creating. Thus, the conception of man in the
mind of : God
makes man according to a procedure and a conception, exactly as the artisan
manufactures a paper-knife, following a definition and a formula. Thus each individual
man is the realisation of a certain conception which dwells in the divine understanding.
In the philosophic atheism of the eighteenth century, the notion of God is suppressed,

but not, for all that, the idea tha_e; something of that idea
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Existentialism 29

we still find everywhere, in Diderot, in Voltaire and even in Kant. Man possesses a
human nature; that “human nature,” which is the conception of human being, is found
in every man; which means that each man is a particular example of an universal
conception, the conception of Man. In Kant, this universality goes so far that the wild
man of the woods, man in the state of nature and the bourgeois are all contained in the
same definition and have the same fundamental qualities. Here again, the essence of
man precedes that historic existence which we confront in experience.

Atheistic existentialism, of which I am a representative, declares with greater

consistency that [GOATORSHOREXISE thereis at Icastione being whose existence

-That being is man or, as Heidegger has it, the human reality. What do we mean by
saying that existence precedes essence? We mean that man first of all exists, encounters
himself, surges up in the world—and defines himself afterwards. _
existentialist sees him is not definable, it is because to begin with he is nothing. He will
not be anything until later, and then he will be what he makes of himself. Thus, there
i~ 10 human nature, because there is no God to have a conception of t. Vla sinply ix.
Not that he is simply what he conceives himself to be, but he is what he wills, and as
he conceives himself after already existing—as he wills to be after that leap towards
existence. _ That is the first
principle of existentialism. And this is what people call its “subjectivity,” using the
word as a reproach against us. But what do we mean to say by this, but that man is of
a greater dignity than a stone or a table? For we mean to say that man primarily
exists—that man is, before all else, something which propels itself towards a future
and is aware that it is doing so. Man is, indeed, a project which possesses a subjective
life, instead of being a kind of moss, or a fungus or a cauliflower. Before that projection
of the self nothing exists; not even in the heaven of intelligence: man will only attain
existence when he is what he purposes to be. Not, however, what he may wish to be.
For what we usually understand by wishing or willing is a conscious decision taken—
much more often than not— I may wish to
join a party, to write a book or to marry—but in such a case what is usually called my
will is probably a manifestation of a prior and more spontaneous decision. If, however,
it is true that existence is prior to essence, man is responsible for what he is. Thus, the
first effect of existentialism is that it puts every man in possession of himself as he is,
and places the entire responsibility for his existence squarely upon his own shoulders.
And, when we say that man is responsible for himself, we do not mean that he is
responsible only for his own individuality, but that he is responsible for all men. The
word “subjectivism” is to be understood in two senses, and our adversaries play upon
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only one of them. Subjectivism means, on the one hand, the freedom of the individual
subject and, on the other,_. It is the
latter which is the deeper meaning of existentialism. When we say that man chooses
himself, we do mean that every one of us must choose himself; but by that we also
mean that in choosing for himself he chooses for all men. For in effect, of all the actions
aman may take in order to create himself as he wills to be, there is not one which is not
creative, at the same time, of an image of man such as he believes he ought to be. To
choose between this or that is at the same time -the value of that which is
chosen; for we are unable ever to choose the worse. What we choose is always the
better; and nothing can be better for us unless it is better for all. If, moreover, existence
precedes essence and we will to exist at the same time as we fashion our image, that
image is valid for all and for the entire epoch in which we find ourselves. Our
responsibility is thus much greater than we had supposed, for it concerns mankind as
a whole. If I am a worker, for instance, I may choose to join a Christian rather than a
Communist trade union. And if, by that membership, I choose to signify that resignation
is, after all, the attitude that best becomes a man, that man’s kingdom is not upon this
earth, I do not commit myself alone to that view. Resignation is my will for everyone,
and my action is, in consequence, a commitment on behalf of all mankind. Or if; to take
amore personal case, | decide to marry and to have children, even though this decision
proceeds simply from my situation, from my passion or my desire, I am thereby
committing not only myself, but humanity as a whole, to the practice of monogamy.
I am thus responsible for myself and for all men, and I am creating a certain image of
man as I would have him to be. In fashioning myself I fashion man.

This may enable us to understand what is meant by such terms— perhaps a little
grandiloquent—as anguish, abandonment and despair. As you will soon see, it is very
simple. First, what do we mean by anguish? The existentialist frankly states that man
is in anguish. His meaning is as follows—When a man commits himself to anything,
fully realising that he is not only choosing what he will be, but is thereby at the same
time a legislator deciding for the whole of mankind—in such a moment a man cannot
escape from the sense of complete and profound responsibility. There are many,
indeed, who show no such anxiety. But we affirm that they are merely disguising their
anguish or _ Certainly, many people think that in what they are
doing they commit no one but themselves to anything: and if you ask them, “What
would happen if everyone did so?” they shrug their shoulders and reply, “Everyone
does not do so.” But in truth, one ought always to ask oneself what would happen if
everyone did as one is doing; nor can one escape from that disturbing thought except
by a kind of self-deception. The man who lies in self-excuse, by saying “Everyone will
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Existentialism 31

not do it” must be ill at ease in his conscience, for the act of lying implies the universal
value which it denies. By its very disguise his anguish reveals itself. This is the anguish
that Kierkegaard called “the anguish of Abraham.” You know the story: An angel
commanded Abraham to sacrifice his son: and obedience was obligatory, if it really
was an angel who had appeared and said, “Thou, Abraham, shalt sacrifice thy son.”
But anyone in such a case would wonder, first, whether it was indeed an angel and
secondly, whether [ am really Abraham. Where are the proofs? A certain mad woman
who suffered from hallucinations said that people were telephoning to her, and giving
her orders. The doctor asked, “But who is it that speaks to you?”” She replied: “He
says it is God.” And what, indeed, could prove to her that it was God? If an angel
appears to me, what is the proof that it is an angel; or, if I hear voices, who can prove
that they proceed from heaven and not from hell, or from my own subconsciousness
or some pathological condition? Who can prove that they are really addressed to me?

Who, then, can prove that I am the proper person to impose, by my own choice,
my conception of man upon mankind? I shall never find any proof whatever; there
will be no sign to convince me of it. If a voice speaks to me, it is still I myself who must
decide whether the voice is or is not that of an angel. If I regard a certain course of
action as good, it is only I who choose to say that it is good and not bad. There is
nothing to show that I am Abraham: nevertheless I also am obliged at every instant to
perform actions which are examples. Everything happens to every man as though the
whole human race had its eyes fixed upon what he is doing and regulated its conduct
accordingly. So every man ought to say, “Am I really a man who has the right to act in
such a manner that humanity regulates itself by what I do.” If a man does not say that,
he is dissembling his anguish. Clearly, the anguish with which we are concerned here is
not one that could lead to quietism or inaction. It is anguish pure and simple, of the
kind well known to all those who have borne responsibilities. When, for instance, a
military leader takes upon himself the responsibility for an attack and sends a number
of men to their death, he chooses to do it and at bottom he alone chooses. No doubt he
acts under a higher command, but its orders, which are more general, require interpretation
by him and upon that interpretation depends the life of ten, fourteen or twenty men.
In making the decision, he cannot but feel a certain anguish. All leaders know that
anguish. It does not prevent their acting, on the contrary it is the very condition of
the-, for the action presupposes that there is a plurality of possibilities, and in
choosing one of these, they realise that it has value only because it is chosen. Now it
is anguish of that kind which existentialism describes, and moreover, as we shall see,
makes explicit through direct responsibility towards other men who are concerned.
Far from being a screen which could separate us from action, it is a condition of action
itself.
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And when we speak of “abandonment”—a favourite word of Heidegger—we only
mean to say that God does not exist, and that it is necessary to draw the consequences
of his absence right to the end. The existentialist is strongly opposed to a certain type
of secular moralism which seeks to suppress God at the least possible expense.
Towards 1880, when the French professors endeavoured to formulate a secular morality,
they said something like this:—God is a useless and costly hypothesis, so we will do
without it. However, if we are to have morality, a society and a law-abiding world, it
is essential that certain values should be taken seriously; they must have an a priori
existence ascribed to them. It must be considered obligatory a priori to be honest, not
to lie, not to beat one’s wife, to bring up children and so forth; so we are goingto do a
little work on this subject, which will enable us to show that these values exist all the
same, inscribed in an intelligible heaven although, of course, there is no God. In other
words—and this is, I believe, the purport of all that we in France call radicalism—
nothing will be changed if God does not exist; we shall re-discover the same norms of
honesty, progress and humanity, and we shall have disposed of God as an out-of-date
hypothesis which will die away quietly of itself. The existentialist, on the contrary,
finds it extremely embarrassing that God does not exist, for there disappears with Him
all possibility of finding values in an intelligible heaven. There can no longer be any
good a priori, since there is no infinite and perfect consciousness to think it. It is
nowhere written that “the good” exists, that one must be honest or must not lie, since
_ Dostoievsky once wrote “If
God did not exist, everything would be permitted”’; and that, for existentialism, is the
starting point. Everything is indeed permitted if God does not exist, and man is in
consequence forlorn. G CHGANNOUINANANINNENONICPEHANBO NG CE NN
_He discovers forthwith, that he is without excuse. For if indeed
existence precedes essence, one will never be able to explain one’s action by reference
to a given and specific human nature; in other words, there is no determinism—man is
free, man is freedom. Nor, on the other hand, if God does not exist, are we provided
with any values or commands that could legitimise our behaviour. Thus we have
neither behind us, nor before us in a luminous realm of values, any means of justification
or excuse. We are left alone, without excuse. That is what | mean when I say that man
is_condemned to be free. Condemned, because he did not create himself, yet is

nevertheless at liberty, and from the moment that he is thrown into this world he is
responsible for everything he does. The existentialist does not believe in the power of
passion. He will never regard a grand passion as a destructive torrent upon which a
man is swept into certain actions as by fate, and which, therefore, is an excuse for
them. He thinks that man is responsible for his passion. Neither will an existentialist
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think that a man can find help through some sign being vouchsafed upon earth for his
orientation: for he thinks that the man himself interprets the sign as he chooses. He
thinks that every man, without any support or help whatever, is condemned at every
instant to - As Ponge has written in a very fine article, “Man is the future
of man.” That is exactly true. Only, if one took this to mean that the future is laid up
in Heaven, that God knows what it is, it would be false, for then it would no longer
even be a future. If, however, it means that, whatever man may now appear to be,
there is a future to be fashioned, a virgin future that awaits him—then it is a true
saying. But in the present one is forsaken.

As an example by which you may the better understand this state of abandonment,
I will refer to the case of a pupil of mine, who sought me out in the following
circumstances. His father was quarrelling with his mother and was also inclined to be
a “collaborator”; his elder brother had been killed in the German offensive of 1940 and
this young man, with a sentiment somewhat primitive but generous, burned to avenge
him. His mother was living alone with him, deeply afflicted by the semitreason of his
father and by the death of her eldest son, and her one consolation was in this young
man. But he, at this moment, had the choice between going to England to join the Free
French Forces or of staying near his mother and helping her to live. He fully realised
that this woman lived only for him and that his disappearance—or perhaps his
death—would plunge her into despair. He also realised that, concretely and in fact,
every action he performed on his mother’s behalf would be sure of effect in the sense
of aiding her to live, where as anything he did in order to go and fight would be an
ambiguous action which might vanish like water into sand and serve no purpose. For
instance, to set out for England he would have to wait indefinitely in a Spanish camp
on the way through Spain; or, on arriving in England or in Algiers he might be put into
an office to fill up forms. Consequently, he found himself confronted by two very
different modes of action; the one concrete, immediate, but directed towards only one
individual; and the other an action addressed to an end infinitely greater, a national
collectivity, but for that very reason ambiguous—and it might be frustrated on the
way. At the same time, he was hesitating between two kinds of morality; on the one
side the morality of sympathy, of personal devotion and, on the other side, a morality
of wider scope but of more debatable validity. He had to choose between those two.
What could help him to choose? Could the Christian doctrine? No. Christian doctrine
says: Act with charity, love your neighbour, deny yourself for others, choose the way
which is hardest, and so forth. But which is the harder road? To whom does one owe
the more brotherly love, the patriot or the mother? Which is the more useful aim, the
general one of fighting in and for the whole community, or the precise aim of helping
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one particular person to live? Who can give an answer to that|a priori? No one. Nor is
it given in any ethical scripture. The Kantian ethic says, Never regard another as a
means, but always as an end. Very well; if I remain with my mother, I shall be regarding
her as the end and not as a means: but by the same token I am in danger of treating as
means those who are fighting on my behalf; and the converse is also true, that if T go to
the aid of the combatants I shall be treating them as the end at the risk of treating my
mother as a means.

If values are uncertain, if they are still too abstract to determine the particular,
concrete case under consideration, _ That
is what this young man tried to do; and when I saw him he said, “In the end, it is feeling
that counts; the direction in which it is really pushing me is the one I ought to choose.
If I feel that I love my mother enough to sacrifice everything else for her—my will to
be avenged, all my longings for action and adventure—then I stay with her. If, on the
contrary, I feel that my love for her is not enough, I go.” But how does one estimate the
strength of a feeling? The value of his feeling for his mother was determined precisely
by the fact that he was standing by her. I may say that I love a certain friend enough
to sacrifice such or such a sum of money for him, but I cannot prove that unless I have
done it.  may say, “I love my mother enough to remain with her,” if actually I have
remained with her. [ can only estimate the strength of this affection if I have performed
an action by which it is defined and ratified. But if I then appeal to this affection to
justify my action, I find myself drawn into a vicious circle.

Moreover, as Gide has very well said, a sentiment which is play-acting and one
which is vital are two things that are hardly distinguishable one from another. To
decide that I love my mother by staying beside her, and to play a comedy the upshot
of which is that I do so—these are nearly the same thing. In other words, feeling is
formed by the deeds that one does; therefore I cannot consult it as a guide to action.
And that is to say that I can neither seek within myself for an authentic impulse to
action, nor can I expect, from some ethic, formulae that will enable me to act. You may
say that the youth did, at least, go to a professor to ask for advice. But if you seek
counsel—from a priest, for example—you have selected that priest; and at bottom
you already knew, more or less, what he would advise. In other words, to choose an
adviser is nevertheless to commit oneself by that choice. If you are a Christian, you
will say, Consult a priest; but there are collaborationists, priests who are resisters and
priests who wait for the tide to turn: which will you choose? Had this young man
chosen a priest of the resistance, or one of the collaboration, he would have decided
beforehand the kind of advice he was to receive. Similarly, in coming to me, he knew
what advice I should give him, and I had but one reply to make. You are free, therefore
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choose—that is to say, invent. No rule of general morality can show you what you
ought to do: no signs are vouchsafed in this world. The Catholics will reply, “Oh, but
they are!” Very well; still, it is I myself, in every case, who have to interpret the signs.
Whilst I was imprisoned, I made the acquaintance of a somewhat remarkable man, a
Jesuit, who had become a member of that order in the following manner. In his life he
had suffered a succession of rather severe setbacks. His father had died when he was
a child, leaving him in poverty, and he had been awarded a free scholarship in a
religious institution, where he had been made continually to feel that he was accepted
for charity’s sake, and, in consequence, he had been denied several of those distinctions
and honours which gratify children. Later, about the age of eighteen, he came to grief
in a sentimental affair; and finally, at twenty-two—this was a trifle in itself, but it was
the last drop that overflowed his cup—he failed in his military examination. This
young man, then, could regard himself as a total failure: it was a sign— but a sign of
what? He might have taken refuge in bitterness or despair. But he took it—very
cleverly for him—as a sign that he was not intended for secular successes, and that
only the attainments of religion, those of sanctity and of faith, were accessible to him.
He interpreted his record as a message from God, and became a member of the Order.
Who can doubt but that this decision as to the meaning of the sign was his, and his
alone? One could have drawn quite different conclusions from such a series of reverses—
as, for example, that he had better become a carpenter or a revolutionary. For the
decipherment of the sign, however, he bears the entire responsibility. That is what
“abandonment” implies. that we ourselves decide our being. And with this abandonment
goes anguish.

As for “despair,” the meaning of this expression is extremely simple. It merely
means that we limit ourselves to a reliance upon that which is within our wills, or
within the sum of the probabilities which render our action feasible. Whenever one
wills anything, there are always these elements of - If I am counting upon
a visit from a friend, who may be coming by train or by tram, I presuppose that the
train will arrive at the appointed time, or that the tram will not be derailed. I remain in
the realm of possibilities; but one does not rely upon any possibilities beyond those
that are strictly concerned in one’s action. Beyond the point at which the possibilities
under consideration cease to affect my action, I ought to disinterest myself. For there
is no God and no prevenient design, which can adapt the world and all its possibilities
to my will. When Descartes said, “Conquer yourself rather than the world,” what he
meant was, at bottom, the same—that we should act without hope.

Marxists, to whom I have said this, have answered: “Your action is limited,
obviously, by your death; but you can rely upon the help of others. That is, you can
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count both upon what the others are doing to help you elsewhere, as in China and in
Russia, and upon what they will do later, after your death, to take up your action and
carry it forward to its final accomplishment which will be the revolution. Moreover
you must rely upon this; not to do so is immoral.” To this I rejoin, first, that I shall
always count upon my comrades-in-arms in the struggle, in so far as they are committed,
as [ am, to a definite, common cause; and in the unity of a party or a group which I can
more or less control—that is, in which [ am enrolled as a militant and whose movements
at every moment are known to me. In that respect, to rely upon the unity and the will
of the party is exactly like my reckoning that the train will run to time or that the tram
will not be derailed. But I cannot count upon men whom I do not know, I cannot base
my confidence upon human goodness or upon man’s interest in the good of society,

seeing that man is free and that there is no human nature which I can take as foundational.

I do not know whither the Russian revolution will lead. I can admire it and take it as an
example in so far as it is evident, to-day, that the proletariat plays a part in Russia
which it has attained in no other nation. But I cannot affirm that this will necessarily
lead to the triumph of the proletariat: I must confine myself'to what I can see. Nor can
I be sure that comrades-in-arms will take up my work after my death and carry it to
the maximum perfection, seeing that those men are free agents and will freely decide,
to-morrow, what man is then to be. To-morrow, after my death, some men may decide
to establish Fascism, and the others may be so cowardly or so slack as to let them do
so. If so, Fascism will then be the truth of man, and so much the worse for us. In
reality,_ Does that mean that |
should abandon myself to quietism? No. First I ought to commit myself and then act
my commitment, according to the time-honoured formula that “one need not hope in
order to undertake one’s work.” Nor does this mean that I should not belong to a party,
but only that I should be without illusion and that I should do what I can. For instance,
if I ask myself “Will the social ideal, as such, ever become a reality?” I cannot tell,
only know that whatever may be in my power to make it so, I shall do; beyond that,
I can count upon nothing. Quietism is the attitude of people who say, “let others do
what I cannot do.” The doctrine [ am presenting before you is precisely the opposite
of this, since it declares that there is no reality except in action. It goes further, indeed,
and adds, “Man is nothing else but what he purposes. he exists onlv in so far as he

realises himself. he is therefore nothing else but the sum ofhis actions. nothing else but
what his life is.” Hence we can well understand why some people are horrified by our

teaching. For many have but one resource to sustain them in their misery, and that is
to think, “Circumstances have been against me, I was worthy to be something much
better than I have been. I admit I have never had a great love or a great friendship; but
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that is because I never met a man or a woman who were worthy of it; if I have not
written any very good books, it is because I had not the leisure to do so; or, if I have
had no children to whom I could devote myself it is because I did not find the man I
could have lived with. So there remains within me a wide range of abilities, inclinations
and potentialities, unused but perfectly viable, which endow me with a worthiness
that could never be inferred from the mere history of my actions.” But in reality and
for the existentialist, _ no potentiality of
love other than that which is manifested in loving; there is no genius other than that
which is expressed in works of art. The genius of Proust is the totality of the works of
Proust; the genius of Racine is the series of his tragedies, outside of which there is
nothing. Why should we attribute to Racine the capacity to write yet another tragedy
when that is precisely what he did not write? In life, a man commits himself, draws his
own portrait and there is nothing but that portrait. No doubt this thought may seem
comfortless to one who has not made a success of his life. On the other hand, it puts
everyone in a position to understand that reality alone is reliable; that dreams,
expectations and hopes serve to define a man only as deceptive dreams, abortive
hopes, expectations unfulfilled; that is to say, they define him negatively. not positively.
Nevertheless, when one says, “You are nothing else but what you live,” it does not
imply that an artist is to be judged solely by his works of art, for a thousand other
things contribute no less to his definition as a man. What we mean to say is that a man

is no other thag_that he is the sum. the organisation, the set of

relations that constitute these undertakings.
In the light of all this, what people reproach us with is not, after all, our pessimism,

but the sternness of our optimism. If people condemn our works of fiction, in which
we describe characters that are base, weak, cowardly and sometimes even frankly evil,
it is not only because those characters are base, weak, cowardly or evil. For suppose
that, like Zola, we showed that the behaviour of these characters was caused by their
heredity, or by the action of their environment upon them, or by determining factors,
psvchic or organic. People would be reassured, they would say, “You see, that is what
we are like, no one can do anything about it.” But the existentialist, when he portrays
a coward, shows him as responsible for his cowardice. He is not like that on account
of a cowardly heart or lungs or cerebrum, he has not become like that through his
physiological organism; he is like that because he has made himself into a coward by
- There is no such thing as a cowardly temperament. There are nervous
temperaments; there is what is called impoverished blood, and there are also rich
temperaments. But the man whose blood is poor is not a coward for all that, for what
produces cowardice is the act of giving up or giving way; and a temperament is not an
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action_ A coward is defined by the deed that he his done. What people feel obscurely,
and with horror, is that the coward as we present him is guilty of being a coward. What

people would prefer would be to be born either a coward or a hero. One of the charges
most often laid against the Chemins de la Liberté is something like this—But, after
all, these people being so base, how can you make them into heroes?”” That objection
is really rather comic, for it implies that people are born heroes: and that is, at bottom,
what such people would like to think. If you are born cowards, you can be quite
content, you can do nothing about it and you will be cowards all your lives whatever
you do; and if you are born heroes you can again be quite content; you will be heroes
all your lives, eating and drinking heroically. Whereas the existentialist says that the
coward makes himself cowardly, the hero makes himself heroic; and that there is
always a possibility for the coward to give up cowardice and for the hero to stop being
a hero. What counts is the total commitment, and it is not by a particular case or
particular action that you are committed altogether.

We have now, I think, dealt with a certain number of the reproaches against
existentialism. You have seen that it cannot be regarded as a philosophy of quietism
since it defines man by his-; nor as a pessimistic description of man, for no
doctrine is more optimistic, the destiny of man is placed within himself. Nor is it an
attempt to discourage man from action since itltells him that there is no hope except in
his action, and that the one thing which permits him to have life is the deed. Upon this
level therefore, what we are considering is an ethic of action and self-commitment.
However, we are still reproached, upon these few data, for confirming man within his
individual subjectivity. There again people badly misunderstand us.

Our point of departure is, indeed, the subjectivity of the individual; and that for
strictly philosophic reasons. It is not because we are bourgeois, but because we seek
to base our teaching upon the truth, and not upon a collection of fine theories, full of
hope but lacking real foundations. And at the point of departure there cannot be any
other truth than this, Lthink, therefore Lam, }which is the absolute truth of consciousness
as it attains to itself. Every theory which begins with man, outside of this moment of
self-attainment, is a theory which thereby suppresses the truth, for outside of the
Cartesian cogito, all objects are no more than probable, and any doctrine of probabilities
which is not attached to a truth will crumble into nothing. In order to define the
probable one must possess the true. Before there can be any truth whatever, then,
there must be an absolute truth, and there is such a truth which is simple, easily

attained and within the reach of everybody;—

In the second place, this theory alone is compatible with the dignity of man, it is
the only one which does not make man into an object. All kinds of materialism lead one
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to treat every man including oneself as an object—that is, as a set of pre-determined

reactions, in no way different from the patterns of qualities and phenomena which

constitute a table, or a chair or a stone. _
Kingdorm asa patiern of values in distinction from the material world. But the subjectivity

which we thus postulate as the standard of truth is no narrowly individual subjectivism,
for as we have demonstrated, it is not only one’s own self that one discovers in the
cogito, but those of others too. Contrary to the philosophy of Descartes, contrary to
that of Kant, when we say “I think” we are attaining to ourselves in the presence of the
other, and we are just as certain of the other as we are of ourselves. Thus the man who
discovers himself directly in the cogito also discovers all the others, and discovers
them _ He recognises that he cannot be anything
(in the sense in which one says one is spiritual, or that one is wicked or jealous) unless
others recognise him as such. I cannot obtain any truth whatsoever about myself,
except through the mediation of another. The other is indispensable to my existence,
and equally so to any knowledge I can have of myself. Under these conditions, the
intimate discovery of myself is at the same time the revelation of the other as a
freedom which confronts mine, and which cannot think or will without doing so either
for or against me. Thus, at once, we find ourselves in a world which is, let us say, that
of “inter-subjectivity.” It is in this world that man his to decide what he is and what
others are.

Furthermore, although it is impossible to find in each and every man a universal
essence that can be called human nature, there is nevertheless a human universality of
condition. 1t is not by chance that the thinkers of to-day are so much more ready to

speak of the condition than of the nature of man. By his condition they understand,

with more or less clarity, SIIECimifdtions SRiChid prior GEfme man s fundamenta]
_His historical situations are variable: man may be born a slave

in a pagan society, or may be a feudal baron, or a proletarian. But what never vary are
the pecessities of being in the world, of having to labour and to die there. These
limitations are neither subjective nor objective, or rather there is both a subjective and
an objective aspect of them. Objective, because we meet with them everywhere and
they are everywhere recognisable: and subjective because they are |lived Iand are nothing
if man does not live them—if, that is to say, he does not freely determine himself and
his existence in relation to them. And, diverse though man’s purposes may be, at least
none of them is wholly foreign to me, since every human purpose presents itself as an
attempt either to surpass these limitations, or to widen them, or else to deny or to
accommodate oneself to them. Consequently every purpose, however individual it
may be, is of universal value. Every purpose, even that of a Chinese, an Indian or a
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Negro, can be understood by a European. To say it can be understood, means that the
European of 1945 may be striving out of a certain situation towards the same limitations
in the same way, and that he may reconceive in himself the purpose of the Chinese, of

the Indian or the African. In every purpose there is universality, in this sense that

every purpose is comprehensible to every ma_
e T e —

of understanding an idiot, a child, a primitive man or a foreigner if one has sufficient
information. In this sense we may say that there is a human universality, _
_I make this universality in choosing
myself; I also make it by understanding the purpose of any other man, of whatever
epoch. This absoluteness of the act of choice does not alter the relativity of each
epoch.

What is at the very heart and centre of existentialism, is the absolute character of
the free commitment, by which every man realises himself in realising a type of
humanity—a commitment always understandable, to no matter whom in no matter
what epoch—and its bearing upon the relativity of the cultural pattern which may
result from such absolute commitment. One must observe equally the relativity of
Cartesianism and the absolute character of the Cartesian commitment, in this sense
you may say, if you like, that every one of us makes the absolute by breathing, by
eating, by sleeping or by behaving in any fashion whatsoever. There is no difference
between free being—being as self-committal, as existence choosing its essence—and
absolute being. And there is no difference whatever between being as an absolute,
temporarily localised—that is, localised in history—and universally intelligible being.

This does not completely refute the charge of subjectivism. Indeed that objection
appears in several other forms, of which the first is as follows. People say to us,
“Then it does not matter what you do,” and they say this in various ways. First they
tax us with anarchy; then they say, “You cannot judge others, for there is no reason for
preferring one purpose to another”; finally, they may say, “Everything being merely
voluntary in this choice of yours, you give away with one hand what you pretend to
gain with the other.” These three are not very serious objections. As to the first, to say
that it matters not what you choose is not correct. In one sense choice is possible, but
what is not possible is not to choose. I can always choose, but I must know that if I
do not choose, that is still a choice. This, although it may appear merely formal, is of
great importance as a limit to fantasy and caprice. For, when I confront a real situation—
for example, that I am a sexual being, able to have relations with a being of the other sex
and able to have children—I am obliged to choose my attitude to it, and in every
respect I bear the responsibility of the choice which, in committing myself, also
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commits the whole of humanity. Even if my choice is determined by no a priori value
whatever, it can have nothing to do with caprice: and if anyone thinks that this is only
Gide’s theory of the acte gratuit over again, he has failed to see the enormous difference
between this theory and that of Gide. Gide does not know what a situation is, his
“act” is one of pure caprice. In our view, on the contrary, man finds himself in an
organised situation in which he is himself involved: his choice involves mankind in its
entirety, and he cannot avoid choosing. Either he must remain single, or he must marry
without having children, or he must marry and have children. In any case, and whichever
he may choose, it is impossible for him, in respect of this situation, not to take
complete responsibility. Doubtless he chooses without reference to any pre-established
values, but it is unjust to tax him with caprice. Rather let us say that the moral choice
is comparable to the construction of a work of art.

But here I must at once digress to make it quite clear that we are not propounding
an aesthetic morality, for our adversaries are disingenuous enough to reproach us even
with that. I mention the work of art only by way of comparison. That being understood,
does anyone reproach an artist when he paints a picture for not following rules
established a priori? Does one ever ask what is the picture that he ought to paint? As
everyone knows, there is no pre-defined picture for him to make; the artist applies
himself to the composition of a picture, and the picture that ought to be made is
precisely that which he will have made. As everyone knows, there are no aesthetic
values a priori, but there are values which will appear in due course in the coherence
of the picture, in the relation between the will to create and the finished work. No one
can tell what the painting of to-morrow will be like; one cannot judge a painting until
it is done. What has that to do with morality? We are in the same creative situation. We
never speak of a work of art as irresponsible; when we are discussing a canvas by
Picasso, we understand very well that the composition became what it is at the time
when he was painting it, and that his works are part and parcel of his entire life.

It is the same upon the plane of morality. There is this in common between art and
morality, that in both we have to do with creation and invention. We cannot decide a
priori what it is that should be done. I think it was made sufficiently clear to you in the
case of that student who came to see me, that to whatever ethical system he might
appeal, the Kantian or any other, he could find no sort of guidance whatever; he was
obliged to invent the law for himself. Certainly we cannot say that this man, in
choosing to remain with his mother—that is, in taking sentiment, personal devotion
and concrete charity as his moral foundations— would be making an irresponsible
choice, nor could we do so if he preferred the sacrifice of going away to England. Man
makes himself; he is not found ready-made: he makes himself by the choice of his
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morality, and he cannot but choose a morality, such is the pressure of circumstances
upon him. We define man only in relation to his commitments; it is therefore absurd to
reproach us for irresponsibility in our choice.

In the second place, people say to us, “You are unable to judge others.” This is true
in one sense and false in another. It is true in this sense, that whenever a man chooses
his purpose and his commitment in all clearness and in all sincerity, whatever that
purpose may be it is impossible to prefer another for him. It is true in the sense that
we do not believe in progress. Progress implies amelioration; but man is always the
same, facing a situation which is always changing, and choice remains always a choice
in the situation. The moral problem has not changed since the time when it was a
choice between slavery and anti-slavery— from the time of the war of Secession, for
example, until the present moment when one chooses between the M.R.P.> and the
Communists.

We can judge, nevertheless, for, as [ have said, one chooses in view of others, and
in view of others one chooses himself. One can judge, first— and perhaps this is not
a judgment of value, but it is a logical judgment— that in certain cases choice is
founded upon an error, and in others upon the truth. One can judge a man by saying
that he deceives himself. Since we have defined the situation of man as one of free
choice, without excuse and without help, any man who takes refuge behind the excuse
of his passions, or by inventing some deterministic doctrine, is a self-deceiver. One
may object: “But why should he not choose to deceive himself?” I reply that it is not
for me to judge him morally, but I define his self-deception as an error. Here one cannot
avoid pronouncing a judgment of truth. The self-deception is evidently a falsehood,
because it is a dissimulation of man’s complete liberty of commitment. Upon this
same level, I say that it is also a self-deception if I choose to declare that certain values
are incumbent upon me; I am in contradiction with myselfif I will these values and at
the same time say that they impose themselves upon me. If anyone says to me, “And
what if T wish to deceive myself?” I answer, “There is no reason why you should not,
but I declare that you are doing so, and that the attitude of strict consistency alone is
that of good faith. Furthermore, I can pronounce a moral judgment. For I declare that
freedom, in respect of concrete circumstances, can have no other end and aim but
itself; and when once a man has seen that values depend upon himself, in that state of
forsakenness he can will only one thing, and that is freedom as the foundation of all
values. That does not mean that he wills it in the abstract: it simply means that the
actions of men of good faith have, as their ultimate significance, the quest of freedom
itself as such. A man who belongs to some communist or revolutionary society wills
certain concrete ends, which imply the will to freedom, but that freedom is willed in
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community. We will freedom for freedom’s sake, and in and through particular
circumstances. And in thus willing freedom we discover that it depends entirely upon
the freedom of others and that the freedom of others depends upon our own. Obviously,
freedom as the definition of a man does not depend upon others, but as soon as there
is a commitment, I am obliged to will the liberty of others at the same time as mine. I
cannot make liberty my aim unless I make that of others equally my aim. Consequently,
when I recognise, as entirely authentic, that man is a being whose existence precedes
his essence, and that he is a free being who cannot, in any circumstances, but will his
freedom, at the same time I realise that I cannot not will the freedom of others. Thus,
in the name of that will to freedom which is implied in freedom itself I can form
judgments upon those who seek to hide from themselves the wholly voluntary nature
of their existence and its complete freedom. Those who hide from this total freedom,
in a guise of solemnity or with deterministic excuses, I shall call cowards. Others, who
try to show that their existence is necessary, when it is merely an accident of the
appearance of the human race on earth,— I shall call scum. But neither cowards nor
scum can be identified except upon the plane of strict authenticity. Thus, although the
content of morality is variable, a certain form of this morality is universal. Kant
declared that freedom is a will both to itself and to the freedom of others. Agreed: but
he thinks that the formal and the universal suffice for the constitution of a morality.
We think, on the contrary, that principles that are too abstract break down when we
come to defining action. To take once again the case of that student; by what authority,
in the name of what golden rule of morality, do you think he could have decided, in
perfect peace of mind, either to abandon his mother or to remain with her? There are
no means of judging. The content is always concrete and therefore unpredictable; it
has always to be invented. The one thing that counts, is to know whether the invention
is made in the name of freedom.

Let us, for example, examine the two following cases, and you will see how far they
are similar in spite of their difference. Let us take The Mill on the Floss. We find here
a certain young woman, Maggie Tulliver, who is an incarnation of the value of passion
and is aware of'it. She is in love with a young man, Stephen, who is engaged to another,
an insignificant young woman. This Maggie Tulliver, instead of heedlessly seeking her
own happiness, chooses in the name of human solidarity to sacrifice herself and to
give up the man she loves. On the other hand, La Sanseverina in Stendhal’s Chartreuse
de Parme, believing that it is passion which endows man with his real value, would
have declared that a grand passion justifies its sacrifices, and must be preferred to the
banality of such conjugal love as would unite Stephen to the little goose he was
engaged to marry. It is the latter that she would have chosen to sacrifice in realising her
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own happiness, and, as Stendhal shows, she would also sacrifice herself upon the
plane of passion if life made that demand upon her. Here we are facing two clearly
opposed moralities; but I claim that they are equivalent, seeing that in both cases the
overruling aim is freedom. You can imagine two attitudes exactly similar in effect, in
that one girl might prefer, in resignation, to give up her lover whilst the other preferred,
in fulfilment of sexual desire, to ignore the prior engagement of the man she loved; and,
externally, these two cases might appear the same as the two we have just cited, while
being in fact entirely different. The attitude of La Sanseverina is much nearer to that of
Maggie Tulliver than to one of careless greed. Thus, you see, the second objection is
at once true and false. One can choose anything, but only if it is upon the plane of free
commitment.

The third objection, stated by saying, “You take with one hand what you give with
the other,” means, at bottom, “your values are not serious, since you choose them
yourselves.” To that I can only say that I am very sorry that it should be so; but if I
have excluded God the Father, there must be somebody to invent values. We have to
take things as they are. And moreover, to say that we invent values means neither
more nor less than this; that there is no sense in life a priori. Life is nothing until it is
lived; but it is yours to make sense of, and the value of it is nothing else but the sense
that you choose. Therefore, you can see that there is a possibility of creating a human
community. I have been reproached for suggesting that existentialism is a form of
humanism: people have said to me, “But you have written in your Nauseé that the
humanists are wrong, you have even ridiculed a certain type of humanism, why do
you now go back upon that?” In reality, the word humanism has two very different
meanings. One may understand by humanism a theory which upholds man as the end-
in-itself and as the supreme value. Humanism in this sense appears, for instance, in
Cocteau’s story Round the World in 80 Hours, in which one of the characters declares,
because he is flying over mountains in an aeroplane, “Man is magnificent!” This
signifies that although I, personally, have not built aeroplanes I have the benefit of
those particular inventions and that I personally, being a man, can consider myself
responsible for, and honoured by, achievements that are peculiar to some men. It is to
assume that we can ascribe value to man according to the most distinguished deeds of
certain men. That kind of humanism is absurd, for only the dog or the horse would be
in a position to pronounce a general judgment upon man and declare that he is
magnificent, which they have never been such fools as to do—at least, not as far as |
know. But neither is it admissible that a man should pronounce judgment upon Man.
Existentialism dispenses with any judgment of this sort: an existentialist will never
take man as the end, since man is still to be determined. And we have no right to believe
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that humanity is something to which we could set up a cult, after the manner of
Auguste Comte. The cult of humanity ends in Comtian humanism, shut-in upon itself,
and—this must be said—in Fascism. We do not want a humanism like that.

But there is another sense of the word, of which the fundamental meaning is this:
Man is all the time outside of himself: it is in projecting and losing himself beyond
himself that he makes man to exist: and, on the other hand, it is by pursuing transcendent
aims that he himself is able to exist. Since man is thus self-surpassing, and can grasp
objects only in relation to his self-surpassing, he is himself the heart and centre of his
transcendence. There is no other universe except the human universe, the universe of
human subjectivity. This relation of transcendence as constitutive of man (not in the
sense that God is transcendent, but in the sense of self-surpassing) with subjectivity
(in such a sense that man is not shut up in himself but forever present in a human
universe)—it is this that we call existential humanism. This is humanism, because we
remind man that there is no legislator but himself; that he himself, thus abandoned,
must decide for himself; also because we show that it is not by turning back upon
himself, but always by seeking, beyond himself, an aim which is one of liberation or of
some particular realisation, that man can realise himself as truly human.

You can see from these few reflections that nothing could be more unjust than the
objections people raise against us. Existentialism is nothing else but an attempt to
draw the full conclusions from a consistently atheistic position. Its intention is not in
the least that of plunging men into despair. And if by despair one means—as the
Christians do—any attitude of unbelief, the despair of the existentialists is something
different. Existentialism is not atheist in the sense that it would exhaust itself in
demonstrations of the non-existence of God. It declares, rather, that even if God
existed that would make no difference from its point of view. Not that we believe God
does exist, but we think that the real problem is not that of His existence; what man
needs is to find himself again and to understand that nothing can save him from
himself, not even a valid proof of the existence of God. In this sense existentialism is
optimistic. It is a doctrine of action, and it is only by self-deception, by confusing
their own despair with ours that Christians can describe us as without hope.

Discussion

Questioner

I do not know whether this attempt to make yourself understood will make you better

understood, or less so; but I think that the explanation in Action will only make people
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misunderstand you more. The words “despair” and “abandonment” have a much
wider resonance in an existential context. And it seemsto me that despair or anguish
means, to you, something more fundamental than the responsibility of the man who
feelsheisalone and hasto make decisions. It isastate of consciousness of the human
predicament which doesnot arise all thetime. That oneischoosing whom oneisto be,
is admitted, but anguish and despair do not appear concurrently.

M. Sartre

Obviously | do not mean that whenever | choose between amillefeuille and achocolate
éclair, | choosein anguish. Anguishis constant in this sense—that my original choice
is something constant. Indeed, this anguish is, in my view, the complete absence of
justification at the sametime as oneisresponsible in regard to everyone.

Questioner

| was alluding to the point of view of the explanation published in Action, in whichiit
seemed to me that your own point of view was somewhat weakened.

M. Sartre

Frankly it is possible that my themes have been rather weakened in Action. It often
happensthat people who come and put questionsto meare not quaifiedtodo so. | am
then presented with two alternatives, that of refusing to answer or that of accepting
discussion upon thelevel of popularisation. | have chosen the | atter because, after al,
when one expoundstheoriesin aclass of philosophy one consentsto some weakening
of anideain order to makeit understood, and it is not such abad thing to do. If one has
atheory of commitment one must commit oneself to seeit through. If intruth existential
philosophy is above all a philosophy which says that existence precedes essence, it
must belived to bereally sincere; andtolive asan existentialist isto consent to pay for
this teaching, not to put it into books. If you want this philosophy to he indeed a
commitment, you have to render some account of it to people who discussit upon the
political or the moral plane.

You reproach me for using the word “humanism.” | do so because that is how the
problem presentsitself. One must either keep the doctrine strictly to the philosophic
plane and rely upon chance for any action uponiit, or else, seeing that people demand
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something else, and sinceitsintention isto be acommitment, one must consent to its
popul arisation—provided one does not thereby distort it.

Questioner

Those who want to understand you will understand, and those who do not want to
will not understand you.

M. Sartre

You seem to conceive the part played by philosophy in thiscivilisation in asense that
has been outmoded by events. Until recently philosophers were attacked only by
other philosophers. The public understood nothing of it and cared |ess. Now, however,
they have made philosophy come right down into the market-place. Marx himself
never ceased to popul arise histhought. The manifesto isthe popularisation of anidea.

Questioner

Theoriginal choice of Marx was arevolutionary one.

M. Sartre

Hemust he acunning fellow indeed who can say whether Marx chose himself first as
arevolutionary and then asaphilosopher, or first asaphilosopher and asarevolutionary
afterwards. Heisboth a philosopher and arevol utionary—that isawhole. To say that
he chose himself first as arevolutionary—what does that mean?

Questioner

The Communist Manifesto does not look to melike apopularisation; it isaweapon of
war. | cannot believe that it was not an act of commitment.

As soon as Marx concluded that the revolution was necessary, hisfirst action was
his Communist Manifesto, which was a palitical action. The Communist Manifestois
the bond between the philosophy of Marx and Communism. Whatever may be the
morality you hold, one can feel no such closelogical connection between that morality
and your philosophy as there is between the Communist Manifesto and Marx’s
philosophy.
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M. Sartre

Wearedealing with amordlity of freedom. So long asthereisno contradiction between
that morality and our philosophy, nothing more is required. Types of commitment
differ from one epoch to ancther. In one epoch, in which to commit oneself was to
make revolution, one had to write the Manifesto. In such an epoch as ours, in which
there are various parties, each advertising itself as the revolution, commitment does
not consist in joining one of them, but in seeking to clarify the conception, in order to
definethesituation and at the sametimeto try to influence the different revolutionary
parties.

M. Naville

The question one must ask oneself, arising from the point of view that you have just
indicated, isthis: Will not your doctrine present itself, in the period now beginning, as
the resurrection of radical-socialism? This may seem fantastic, but it is the way in
which one must now frame the question. You place yourself, by the way, at all sorts
of points of view; but if one looks for the actual point of convergence, to which all
these pointsof view and aspectsof existential thought aretending, | havetheimpression
that it turns out to be a kind of resurrection of liberalism. Your philosophy seeks to
revive, in the quite peculiar conditions which are our present historical conditions,
what isessential inradical-sociaism, in liberal humanism. What givesit itsdistinctive
character, is the fact that the social crisis of the world has gone too far for the old
liberalism, it putsliberalismtotorture, to anguish. | believethat one could find several
rather profound reasons for this evaluation, even if one kept within your own terms.
It follows from the present exposition, that existentialism presentsitself asaform of
humanism and of aphilosophy of freedom, which isat bottom apre-commitment, and
that is a purpose undefined. You put in the forefront, as do many others, the dignity
of man, theeminent value of personality. These arethemeswhich, al things considered,
are not so far from those of the old liberalism. To justify them, you make distinction
between two meanings of “the condition of man” and between two meanings of
several termswhich arein common use. The significance of theseterms has, however,
awhole history, and their equivocal character is not the result of chance. To rescue
them, you would invent new meanings for them. | will pass over al the special
questions of philosophic technique which this raises, interesting and important as
they are; and, confining myself to the terms that | have just heard, | will fasten upon
the fundamental point which shows that, in spite of your distinction between two
meanings of humanism, the meaning that you hold is, after al, the old one.
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Man presents himself as achoice to be made. Very well. Heis, first and foremost,
his existence at the present instant, and he stands outside of natural determinism. He
is not defined by anything prior to himself, but by his present functioning as an
individual. Thereisno human nature superior to him, but a specific existenceisgiven
to him at agiven moment. | ask myself whether “existence” taken in this senseis not
another form of the concept of human naturewhich, for historical reasons, isappearing
inanovel guise. Isit not very similar—more so than it looks at first sight—to human
nature as it was defined in the eighteenth century, the conception which you say you
repudiate? For thisreappearsin and very largely underliesthe expression “the condition
of man” asit is used in existentialism. Your conception of the human conditionisa
substitute for human nature, just as you substitute lived experience for common
experience or scientific experiment.

If we consider human conditions as conditions defined by X, whichisthe X of the
subject, and not by the natural environment, not by positive determinants, one is
considering human nature under another form. It is a nature-condition, if you like,
which is not to say that it is definable simply as an abstract type of nature; it is
reveal ed in ways much more difficult to formulate for reasonswhich, in my view, are
historical. In these days, human natureis expressing itself in asocial framework that
is undergoing a general disintegration of social orders and social classes, in conflicts
that cut acrossthem, and in a stirring-together of all races and nations. The notion of
auniform and schematic human nature cannot now be presented with the same character
of generality nor take on the same aspect of universality asin the eighteenth century,
an epoch when it appeared to be definable upon a basis of continuous progress. In
these dayswe are concerned with an expression of human nature which both thoughtful
and simple people call the condition of man. Their presentation of this is vague,
chaotic and generally of an aspect that is, so to speak, dramatic; imposed by the
circumstances. And, in so far asthey do not want to go beyond the general expression
of that condition into a deterministic enquiry into what the effective conditions are,
they maintain the type and the scheme of an abstract expression, analogousto that of
human nature.

This existentialism does depend upon a notion of the nature of man, but thistime
it isnot anature that has pridein itself, but one that is fearful, uncertain and forlorn.
And, indeed, when the existentialist speaks of the condition of man, heis speaking of
a condition in which he is not yet realy committed to what existentialism calls
purposes— and which is, consequently, a pre-condition. We have here a pre-
engagement, not acommitment, not even areal condition. It is not by accident, then,
that this* condition of man” isdefined primarily by itsgeneral, humanist character. In
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the past, when one spoke of human nature, one was thinking of something more
limited than if onewere speaking of aconditionin general. For nature—that isalready
something else: in asenseit is something more than acondition. Human natureis not
a modality in the sense that the condition of man is a modality. For that reason it
would be better, in my view, to speak of naturalism than of humanism. In naturalism
thereisanimplication of realitiesmoregeneral than areimplied in humanism—at least,
inthe sensein which you take theterm ‘ humanism’' —we are dealing with reality itself.
Asto human nature, the discussion of it needs to be widened: for the historical point
of view must also be considered. The primary reality isthat of nature, of which human
reality isonly one function. But for that, one must admit the truth of history, and the
existentialist will not, as arule, admit the truth of human history any more than that
of natural history in general. Nevertheless, it is history which makesindividuals: itis
because of their actual history, from the moment when they are conceived, that they
are neither born nor do they live in aworld which provides an abstract condition for
them. Because of their history they appear in aworld of which they themselves have
always been part and parcel, by which they are conditioned and to the conditions of
which they contribute, even as the mother conditions her child and the child also
conditions her from the beginning of its gestation. It is only from this point of view
that we have any right to speak of the condition of man as of a primary reality. One
ought rather to say that the primary readlity is a natural condition and not a human
condition. These are merely current and common opinionsthat | am repeating, but in
no way whatever that | can see does the existential argument refute them. After al, if
it iscertain that thereisno human naturein the abstract, no essence of man apart from
or anterior to his existence, it is also certain that there is no human condition in
general—not even if you mean by condition acertain set of concrete circumstances or
situations, for in your view these are not articulated. In any case, upon this subject
Marxism has adifferent idea, that of nature within man and man within nature, which
isnot necessarily defined from an individual point of view.

This means that there are laws of the functioning of man, as of every other object
of science, which constitute, in the full sense of the word, his nature. That nature is
variable, it is true, but bears little resemblance to a phenomenology—that is, to any
perception of it that isfelt, empirical, or lived, or such asisgiven by common sense or
rather by the assumed common sense of the philosophers. Thus understood, the
conception of human nature asthe men of the eighteenth century had it, was undoubtedly
much nearer to that of Marx thanisitsexistential substitute, “the condition of man”—
which is a pure phenomenology of his situation.
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Inthesedays, unfortunately, humanism isaword employed to identify philosophic
tendencies, not only intwo senses but in three, four, five, or six. We are all humanists
to-day, even certain Marxists. Those who reveal themselves as classical rationalists
are humanistsin asensethat has gone sour on us, derived from theliberal ideas of the
last century, aliberalism refracted throughout the contemporary crisis. If Marxistscan
claim to be humanists, the various religions, Christian, Hindu and many others, also
claim above al that they are humanist; so do the existentialistsin their turn and, in a
genera way, al the philosophies. Actually, many political movements protest no less
that they are humanist. What all this amounts to is a kind of attempt to re-instate a
philosophy which, for al itsclaims, refusesin thelast resort to commit itself, not only
fromthe political or socia standpoint, but also in the deeper philosophic sense. When
Christianity claims to be humanist before all elsg, it is because it refuses to commit
itself, because it cannot—that is, it cannot side with the progressive forces in the
conflict, because it is holding on to reactionary positions in face of the revolution.
When the pseudo-Marxists or the liberals place the rights of the personality above
everything, it isbecausethey recoil beforethe exigencies of the present world situation.
Just sothe existentialist, liketheliberal, putsin aclaim for manin general because he
cannot manage to formulate such a position as the events require, and the only
progressive position that is known is that of Marxism. Marxism aone states the real
problems of the age.

It is not true that a man has freedom of choice, in the sense that by that choice he
confers upon his activity a meaning it would not otherwise have. It is not enough to
say that men can strive for freedom without knowing that they strive for it—aor, if we
givethefullest meaning to that recognition, it meansthat men can engageinthe struggle
for a cause which over-rules them, which is to say that they can act within a frame
greater than themselves, and not merely act out of themselves. For intheend, if aman
strives for freedom without knowing it, without being able to say precisely how or to
what end he is striving, what does that signify? That his actions are going to bring
about a succession of consequences weaving themselves into a whole network of
causality of which he cannot grasp all the effects, but which, all the same, round off his
action and endow it with ameaning, in function with the activity of others—and not
only that of other men, but of the natural environment in which those men act. But,
fromyour point of view, the choiceisapre-choice—I come back again to that prefix,
for | think you still interpose a reserve. In this kind of pre-choice one is concerned
with the freedom of aprior indifference. But your conception of the condition and the
freedom of man islinked to a certain definition of the objective upon which | have a
word to say: it is, indeed, upon this idea of the world of objects as utilities that you
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base everything else. From an image of beings existing in discontinuity, you form a
picture of adiscontinuousworld of objects, in which thereis no causality, excepting
that strange variety of causal relatedness which is that of utility—passive,
incomprehensible and contemptible. Existential man stumbles about in a world of
implements, of untidy obstacles, entangled and piled up one upon ancther in afantastic
desireto makethem serve one another, but all branded with the stigma, so frightful in
the eyes of idealists, of their so-called pure exteriority. This implemental mode of
determinism is, however, acausal. For where is the beginning or the end of such a
world, the definition of which, moreover, is wholly arbitrary and in no way agrees
with the data of modern science? For usit neither begins nor ends anywhere, for the
separation which the existentialist inflicts upon it— separation from nature, or rather
from the condition of man—makesit unreal. Thereisoneworld and only one, in our
view, and the whole of this world—both men and things, if you must make that
distinction— may be seen, in certain variable conditions, under the sign of objectivity.
The utility of stars, of anger, of a flower? | will not argue about such things: but |

maintain that your freedom, your idealism, is made out of an arbitrary contempt for
things. And yet things are very different from the description that you give of them.

You admit their existence in their own right, and so far so good. But it is a purely
privative existence, one of permanent hostility. The physical and biological universeis
never, inyour eyes, acondition or asource of conditioning—that word, initsfull and
practical sense, has no more meaning for you than hasthe word “ cause.” That iswhy
the objective universe is, for existential man, nothing but an occasion of vexation, a
thing elusive, fundamentally indifferent, a continual mere probability—in short, the
very opposite of what it is to the Marxist materialist.

For al these reasons and for some others, you can only conceive the commitment
of philosophy as an arbitrary decision which you describe as free. You denature
history, even that of Marx, when you say that he has outlined a philosophy because
he was committed to it. On the contrary; the commitment, or rather the socia and
political action, was adeterminant of histhinking in amore general sense. It was out
of amultiplicity of experiencesthat hedistilled hisdoctrines. It appears evident to me
that the development of philosophic thinking in Marx took place in conscious
connection with the development of politicsand society. That ismoreor lessthe case,
moreover, with all previous philosophers. Kant is a systematic philosopher who is
known to have refrained from all political activity, but that does not mean that his
philosophy did not play a certain political réle—Kant, the German Robespierre, as
Heine called him. And, even to the extent that one might admit, of the epoch of
Descartes for example, that the development of philosophy played no direct part in
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politics—which is however erroneous—it has become impossible to say so since the
last century. In these days to seek to re-establish, in any form whatsoever, a position
anterior to Marxism—I call that going back to radical-socialism.

In sofar asexistentialism isengendering awill to revolution it ought, therefore, to
undertake first of all a work of self-criticism. | do not think it will do this very
cheerfully, but it must be done. It will have to undergo acrisisin the persons of those
who advocate it—a diaectica crisis—if it is still to retain, in some sense, certain
positions not devoid of value which are held by some of its partisans. That seemsto
me all the more necessary because | have noted that some of them have been arguing
from existentialism to socia conclusionsthat are most disquieting, indeed obviously
retrograde. One of them wrote, at the end of an analysis, that phenomenology could
perform a specia socia service today, by providing the petite-bourgeoisie with a
philosophy which would enable them to live and to become the vanguard of the
international revolutionary movement. By this interpretation of conscientious
intentions, one could give the petite-bourgeoisie a philosophy corresponding to its
existence, and it could become the advance guard of theworld-revol utionary movement!
I mention this as an example, and | could give you others of the same kind, showing
that a certain number of persons, who are moreover deeply committed, and find
themselves much drawn to the existential theme, are beginning to elaborate it into
political theories. But after al, and here | come back to what | said at the beginning,
these are theories coloured with neo-liberalism, with neo-radical-socialism. That is
certainly a danger. What chiefly interests us is not any research into the dialectical
coherence between all the different groundstouched upon by existentialism, but to see
the orientation of thesethemes. For little by little, perhapsunknown to their defenders,
and undertaken as an enquiry, atheory, as an attitude, they do lead to something. Not,
of course, to quietism; to talk of quietism in the present epoch would be alosing game
indeed, in fact an impossible one: but to something very like ‘attentism.’® That may,
perhaps, be not inconsistent with certain kinds of individual commitment; but it is
inconsistent with any search for a commitment of collective value—especialy of a
prescriptive value. Why should existentialism not give any directions? In the name of
freedom? But if this philosophy tendsin the direction indicated by Sartre, it ought to
give directives. It ought, in 1945, to tell us whether to join the U.D.S.R.,* or the
Socidlist Party, the Communist Party or another: it ought to say whether it is on the
side of the workers or on that of the petite-bourgeoisie.
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M. Sartre

It israther difficult to give you acomplete answer. You have said so many things. But
I will try to reply to afew points that | have noted down. First, | must say that you
take up a dogmatic position. You say that we take up a position anterior to Marxism,
that we are advancing towards the rear. | consider that what you have to prove isthat
the position we are seeking to establish is not post-Marxian. As to that | will not
argue, but | would like to ask you how you come by your conception of ‘the truth.’
You think there are somethingsthat are absol utely true, for you present your objections
inthe name of acertitude. But if all men are objects asyou say, whence have you such
acertitude?You say it isinthe name of human dignity that man refusesto regard man
asan object. That isfalse: it isfor areason of aphilosophic and logical order: if you
postulate a universe of objects, truth disappears. The objective world is the world of
the probable. You ought to recognise that every theory, whether scientific or
philosophic, is one of probability. The proof of thisis that scientific and historical
theses vary, and that they are made in the form of hypotheses. If we admit that the
objective world, the world of the probable, is one, we have still no more than aworld
of probabilities; and in that case since the probability depends upon our having
acquired some truths, whence comes the certitude? Our subjectivism allows us some
certitudes, and we are thus enabled to rejoin you upon the plane of the probable. We
can thus justify the dogmatism which you have demonstrated throughout your
discourse, though it isincomprehensible from the position that you take. If you do not
define the truth, how can you conceive the theory of Marx otherwise than as a
doctrine which appears, disappears, is modified and has no more than theoretical
value? How can one make a dialectic of history unless one begins by postulating a
certain number of rules? We deduce these from the Cartesian cogito: we can only find
them by placing ourselves firmly upon the ground of subjectivity. We have never
disputed the fact that, continually, man is an object to man. But reciprocally, in order
to grasp the object asit is, there must be a subject which attains to itself as subject.
Then, you speak of acondition of man, which you sometimescall apre-condition,
and you speak of pre-determination. What has escaped your notice here, is that we
adhere to much that is in the Marxian descriptions. You cannot criticise me as you
would criticise the men of the eighteenth century, who were ignorant of the whole
question. We have known for a long time all that you have been telling us about
determinism. For us the real problem is to define conditions in which there can be
universality. Since there is no human nature, how can one preserve, throughout the
continual changes of history, universal principles sufficient to interpret, for instance,
the phenomenon of Spartacus, which presupposes a minimum understanding of that
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epoch? We arein agreement upon this point—that there is no human nature; in other
words, each epoch devel ops according to dialectical laws, and men depend upon their
epoch and not upon human nature.

M. Naville

When you seek to interpret, you say: “This is so because we are dealing with a
particular situation.” For our part, we consider what is analogous or different in the
social life of that epoch compared with that of our own. If on the other hand, we tried
to analyse the analogy itself as a function of some abstract kind, we should never
arrive at anything. If you supposethat, after two thousand years, one has no means of
analysing the present situation except certain observations upon the condition of man
in general, how could one conduct an analysis that was retrospective? One could not
doit.

M. Sartre

We have never doubted the need for analysiseither of human conditionsor of individual
intentions. That which we call the situation is, precisely, the whole of the conditions,
not only material but psycho-analytic, which, in the epoch under consideration,
defineit precisely asawhole.

M. Naville

| do not believe that your definition is in conformity with your texts. Anyhow, it
clearly appears that your conception of the situation isin no way identifiable, even
remotely, with any Marxist conception, in that it denies causality. Your definition is
not precise: it often dips cleverly from one position to another, without defining
either inasufficiently rigorous manner. For us, asituation isatotality that isconstructed,
and that reveal sitself, by awhole series of determining factors, and these determinants
are causal, including causality of astatistical kind.

M. Sartre

You talk to me about causality of astatistical order. That is meaningless. Will you tell
me, precisely and clearly, what you understand by causality? | will believe in the
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Marxian causality upon the very day when a Marxian explains it to me. Whenever
anyone speaks to you of freedom you spend your time in saying, “Excuse me, but
thereiscausality.” But of thissecret causality, which hasno meaning exceptin Hegel,
you can render no account. You have a dream about the Marxian causality.

M. Naville

Do you admit the existence of scientific truth? There may be spheresinwhich nokind
of truth is predicable. But the world of objects—this you will nevertheless admit, |
hope—isthe world with which the sciences are concerned. Yet for you, thisisaworld
in which there are only probabilities, never amounting to the truth. The world of
objects, then, which is that of science, admits of no absolute truth. But it does attain
torelativetruth. Now, you will admit that the sciences empl oy the notion of causality?

M. Sartre

Certainly not. The sciences are abstract; they study the variations of factors that are
equally abstract, and not real causality. We are concerned with universal factors upon
a plane where their relations can always be studied: whereas, in Marxism, one is
engaged in the study of asingle totality, in which one searches for causality. But it is
not at al the same thing as scientific causality.

M. Naville

You gave an example, and developed it at length—that of ayoung man who cameto
consult you.

M. Sartre

Was it not a question of freedom?

M. Naville

He ought to have been answered. | would have endeavoured to ascertain what werehis
capabilities, hisage, hisfinancial resources; and to ook into hisrelation to hismother.
Perhaps | should have pronounced a merely probable opinion, but | would most
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certainly have tried to arrive at a definite point of view, though it might have been
proved wrong when acted upon. Most certainly | would have urged him to do something.

M. Sartre

If he comes to ask your advice, it is because he has already chosen the answer.
Practically, | should have been very well ableto give him some advice. But ashe was
seeking freedom | wanted to let him decide. Besides, | knew what he was going to do,
and that is what he did.

Notes

1 Oignezvilainil vousplaindra, poignez vilainil vousoindra.
Mouvement Républicain Populaire.

3 Theattentistes, asthey were called, were those who neither collaborated with the
German occupation nor resisted it: but waited (asthey said), for thetimewhen the
Allieswould invade and make resistance more efficacious, or—as their enemies
said—waited to join the winning side.

4 Union Des Socialistes Républicains.



3  Phenomenology

The ‘existential phenomenology’ of Being and Nothingness is a synthesis
of existentialism and phenomenology. To understand it, we need a grasp of
phenomenology before Sartre.

Although the term ‘phenomenology’ was given currency by the German
mathematician and philosopher J. H. Lambert (1728-77), and although
phenomenological themes are salient in Psychology From an Empirical
Standpoint (1874) by the Austrian philosopher and psychologist Franz
Brentano (1838-1917), it is Brentano’s pupil Edmund Husserl who is
accepted as the ‘father’ of phenomenology. It is controversial whether Hegel's
Phenomenology of Spirit (1807) contains much phenomenology in the
Husserlian sense and whether Kant engaged in phenomenology in his
Critique of Pure Reason (1781/87), although Husserl thought he did.

Husserl's phenomenology is often thought to exist in three not wholly
distinct phases: the distinguishing of phenomenology from both psychology
and logic in Logical Investigations (1900-1), ‘transcendental
phenomenonology’ in Ideas | (1913) and an emphasis on the ‘lifeworld’
(Lebenswelt) in The Crisis of the European Sciences (1936).

Husserl's project is partly the Cartesian one of placing all knowledge on
indubitable epistemological foundations, partly the Kantian one of explaining
how all knowledge is possible. In Ideas I, he uses the methodological
device of epoché, or phenomenological reduction, to suspend or ‘put in
abeyance’ all claims about the reality of the world outside consciousness.
This reduction of what is to the appearance of what is facilitates
phenomenological description. Husserl hopes to discover the essence of
consciousness, the essence of perception, the essence of a physical object
and so on. Objects are shown to be transcendentally constituted by
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consciousness. That there is an objective world available to us is argued to
be an achievement of consciousness. It is the positing and constitution of
the world that makes knowledge of it possible. If we ask how consciousness
itself is possible, then Husserl's answer, increasingly from 1913, is that
consciousness is grounded in the pure ego (reine Ich). The term
‘transcendental ego’ (transzendentale Ich) is first used in the Erste
Philosophie and Phanomenologische Psychologie and appears in the
second volume of Ideas (which Husserl worked on from 1912-28).

There are three aspects of this Husserlian picture which Sartre crucially
rejects: the transcendental ego, the essentialism and the epoché. In The
Transcendence of the Ego (1937) Sartre argues that the existence of the
transcendental ego is inconsistent with the unity of consciousness. There
is the unity of consciousness, so there is no transcendental ego. The very
postulation of the transcendental ego is phenomenologically illegitimate
because phenomenology describes only what appears to consciousness
and, as subject of consciousness, no transcendental ego appears to
consciousness.

Sartre’s existentialism, including Roquentin’s meditations in Nausea on
the contingency of things being and being what they are, is an implicit
repudiation of Husserl's essentialism. Husserl grounds what is in necessity,
Sartre in contingency.

Sartre rejects the phenomenological epoché because it entails that
conscious states may be coherently studied in abstraction from their real
objects in the world. To understand this we need to turn to the phenomenology
of Martin Heidegger (1889-1976).

Heidegger's massive and influential Sein und Zeit (Being and Time)
(1927) is an attempt to clarify the question of being (Seinsfrage). The question
of being is not What exists? but What is it for anything to be rather than not
be?, What exactly does it consist in for there to be something rather than
nothing?. Heidegger thinks the question of being has been forgotten or
repressed since Plato and Aristotle. It was thought in a pure form, which
should be recovered, by the pre-socratic philosophers, notably Parmenides
and Heraclitus. However, Heidegger thinks a pre-requisite for the inquiry
into being is an inquiry into the being of the inquirer: the being who is
capable of raising the question of being. Heidegger's name for one’'s own
being, or the kind of existence exhibited by human being, is Dasein.
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The being of Dasein is being-in-the-world. The hyphenation of this
expression signals Heidegger’s insistence that being, in and world are not
ontologically separable. Much of Being and Time is taken up with the
description of the structures of being-in-the-world. Dasein is the site, or
clearing in the forest (Lichtung), where being is disclosed to itself. The
Seinsfrage is not answered in Being and Time, which remained unfinished,
but in its closing chapters Heidegger suggests there is a kind of time
primordial with regard to being: a transition between future and past that
being itself presupposes and is constitutive of Dasein.

Sartre’s own existential phenomenology is a synthesis of Husserl's and
Heidegger's thought. Sartre substitutes the Heideggerian structure being-
in-the-world for the Husserlian epoché. Although Heidegger eschews a
psychologistic vocabulary to engage in fundamental ontology, Sartre revives
the Husserlian emphasis on consciousness but insists that consciousness
is necessarily embedded in the world. It cannot be usefully or coherently
abstracted from its objects.

Two extracts are reproduced below, one from Sketch For a Theory of
Emotions that is accessible, the other from Being and Nothingness which is
more demanding. In the first, Sartre distinguishes phenomenology from
psychology, especially from scientific psychology, which, he feels, cannot in
principle explain the distinctively human. In his critique of positivism he
freely appropriates the phenomenology of Husserl and the fundamental
ontology of Heidegger. Heidegger was uncomfortable with Sartre’s use of
his thought, and in Sketch For a Theory of Emotions we can see why.
Heidegger is called a ‘psychologist’ by Sartre and ‘Dasein’ is rendered
‘human reality’. (The standard French translation of Sein und Zeit, L'Etre et
le temps, renders ‘Dasein’ as ‘realité humaine’.)

Heidegger is at pains to distance himself from the psychologism and
epistemology of the Western intellectual tradition and ‘Dasein’ denotes a
manner of being that is not captured by the empirical connotations of ‘human
reality’. Nevertheless, Sartre is not concerned with Heideggerian exegesis
but with developing a phenomenology through the particular case of emotion.

In the first part of the extract from Being and Nothingness, called ‘The
Phenomenon’, Sartre claims phenomenology’s reduction of what exists to
the appearance of what exists is progress, because it overcomes some
dualisms (or binary oppositions) constitutive of philosophical problems:
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interior and exterior, appearance and reality, act and potential, appearance
and essence. It reduces these to a prior or more fundamental dualism
between the finite and the infinite. An object’'s being a possible object of
experience is its capacity to disclose itself through an infinite nhumber of
profiles (Husserlian Abschattungen) that correspond to the infinity of possible
perspectives on it. The reduction of everything to the monism of the
phenomenon does not contrast ‘phenomenon’ with a Kantian ‘noumenon’
or ‘thing-in-itself’.

In the second part of the extract from Being and Nothingness, called ‘The
Phenomenon of Being and the Being of the Phenomenon’, Sartre argues
that neither of these can be reduced to the other. Husserlian phenomena
and the Heideggerian disclosure of being require one another for a
phenomenology that is adequate to our being-in-the-world.

In the third and fourth parts, Sartre distinguishes his phenomenology
from the idealism of the eighteenth-century Irish philosopher George Berkeley
(1685-1753) from whom he nevertheless takes the terminology of percipere.
It was a slogan of Berkeley's philosophy that in the case of physical objects
esse est percipi, to be is to be perceived. Sartre introduces Husserl's idea
of intentionality, the doctrine crucial to phenomenology that all
consciousness is consciousness of something or other. There is no
consciousness that does not take an object, whatever the ontological status
of that object should turn out to be. Sartre’s descriptions of consciousness
here are useful for an understanding of subsequent sections of this anthology,
especially Imagination and emotion, Being, Nothingness and The self. In
the final section called ‘The Ontological Proof Sartre argues that the
consciousness of consciousness not only implies the existence of
consciousness but transphenomenal being. The existence of
consciousness implies the existence of the world.

SKETCH FORATHEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

Psychology, phenomenology and phenomenological
psychology

Psychology isadisciplinewhich claimsto bepositive; that is, it triesto draw upon the
resources of experience alone. We are, of course, no longer in the days of the
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associationists, and contemporary psychologists do not forbid themselves to
interrogate and to interpret. But they try to confront their subject as the physicist
confrontshis. We must, however, delimit this concept of experience when we speak of
contemporary psychology, for there is, after all, a multitude of diverse experiences
and we may, for example, have to decide whether an experience of essences or of
values, or areligious experience, really exists or not. The psychologist triesto make
use of only two well-defined types of experience: that which is given to us by spatio-
temporal experience of organized bodies, and the intuitive knowledge of ourselves
which we call reflective experience. When there are debates about method among
psychologists they almost always bear upon the problem whether these two kinds of
information are complementary. Ought one to be subordinated to the other? Or ought
one of them to be resolutely disregarded? But there is agreement upon one essential
principle: that their enquiries should begin first of all from the facts. And if we ask
ourselves what is afact, we see that it definesitself in this way: that one must meet
with it in the course of research, and that it always presents itself as an unexpected
enrichment and a novelty in relation to the antecedent facts. We must not then count
upon the facts to organize themselvesinto a synthetic whole which would déliver its
meaning by itself. In other words, if what we call anthropology is adiscipline which
seeks to define the essence of man and the human condition, then psychology—even
the psychology of man—is not, and never will be an anthropol ogy. It does not set out
todefineand limit a priori the object of itsresearch. The notion of man that it accepts
isquite empirical: all over the world there is a certain number of creatures that offer
analogous characteristics. From other sciences, moreover, sociology and physiology,
we havelearned that certain objective relations exist between these creatures. No more
is needed to justify the psychologist in accepting, prudently and as a working
hypothesis, the provisional limitation of hisresearchesto this group of creatures. The
means of relevant information at our disposal areindeed more easily accessible since
they live in society, possess languages and |leave records. But the psychologist does
not commit himself: he does not know whether the notion of man is arbitrary. It may
be too extensive; there is nothing to show that the Australian primitive can be placed
in the same psychological class as the American workman of 1939. Or it may be too
narrow; nothing tells us that there is an abyss separating the higher apes from any
human creature. In any case, the psychologist strictly forbids himself to consider the
men around him as men like himself. That notion of likeness, upon which one could
perhaps build up an anthropol ogy, seemsto him foolish and dangerous. Hewill gladly
admit, with the reservations mentioned above, that he is a man—that is, that he
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belongsto thisprovisionally isolated class. But hewill think that this human character
should be conferred upon him a posteriori, and that he cannot, qua member of this
class, be a privileged object of study, except for experimental convenience. He will
learn then from others that he is a man: his human nature will not be revealed in any
special manner under the pretext that he is himself that which he is studying.
Introspection here, like “objective” experimentation there, will furnish nothing but
facts. If, later on, there ought to be a definitive concept of man—which itself is
doubtful—this concept isto be envisaged only asthe crowning concept of acompleted
science, which means that it is postponed to infinity. Nor would this be more than a
unifying hypothesis invented in order to co-ordinate, hierarchically, the infinite
collection of factsbrought to light. Which meansthat theideaof man, if it ever acquires
apositivemeaning, will beonly aconjectureintended to establish connections between
the disparate materials and will derive its probability only from its success. Pierce
defined the hypothesis as the sum of the experimental results which it enables usto
foresee. If, however, some psychologists made use of a certain conception of man
before this ultimate synthesiswas possible, it could be only on their personal account
and asaleadingideaor, better, asan ideain the Kantian sense, and their primary duty
would be never to forget that it was merely aregulative concept.

It follows from all these precautions that psychology, in so far asit claimsto bea
science, can furnish no morethan asum of heteroclitefacts, the majority of which have
no link between them. What could be more different, for instance, than the study of
the stroboscopic illusion and the study of the inferiority complex? This disorder does
not arise by chance, but from the very principles of the science of psychology. Towait
upon thefact is, by definition, to wait upon theisolated; it isto prefer, positively, the
accident to the essential, the contingent to the necessary, disorder to order. It is to
discard, in principle, the essential as something in the future—"“that is for later on,
when we have collected enough facts’. The psychologists do not notice, indeed, that
it isjust as impossible to attain the essence by heaping up the accidents as it is to
arrive at unity by theindefinite addition of figurestotheright of 0.99. If their only aim
isto accumul ate observations of detail thereis nothing to be said, except that one can
seelittleinterest inthe collectors’ labours. But, if, in their modesty, they are animated
by the hope, laudable in itself, that they will eventually realize an anthropological
synthesis upon the basis of their monographs, then their aim is completely self-
contradictory. They may say that this precisely isthe method and the ambition of the
natural sciences. To that we must reply that the aim of the sciences of natureis not to
know theworld, but the conditions under which certain general phenomenaarepossible.
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It isagood while since the notion of the world has succumbed under the criticisms of
the methodol ogists, just because we cannot apply the methods of the positive sciences
and at the same time expect them to lead us one day to a discovery of the meaning of
the synthetic totality that we call theworld. But manisabeing of the sametype asthe
world; it iseven possible that, as Heidegger believes, the notions of the world and of
“human-reality” (Dasein) areinseparable. Precisely for that reason, psychology ought
toresignitself to doing without the human-reality, if indeed that human-reality exists.

Applied to a particular example, to the study of the emotionsfor instance, what is
to be gained from the principles and methods of the psychologist? First of al, our
knowledge of emotion will be something additional to and outside all our other
knowledge about psychic being. Emotion will present itself asan irreducible novelty
in relation to the phenomena of attention, of memory, etc. You can indeed inspect
these phenomena, and the empirical notions that the psychologists lead us to form
about them, you can turn and turn them about as you will, but you will not find they
have the dlightest essential relation to emotion. However, the psychologist admits
that man has emotions, he knows that from experience. In this view, emotion is
primarily and in principle an accident. In treatises on psychology it is the subject of
one chapter after the other chapters, much asin chemical treati ses calcium might come
after hydrogen and sulphur. Asfor studying the conditions under which an emotionis
possible—enquiring, that is, whether the very structure of the human-reality renders
the emotions possible and how it does so—to the psychologist this would seem
needless and absurd. What isthe use of enquiring whether emotionispossible, seeing
that manifestly it is? Itis also to experience that the psychologist appealsin order to
establish the limits of emotive phenomena and to define them. And, truth to tell, this
may well awaken him to the fact that he already has an idea of emotion, for after
examining the facts, he will draw aline of demarcation between the facts of emotion
and those of aquitedifferent order. How could experience supply himwith aprinciple
of demarcation if he did not already have one? But the psychologist prefers to hold
fast to the belief that the facts fall into groups of themselves under his gaze.

The question now is how to study the emotions one hasisolated. To thisend, let us
agree to depict some emotional situations or turn our attention to the particularly
emotional subjects offered to us by pathology. We will then try to determine the
factorsin such complex states: we will isolate the bodily reactions (which moreover
we can establish with the greatest precision), the behaviour and the state of
consciousness properly so called. After that, we shall bein aposition to formulate our
laws and put forward our explanations; that is, we shall try to relate these three types
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of factors in an irreversible order. If | am partia to the intellectualist theory, for
example, | shall set up a constant and irreversible succession between the intimate
state of consciousness considered as antecedent and the physiological disturbances
considered as consequences. If, on the contrary, | agree with the advocates of the
peripheric theory (that “a mother is sad because she weeps’), | shall limit myself;
fundamentally, to the reverse order of the factors. What is certain in any caseisthat |
shall not look for the explanation or thelaws of emotion in the general structure of the
human-reality, but, on the contrary, in the devel opment of the emotion itself, so that,
even when duly described and explained, the emotion will never be more than onefact
among others, afact enclosed initself, which will never enable anyone to understand
anything else, nor to look through it into the essential reality of man.

It was in reaction against the insufficiencies of psychology and of psychologism
that there grew up, some thirty years ago, a new discipline, that of phenomenology.
Its founder, Husserl, was first of all struck by this truth: that there is an
incommensurability between essencesand facts, and that whoever beginshisresearches
with the facts will never attain to the essences. If | am looking for the psychic facts
that underlie the arithmetical attitude of aman whoiscounting and calculating | shall
never succeed in reconstituting the arithmetical essences of unity, of number and of
numerical operations. Without, however, renouncing theidea of experience(theprinciple
of phenomenology isto “goto thethingsthemselves’, and itsmethod isfounded upon
theeideticintuition), it must at |east be made more flexible; room must be madefor the
experience of essences and values, we must even recognize that essences alone enable
usto classify and examinefacts. If wedid not haveimplicit recourse to the essence of
emotion it would be impossible for usto distinguish, anong the multitude of psychic
facts, this particular group of the facts of emoativity. Since, then, we have anyhow
taken implicit recourse to the essence of emotion, phenomenology prescribes that we
make our recourse explicit—that we should fix, once for all and by concepts, the
content of this essence. It is easy to see that, for phenomenology, the notion of man
can no longer betaken asan empirical concept derived from historical generalization;
but that on the contrary we are obliged to make use, without saying so, of thea priori
essence of the human being to give a little firm basis to the generaizations of the
psychologist. Psychology, moreover, envisaged asthe science of certain human facts,
cannot be our starting-point, since the psychic facts that we meet with are aways
prior to it. And these, in their essential structure, are reactions of man against the
world: they therefore presuppose man and the world, and cannot take on their true
meaning unless those two notions have first been elucidated. If we want to found a
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psychology we must go beyond the psychic, beyond the situation of man in the
world, even to the very source of man, of the world and of the psychic; to the
transcendental and constitutive consciousness that we attain through a
“phenomenological reduction”, or “putting the world in brackets’. It is this
consciousness that must beinterrogated; and what givesvalueto itsanswersisthat it
is mine. Husserl knows how to take advantage of that absolute proximity of
consciousness to itself; which the psychologists do not choose to profit by. He takes
advantage of it wittingly and with absolute confidence, because all consciousness
existsprecisely to the degreethat it is consciousness of existing. But here, asabove, he
refusesto question consciousness about the facts, which would beto find the disorder
of psychology again upon the transcendental plane. What he sets out to describe and
to fix in concepts are precisely the essences which preside over developmentsin the
transcendental field. Thus there will be, for instance, a phenomenology of emotion
which, after “putting the world in brackets’, will study emotion as a purely
transcendental phenomenon, not addressing itself to particular emations, but seeking
to attain and elucidate the transcendent essence of emotion as an organized type of
CONSCiOUSNESS.

The absolute proximity of the investigator to the object investigated is also the
point of departure for another psychologist, Heidegger. What must differentiate all
research into man from other types of strict investigation is precisely this privileged
circumstance, that the human-reality is ourselves. “The existent that we have to
analyse,” writes Heidegger, “is ourselves. The being of thisexistentismy own.” And
itisno negligible matter that thishuman-reality should be myself, becauseit isprecisely
for the human reality that to exist is always to assume its being; that is, to be
responsiblefor itinstead of receivingit from outside, asapebble does. And since“the
human reality” isessentially itsown possibility, thisexistent canitself “choose” what
itwill be, achieveitself—or loseitself. “ Thisassumption” of itself which characterizes
the human reality implies an understanding of the human reality by itself; however
obscure an understanding this may be. “In the being of this existent, the latter relates
itself to its being.” For indeed this understanding is not a quality that comes to the
human reality from without, but isits own mode of existence. Thusthe human reality
which is myself assumes its own being by understanding it. This understanding is
mine. | am, then, first of all, abeing who more or less obscurely understands hisreality
as aman, which meansthat | make myself aman by understanding myself as such. |
can therefore question myself and, on the basis of that interrogation, carry out an
analysisof the“human reality” which will serve asthebasisfor an anthropology. Here
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too, of course, the procedure is not to be one of introspection; firstly, because
introspection meetswith nothing but facts, and secondly, because my comprehension
of thehuman reality isdim and inauthentic. It hasto be made explicit and corrected. In
any case, the hermeneutic of existencewill be sufficient foundation for an anthropology,
and this anthropology will serve as abasis for all psychology. We are thus taking up
a position opposite to that of the psychologists, since we start from the synthetic
totality that manis, and establish the essence of man before beginning our psychology.

At all events, phenomenology is the study of phenomena—not of the facts. And
by a phenomenon we are to understand “that which announcesitself”, that of which
the reality precisely is the appearance. And this “announcement of itself” is not that
of anything else. . . the being of the existent isnot athing “behind which” thereisstill
something else which “does not yet appear” . Indeed, for the human reality, to exist is,
according to Heidegger, to assumeitsown being inan existential mode of understanding.
AndinHusserl, toexistis, for consciousness, to appear toitself. Since the appearance
hereisthe absolute, it is the appearance which has to be described and enquired into.
From this point of view, Heidegger thinksthat, in every human attitude—in emotion,
for exampl e, since we have been speaking of that—we can rediscover thewhol e of the
human reality, for emotion is the human reality assuming itself and “emotionally-
directing” itsdlf towardstheworld. Husserl, for hispart, thinksthat aphenomenol ogical
description of emotion will reveal the essential structures of consciousness, seeing
that an emotion precisely is a consciousness. And reciprocally, a problem will arise
that the psychologist does not even suspect: can one conceive of consciousnesses
which do not include emotion among their potentialitiesor must weindeed regardit as
an indispensable constituent of consciousness? Thus the phenomenologist will
interrogate emotion about consciousness or about man; hewill enquire not only what
itis, but what it hasto tell us about a being, one of whose characteristicsisjust this,
that it is capable of being moved. And conversely, he will interrogate consciousness,
the human reality, about emotion: what must a consciousness be, that emotion should
be possible, perhaps that it should even be necessary?

We are now able to understand why the psychologist distrusts phenomenol ogy.
Theinitial precaution of the psychologist is, in effect, to consider the psychic state
from an aspect that will divest it of all signification. For him apsychic stateisalways
afact and, as such, aways accidenta. This accidental character is indeed what the
psychologist most firmly maintains. If we ask of ascientist: why do bodies attract one
another according to Newton's law? he will reply: | know nothing about that; or,
becauseitisso. And if we ask him: what doesthat attraction signify? hewill answer:
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it does not signify anything; it just is. Similarly, the psychologist, questioned about
emotion, is quite proud to affirm: “It exists. Why? | know nothing of that, | simply
state the fact. | do not know its signification.” To the phenomenologist, on the other
hand, every human fact is of itsessence significant. If you depriveit of itssignificance
you rob it of its nature as ahuman fact. Thetask of the phenomenol ogist, then, will be
to study the significance of emotion. What are we to understand by that?

To signify is to indicate something else; and to indicate it in such away that in
devel oping the signification onefinds precisely the thing signified. For the psychol ogist
emotion signifies nothing, because he studiesit asafact; that is, by separating it from
everything else. It will then be non-significant from the start; but if every human fact
is in truth significant, this emotion of the psychologists is of its nature dead, non-
psychic, inhuman. Whereas, if wewant to see emotion asthe phenomenologists seeit,
asatrue phenomenon of consciousness, we shall haveto consider it assignificant first
of al; and thismeansthat we shall affirmthat it isstrictly to the degreethat it signifies.
We shall not begin by losing our way in the study of psychological facts, simply
because, taken by themselves and in isolation, they signify almost nothing: they are,
andthat isall. Onthe contrary, we shall try, by devel oping the significance of behaviour
and of disturbed consciousness, to explain what issignified. And what thisiswe know
from the beginning: an emotion signifies in its own manner the whole of the
consciousness, or, if we take our stand on the existential plane, of the human reality.
Itisnot an accident, because the human reality isnot asum of facts; it expresses under
a definite aspect the synthetic human entirety in itsintegrity. And by that we must in
no wise be understood to mean that it is the effect of the human readlity. It is that
human redlity itself; realizingitself in theform of “emotion”. Henceit isimpossibleto
regard emotion asapsycho-physiological disorder. It hasits own essence, itspeculiar
structures, its laws of appearance, its meaning. It cannot possibly come from outside
the human reality. It is man, on the contrary, who assumes his emotion, and emotion
istherefore an organized form of human existence.

Itisnot our intention here to attempt a phenomenological study of emotion. Such
astudy, if we had one, would deal with affectivity asan existential mode of the human
reality. But our ambition is more limited. We would rather try, in one defined and
concrete case, that of emotion, to seewhether pure psychology could derive amethod
and someinstructions from phenomenology. We will not quarrel with psychology for
not bringing man into question or putting the world in brackets. It takes man in the
world as he presents himself in a multitude of situations: at the restaurant, in the
family, at war. Inageneral way, what interests psychology ismanin situation. Initself



Phenomenology 69

itis, as we have seen, subordinate to phenomenology, since atruly positive study of
man in situation would havefirst to have €l ucidated the notions of man, of the world,
of being-in-the-world, and of situation. But, after all, phenomenology is hardly born
asyet, and al these notionsarevery far from adefinitive el ucidation. Ought psychology
to wait until phenomenology comes to maturity? We do not think so. But even if it
does not wait for the definitive constitution of an anthropology, it should not forget
that thisanthropology isrealisable, and that if oneday itisredised, al the psychological
disciplines will have to draw upon its resources. For the time being, psychology
should endeavour not so much to collect the facts as to interrogate the phenomena—
that is, the actual psychic eventsin so far as these are significations, not in so far as
they are pure facts. For instance, it should recognize that emotion does not exist,
considered asaphysical phenomenon, for abody cannot be emotional, hot being able
to attribute a meaning to its own manifestations. Psychology will immediately look
for something beyond the vascul ar or respiratory disturbances, this something beyond
being the meaning of the joy or sadness. But since this meaning is precisely not a
quality superposed from without upon the joy or the sadness, since it exists only to
the degree that it appears—namely, to which it is assumed by the human-reality—it
is the consciousness itself that isto be interrogated, for joy isjoy only in so far asit
appears as such. And, precisely because psychology is not looking for facts, but for
their significations, it will abandon the method of inductive introspection or empirical
externa observation and seek only to grasp and to fix the essence of the phenomena.
Psychology too will then offer itself asan eidetic science. Only, it will not be aiming,
through study of the psychic phenomenon, at what is ultimately signified, which is
indeed the totality of man. It does not dispose of sufficient means to attempt that
study. What will interest it, however, and this alone, is the phenomenon inasmuch as
it signifies. Just somight | seek to grasp the essence of the prol etariat through the word
“proletariat”. In that case | should be doing sociology. But the linguist studies the
word “proletariat” in sofar asit meansproletariat and will beworrying himself about
the vicissitudes of the word as a transmitter of meaning.

Such ascienceis perfectly possible. What islacking for it to becomereal ? To have
proved itself. We have seen that if the human-reality appearsto the psychologist asa
collection of heteroclite data, thisis because the psychologist has voluntarily placed
himself upon the terrain where the human-reality must ook to him like that. But this
does not necessarily imply that the human reality is anything else but a collection.
What we have proved isonly that it cannot appear otherwise to the psychologist. We
haveyet to seewhether it will bear, to the depths, aphenomenol ogical investigation—
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whether emotion, for instance, isin truth aphenomenon that signifies. To come clear
about this, thereis only oneway; that which, moreover, the phenomenol ogist himself
recommends: to “go to the things themselves’.

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

The pursuit of being
I.  Thephenomenon

Modern thought has realized considerable progress by reducing the existent to the
series of appearances which manifest it. Its aim wasto overcome a certain number of
dualisms which have embarrassed philosophy and to replace them by the monism of
the phenomenon. Has the attempt been successful ?

In the first place we certainly thus get rid of that dualism which in the existent
opposesinterior to exterior. Thereisno longer an exterior for the existent if one means
by that asuperficial covering which hidesfrom sight the true nature of the object. And
thistrue naturein turn, if it isto be the secret redlity of the thing, which one can have
a presentiment of or which one can suppose but can never reach because it is the
“interior” of the object under consideration—this nature no longer exists. The
appearances which manifest the existent are neither interior nor exterior; they are all
equal, they all refer to other appearances, and none of them is privileged. Force, for
example, is not a metaphysical conatus of an unknown kind which hides behind its
effects (accelerations, deviations, etc.); it isthe totality of these effects. Similarly an
electric current does not have a secret reverse side; it is nothing but the totality of the
physical-chemical actionswhich manifest it (electrolysis, theincandescence of acarbon
filament the displacement of the needle of a galvanometer, etc.). No one of these
actionsaloneissufficient toreveal it. But no action indicates anything which isbehind
itself; it indicates only itself and the total series.

The obvious conclusion is that the dualism of being and appearance is no longer
entitled to any legal status within philosophy. The appearance refers to the total
series of appearances and not to a hidden reality which would drain to itself all the
being of the existent. And the appearancefor its part isnot an inconsi stent manifestation
of this being. To the extent that men had believed in noumenal realities, they have
presented appearance as a pure negative. It was “that which is not being”; it had no
other being than that of illusion and error. But even this being was borrowed, it was
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itself a pretence, and philosophers met with the greatest difficulty in maintaining
cohesion and existence in the appearance so that it should not itself be reabsorbed in
the depth of non-phenomenal being. But if we once get away from what Nietzsche
called “the illusion of worlds-behind-the-scene,” and if we no longer believe in the
being-behind-the-appearance, then the appearance becomesfull positivity; itsessence
is an “appearing” which is no longer opposed to being but on the contrary is the
measure of it. For the being of an existent isexactly what it appears. Thuswe arrive at
theideaof the phenomenon such aswe can find, for examplein the“ phenomenology”
of Husserl or of Heidegger—the phenomenon or the relative-absolute. Relative the
phenomenon remains, for “to appear” supposes in essence somebody to whom to
appear. But it does not have the double relativity of Kant's Erscheinung. It does not
point over its shoulder to atrue being which would be, for it, absolute. What itis, itis
absolutely, for it revealsitself asit is. The phenomenon can be studied and described
assuch, for it isabsolutely indicative of itself.

The duality of potency and act fals by the same stroke. The act is everything.
Behind the act there is neither potency nor “hexis’* nor virtue. We shall refuse, for
example, to understand by “genius’—in the sense in which we say that Proust “had
genius’ or that he “was’ a genius—a particular capacity to produce certain works,
which was not exhausted exactly in producing them. The genius of Proust is neither
thework considered in isolation nor the subjective ability to produceit; it isthe work
considered as the totality of the manifestations of the person.

That iswhy we can equally well reject the dualism of appearance and essence. The
appearance does not hide the essence, it revealsit; it isthe essence. The essence of an
existentisno longer aproperty sunk inthe cavity of thisexistent; itisthe manifest law
which presides over the succession of its appearances, it isthe principle of the series.
To the nominalism of Poincaré defining a physical reality (an electric current, for
example) as the sum of its various manifestations, Duhem rightly opposed his own
theory, which makes of the concept the synthetic unity of these manifestations. To be
sure phenomenol ogy isanything but anominalism. But essence, asthe principle of the
series, isdefinitely only the concatenation of appearances; that is, itself an appearance.
This explains how it is possible to have an intuition of essences (the Wesenchau of
Husserl, for example). The phenomenal being manifestsitself; it manifestsits essence
as well as its existence, and it is nothing but the well connected series of its
manifestations.

Doesthis mean that by reducing the existent to its manifestationswe have succeeded
inovercoming all dualisms? It seemsrather that we have converted them all into anew
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dualism: that of finiteand infinite. Yet the existent in fact can not bereduced to afinite
series of manifestations since each one of them is a relation to a subject constantly
changing. Although an object may discloseitself only through asingle Abschattung, the
sole fact of there being a subject implies the possibility of multiplying the points of
view on that Abschattung. This sufficesto multiply to infinity the Abschattung under
consideration. Furthermoreif the series of appearances werefinite, that would mean
that thefirst appearances do not have the possibility of reappearing, whichisabsurd,
or that they can be all given at once, which is still more absurd. Let us understand
indeed that our theory of the phenomenon has replaced the reality of the thing by the
objectivity of the phenomenon and that it has based this on an appeal to infinity. The
reality of that cup isthat it is there and that it is not me. We shall interpret this by
saying that the series of its appearances is bound by a principle which does not
depend on my whim. But the appearance, reduced to itself and without reference to
the series of which it isapart, could be only an intuitive and subjective plenitude, the
manner in which the subject is affected. If the phenomenon is to reved itself as
transcendent, it is necessary that the subject himself transcend the appearancetoward
thetotal series of which it isamember. He must seize Red through hisimpression of
red. By Red is meant the principle of the series—the electric current through the
eectrolysis, etc. But if the transcendence of the object is based on the necessity of
causing the appearance to be always transcended, the result is that on principle an
object posits the series of its appearances as infinite. Thus the appearance, which is
finite, indicatesitself in itsfinitude, but at the sametime in order to be grasped asan
appearance-of-that-which-appears, it requires that it be surpassed toward infinity.
This new opposition, the “finite and the infinite,” or better, “the infinite in the
finite,” replacesthe dualism of being and appearance. What appearsinfactisonly an
aspect of the object, and the object is altogether in that aspect and altogether outside
of it. It isaltogether within, in that it manifestsitself in that aspect; it showsitself as
the structure of the appearance, which is at the same time the principle of the series.
It is altogether outside, for the seriesitself will never appear nor can it appear. Thus
the outside is opposed in a new way to the inside, and the being-which-does-not-
appear, to the appearance. Similarly a certain “potency” returns to inhabit the
phenomenon and confer onit itsvery transcendence—a potency to be developedina
seriesof real or possible appearances. The genius of Proust, even when reduced to the
works produced, is no less equivalent to the infinity of possible points of view which
one can take on that work and which we will call the “inexhaustibility” of Proust’s
work. But isnot thisinexhaustibility which implies atranscendence and areferenceto



Phenomenology 73

theinfinite—isthisnot an“hexis’ at the exact moment when one apprehendsit on the
object? The essencefinally isradically severed from theindividual appearancewhich
manifestsit, since on principle it is that which must be able to be manifested by an
infinite series of individual manifestations.

Inthusreplacing avariety of oppositions by asingle dualism onwhich they all are
based, have we gained or lost? This we shall soon see. For the moment, the first
consequence of the “theory of the phenomenon” isthat the appearance does not refer
to being as Kant’s phenomenon refersto the noumenon. Since thereis nothing behind
the appearance, and sinceit indicates only itself (and the total series of appearances),
it can not be supported by any being other than its own. The appearance can not bethe
thin film of nothingness which separates the being-of-the-subject from absolute-
being. If the essence of the appearanceisan “appearing” which isno longer opposed
to any being, there arises alegitimate problem concerning the being of thisappearing.
It is this problem which will be our first concern and which will be the point of
departure for our inquiry into being and nothingness.

I1. The phenomenon of being and the being of the phenomenon

The appearance is not supported by any existent different from itself; it hasits own
being. The first being which we meet in our ontological inquiry is the being of the
appearance. Isit itself an appearance? It seems so at first. The phenomenon is what
manifestsitself, and being manifestsitself to all in someway, since we can speak of it
and sincewe have acertain comprehension of it. Thusthere must befor it aphenomenon
of being, an appearance of being, capabl e of description assuch. Being will bedisclosed
to usby somekind of immediate access— boredom, nausea, etc., and ontology will be
the description of the phenomenon of being as it manifests itself; that is, without
intermediary. However for any ontology we should rai seapreliminary question: isthe
phenomenon of being thus achieved identical with the being of phenomena? In other
words, is the being which discloses itself to me, which appears to me, of the same
nature asthe being of existentswhich appear to me? |t seemsthat thereisno difficulty.
Husserl has shown how an eidetic reduction is always possible; that is, how one can
aways pass beyond the concrete phenomenon toward its essence. For Heidegger also
“humanreality” isontic-ontological; that is, it can aways pass beyond the phenomenon
toward itsbeing. But the passage from the particul ar object to the essenceisapassage
from homogeneousto homogeneous. Isit the samefor the passage from the existent to
the phenomenon of being: I's passing beyond the existent toward the phenomenon of
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being actually to pass beyond it toward its being, as one passes beyond the particular
red toward its essence? Let us consider further.

Inaparticular object one can alwaysdistinguish qualitieslike color, odor, etc. And
proceeding from these, one can always determine an essence which they imply, asa
sign implies its meaning. The totality “object-essence” makes an organized whole.
The essence is not in the object it is the meaning of the object, the principle of the
series of appearanceswhich discloseit. But being isneither one of the object’squalities,
capable of being apprehended among others, nor ameaning of the object. The object
does not refer to being as to a signification; it would be impossible, for example, to
define being as a presence since absence too discloses being, since not to be there
means still to be. The object does not possess being, and its existence is not a
participation in being, nor any other kind of relation. It is. That is the only way to
define its manner of being; the object does not hide being, but neither does it reveal
being. The object does not hide it, for it would be futile to try to push aside certain
qualities of the existent in order to find the being behind them; being is being of them
all equally. The object doesnot reveal being, for it would befutileto address oneself to
the object in order to apprehend its being. The existent is a phenomenon; this means
that it designatesitself asan organized totality of qualities. It designatesitself and not
itsbeing. Beingissimply the condition of all revelation. Itisbeing-for-revealing (étre-
pour-dévoiler) and not revealed being (étre dévoilé). What then isthe meaning of the
surpassing toward the ontological, of which Heidegger speaks? Certainly | can pass
beyond thistable or this chair toward its being and rai se the question of the being-of-
the-table or the being-of-the-chair.2 But at that moment | turn my eyes away from the
phenomenon of the tablein order to concentrate on the phenomenon of being, which
isno longer the condition of all revelation, but which isitself something revealed—an
appearance which as such, needs in turn a being on the basis of which it can reveal
itself.

If the being of phenomenaisnot resolved in aphenomenon of being and if nevertheless
we can not say anything about being without considering this phenomenon of being,
then the exact relation which unites the phenomenon of being to the being of the
phenomenon must be established first of all. We can do this more easily if we will
consider that the whole of the preceding remarks has been directly inspired by the
revealing intuition of the phenomenon of being. By not considering being as the
condition of revelation but rather being as an appearance which can be determined in
concepts, we have understood first of all that knowledge can not by itself give an
account of being; that is, the being of the phenomenon can not be reduced to the
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phenomenon of being. In a word, the phenomenon of being is “ontological” in the
sense that we speak of the ontological proof of St. Anselm and Descartes. It is an
appeal to being; it requires as phenomenon, afoundation which is transphenomenal.
The phenomenon of being requires the transphenomenality of being. That does not
mean that being isfound hidden behind phenomena (we have seen that the phenomenon
can not hide being), nor that the phenomenon is an appearance which refers to a
distinct being (the phenomenon exists only qua appearance; that is, it indicates itself
on the foundation of being). What isimplied by the preceding considerationsis that
the being of the phenomenon although coextensive with the phenomenon, can not be
subject to the phenomenal condition—which is to exist only in so far as it reveals
itself—and that consequently it surpasses the knowledge which we have of it and
provides the basis for such knowledge.

I11.  The pre-reflective cogito and the being of the percipere

One will perhaps be tempted to reply that the difficulties mentioned above all pertain
to acertain conception of being, to akind of ontological realism entirely incompatible
with the very notion of appearance. What determines the being of the appearanceis
the fact that it appears. And since we have restricted reality to the phenomenon, we
can say of the phenomenon that it isasit appears. Why not push theideato its limit
and say that the being of the appearance is its appearing? This is simply a way of
choosing new wordsto clothethe old “ Esse est percipi” of Berkeley. Anditisinfact
just what Husserl and his followers are doing when after having effected the
phenomenol ogical reduction, they treat the noemaasunreal and declarethat itsesseis
percipi.

It seemsthat the famous formula of Berkeley can not satisfy us—for two essential
reasons, one concerning the nature of the percipi, the other that of the percipere.

The nature of the percipere

If every metaphysics in fact presupposes a theory of knowledge, every theory of
knowledgein turn presupposes ametaphysics. This meansamong other thingsthat an
idealism intent on reducing being to the knowledge which we have of it, ought first to
give some kind of guarantee for the being of knowledge. If one begins, on the other
hand, by taking the knowledge asagiven, without being concerned to establish abasis
for its being, and if one then affirms that esse est percipi, the totality “perceived-
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perception,” lacks the support of asolid being and so falls away in nothingness. Thus
the being of knowledge can not be measured by knowledge; it is not subject to the
percipi-® Therefore the foundation-of-being (I’ ére-fondement) for the percipere and
the percipi can not itself be subject to the percipi; it must be transphenomenal. Let us
return now to our point of departure. We can always agree that the percipi refersto a
being not subject to the laws of the appearance, but we still maintain that this
transphenomenal being isthe being of the subject. Thusthe percipi would refer to the
per ci piens—the known to knowledge and knowledge to the being who knows (in his
capacity as being, not as being known); that is, knowledge refers to consciousness.
This is what Husserl understood; for if the noemais for him an unreal correlate of
noesis, and if its ontological law isthe percipi, the noesis, on the contrary, appearsto
him as reality, of which the principle characteristic is to give itself to the reflection
which knows it as “having already been there before.” For the law of being in the
knowing subject is to-be-conscious. Consciousness is hot a mode of particular
knowledgewhich may be caled aninner meaning or self-knowledge; itisthedimension
of transphenomenal being in the subject.

Let uslook more closely at thisdimension of being. We said that consciousnessis
theknowing being in his capacity asbeing and not asbeing known. Thismeansthat we
must abandon the primacy of knowledge if we wish to establish that knowledge. Of
course consciousness can know and know itself. But it isin itself something other than
aknowledge turned back upon itself.

All consciousness, as Husserl has shown, is consciousness of something. This
means that there is no consciousness which isnot a positing of atranscendent object,
or if you prefer, that consciousness has no “ content.” We must renounce those neutral
“givens” which, according to the system of reference chosen, find their placeeither “in
the world” or “in the psyche.” A table is not in consciousness—not even in the
capacity of arepresentation. A tableisin space, beside thewindow, etc. The existence
of thetablein fact isacenter of opacity for consciousness; it would requireaninfinite
process to inventory the total contents of a thing. To introduce this opacity into
consciousness would be to refer to infinity the inventory which it can make of itself,
to make consciousness a thing, and to deny the cogito. The first procedure of a
philosophy ought to be to expel things from consciousness and to reestablish itstrue
connection with the world, to know that consciousnessis a positional consciousness
of the world. All consciousness is positional in that it transcends itself in order to
reach an object, and it exhaustsitsdlf in thissame positing. All that thereisof intention
in my actual consciousness is directed toward the outside, toward the table; all my
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judgments or practical activities, all my present inclinations transcend themselves;
they aim at thetable and are absorbed init. Not al consciousnessisknowledge (there
are states of affective consciousness, for example), but all knowing consciousness can
be knowledge only of its object.

However, the necessary and sufficient condition for aknowing consciousnessto be
knowledge of its object, isthat it be consciousness of itself as being that knowledge.
This is a necessary condition, for if my consciousness were not consciousness of
being consciousness of the table, it would then be consciousness of that table without
consciousness of being so. In other words, it would be a consciousness ignorant of
itself, an unconscious—which is absurd. Thisis a sufficient condition, for my being
conscious of being conscious of that table sufficesin fact for meto be conscious of it.
That is of course not sufficient to permit meto affirm that thistable existsin itself—
but rather that it exists for me.

What isthis consciousness of consciousness? We suffer to such an extent from the
illusion of the primacy of knowledge that we are immediately ready to make of the
consciousness of consciousness an idea ideae in the manner of Spinoza; that is, a
knowledge of knowledge. Alain, wanting to express the obvious “To know is to be
conscious of knowing,” interprets it in these terms: “To know is to know that one
knows.” Inthisway we should have defined reflection or positional consciousness of
consciousness, or better yet knowledge of consciousness. This would be a complete
consciousness directed toward something which isnot it; that is, toward consciousness
asobject of reflection. It would then transcend itself and like the positional consciousness
of theworld would be exhausted in aiming at its object. But that object would beitself
a COoNSCi OUSNESS.

It does not seem possible for us to accept this interpretation of the consciousness
of consciousness. The reduction of consciousness to knowledge in fact involves our
introducing i nto consciousness the subject-object dualismwhichistypical of knowledge.
But if we accept the law of the knower-known dyad, then a third term will be
necessary in order for the knower to becomeknown in turn, and we will be faced with
this dilemma: Either we stop at any one term of the series—the known, the knower
known, the knower known by the knower, etc. In this case the totality of the
phenomenon falls into the unknown; that is, we aways bump up against a non-self-
conscious reflection and a final term. Or else we affirm the necessity of an infinite
regress (idea ideaeideae, etc.), which isabsurd. Thusto the necessity of ontologically
establishing consciousness we would add a new necessity: that of establishing it
epistemologically. Are we obliged after all to introduce the law of this dyad into
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consciousness? Consciousness of self is not dual. If we wish to avoid an infinite
regress, there must be an immediate, non-cognitive relation of the self to itself.

Furthermorethe refl ecting consciousness posits the consciousness reflected-on, as
itsobject. Inthe act of reflecting | pass judgment on the consciousness reflected-on; |
amashamed of it, | am proud of it, | will it, | deny it, etc. Theimmediate consciousness
which | have of perceiving does not permit me either to judge or to will or to be
ashamed. It does not know my perception, does not posit it; al that there is of
intentionin my actual consciousnessisdirected toward the outside, toward theworld.
In turn, this spontaneous consciousness of my perception is constitutive of my
perceptive consciousness. |n other words, every positional consciousness of an object
is at the same time a non-positional consciousness of itself. If | count the cigarettes
whichareinthat case, | havetheimpression of disclosing an objective property of this
collection of cigarettes: they are a dozen. This property appearsto my consciousness
as a property existing in the world. It is very possible that | have no positional
consciousness of counting them. Then | do not know myself as counting. Proof of this
isthat children who are capable of making an addition spontaneously can not explain
subsequently how they set about it. Piaget's tests, which show this, constitute an
excellent refutation of the formulaof Alain—To know isto know that one knows. Yet
at the moment when these cigarettes are revealed to me asadozen, | have anon-thetic
consciousness of my adding activity. If anyone questioned me, indeed, if anyone
should ask, “What are you doing there?’ | should reply at once, “1 am counting.” This
reply aimsnot only at theinstantaneous consciousnesswhich | can achieveby reflection
but at those fleeting consciousnesses which have passed without being reflected-on,
those which areforever not-reflected-on in my immediate past. Thusreflection hasno
kind of primacy over the consciousnessreflected-on. It isnot reflection which revea's
the consciousness reflected-on to itself. Quite the contrary, it is the non-reflective
consciousness which renders the reflection possible; there is a pre-reflective cogito
which is the condition of the Cartesian cogito. At the same time it is the non-thetic
consciousness of counting which isthe very condition of my act of adding. If it were
otherwise, how would the addition be the unifying theme of my consciousnesses? In
order that this theme should preside over awhole series of syntheses of unifications
and recognitions, it must be present to itself, not as a thing but as an operative
intention which can exist only astherevealing-revealed (révélante-révél ée), to usean
expression of Heidegger’s. Thusin order to count, it is hecessary to be conscious of
counting.

Of course, someone may say, but this makes acircle. For isit not necessary that |
count in fact in order to be conscious of counting? That is true. However thereis no
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circle, or if you like, it isthe very nature of consciousnessto exist “in acircle.” The
ideacan be expressed in these terms: Every conscious existence exists as consciousness
of existing. We understand now why the first consciousness of consciousness is not
positional; it is becauseit is one with the consciousness of which it is consciousness.
At one stroke it determines itself as consciousness of perception and as perception.
The necessity of syntax has compelled us hitherto to speak of the “non-positional
consciousness of self.” But we can no longer usethisexpressioninwhich the* of self”

still evokestheideaof knowledge. (Henceforth we shall put the*of” inside parentheses
to show that it merely satisfies agrammatical requirement.)*

This self-consciousness we ought to consider not as a hew consciousness, but as
the only mode of existence which ispossible for a consciousness of something. Just as
an extended object iscompelled to exist according to three dimensions, so anintention,
apleasure, agrief can exist only asimmediate self-consciousness. If the intention is
not athing in consciousness, then the being of the intention can be only consciousness.
It isnot necessary to understand by thisthat on the one hand, some external cause (an
organic trouble, an unconscious impulse, another Erlebnis) could determine that a
psychic event—a pleasure, for example,—produce itself, and that on the other hand,
thisevent so determined initsmaterial structure should be compelled to produceitself
as self-consciousness. Thiswould be to make the non-thetic consciousness a quality
of the positional consciousness (in the sense that the perception, positional
consciousness of that table, would have as addition the quality of self-consciousness)
and would thus fall back into the illusion of the theoretical primacy of knowledge.
This would be moreover to make the psychic event a thing and to qualify it with
“conscious’ just as | can qualify this blotter with “red.” Pleasure can not be
distinguished—even | ogically—from consciousness of pleasure. Consciousness (of)
pleasure is congtitutive of the pleasure as the very mode of its own existence, as the
material of which it is made, and not as a form which isimposed by a blow upon a
hedonistic material. Pleasure can not exist “before” consciousness of pleasure—not
even in the form of potentiality or potency. A potential pleasure can exist only as
consciousness (of) being potential. Potencies of consciousness exist only as
consciousness of potencies.

Conversely, as | showed earlier, we must avoid defining pleasure by the
consciousnesswhich | haveof it. Thiswould betofall into anidealism of consciousness
which would bring us by indirect meansto the primacy of knowledge. Pleasure must
not disappear behind its own self-consciousness; it is not a representation, it is a
concrete event, full and absolute. It is no more a quality of self-consciousness than
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self-consciousness is a quality of pleasure. There is no more first a consciousness
which receives subsequently the affect “pleasure” like water which one stains, than
thereisfirst a pleasure (unconscious or psychological) which receives subsequently
thequality of “conscious’ likeapencil of light rays. Thereisanindivisible, indissoluble
being— definitely not a substance supporting its qualities like particles of being, but
a being which is existence through and through. Pleasure is the being of self-
consciousness and this self-consciousnessisthelaw of being of pleasure. Thisiswhat
Heidegger expressed very well when he wrote (though speaking of Dasein, not of
consciousness): “The‘how’ (essentia) of thisbeing, sofar asit ispossibleto speak of
it generally, must be conceived in termsof itsexistence (existentia).” Thismeansthat
consciousness is not produced as a particular instance of an abstract possibility but
that in rising to the center of being, it creates and supports its essence—that is, the
synthetic order of its possibilities.

This means aso that the type of being of consciousness is the opposite of that
which the ontological proof revealsto us. Since consciousnessis not possible before
being, but since its being is the source and condition of al possibility, its existence
impliesitsessence. Husserl expressesthis aptly in speaking of the“necessity of fact.”
In order for there to be an essence of pleasure, there must be first the fact of a
consciousness (of) this pleasure. It is futile to try to invoke pretended laws of
consciousness of which the articulated whole would constitute the essence. A law isa
transcendent object of knowledge; there can be consciousness of alaw, not alaw of
consciousness. For the same reasons it is impossible to assign to a consciousness a
motivation other than itself. Otherwise it would be necessary to conceive that
consciousness to the degree to which it is an effect, is not conscious (of) itself. It
would be necessary in some manner that it should be without being conscious (of)
being. We should fall into that too common illusion which makes consciousness semi-
conscious or a passivity. But consciousness is consciousness through and through. It
can be limited only by itself.

This self-determination of consciousness must not be conceived asagenesis, asa
becoming, for that would force us to suppose that consciousness is prior to its own
existence. Neither isit necessary to conceive of this self-creation asan act, for in that
case consciousnesswould be conscious (of ) itself asan act, whichit isnot. Consciousness
is a plenum of existence, and this determination of itself by itself is an essential
characteristic. It would even be wise not to misuse the expression “cause of self,”
which alows us to suppose a progression, a relation of self-cause to self-effect. It
would be more exact to say very simply: The existence of consciousness comes from
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consciousness itself. By that we need not understand that consciousness “derives
from nothingness.” There can not be “nothingness of consciousness” before
consciousness. “Before” consciousness one can conceiveonly of aplenum of being of
which no element can refer to an absent consciousness. If thereisto be nothingness of
consciousness, there must be a consciousness which has been and which is no mote
and awitnessing consciousness which poses the nothingness of thefirst consciousness
for asynthesis of recognition. Consciousnessis prior to nothingnessand “is derived”
frombeing.®

Onewill perhapshave somedifficulty in accepting these conclusions. But considered
more carefully, they will appear perfectly clear. The paradox is not that there are * self-
activated” existences but that there is no other kind. What is truly unthinkable is
passive existence; that is, existence which perpetuatesitself without having the force
either to produce itself or to preserve itself. From this point of view there is nothing
moreincomprehens blethan the principle of inertia. Indeed where would consciousness
“come” fromif it did “come” from something? From the limbo of the unconscious or
of the physiological. But if we ask ourselves how this limbo inits turn can exist and
where it derives its existence, we find ourselves faced with the concept of passive
existence; that is, we can no more absol utely understand how this non-consciousgiven
(unconscious or physiological) which does not derive its existence from itself, can
nevertheless perpetuate this existence and find in addition the ability to produce a
consciousness. This demonstrates the great favor which the proof a contingentia
mundi has enjoyed.

Thus by abandoning the primacy of knowledge, we have discovered the being of
the knower and encountered the absol ute, that same absol ute which the rationalists of
the seventeenth century had defined and | ogically constituted asan object of knowledge.
But precisely because the question concerns an absolute of existence and not of
knowledge, it is not subject to that famous objection according to which a known
absoluteisno longer an absolute because it becomesrel ative to the knowledge which
one has of it. In fact the absolute here is not the result of alogical construction on the
ground of knowledge but the subject of the most concrete of experiences. And it isnot
at all relative to this experience because it is this experience. Likewise it is a non-
substantial absolute. The ontological error of Cartesian rationalismisnot to have seen
that if the absolute is defined by the primacy of existence over essence, it can not be
conceived asasubstance. Consciousness has nothing substantial, itis pure* appearance”
in the sense that it exists only to the degree to which it appears. But it is precisely
because consciousness is pure appearance, because it is total emptiness (since the
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entireworld is outside it)—it is because of thisidentity of appearance and existence
within it that it can be considered as the absolute.

IV. Thebeing of the percipi

It seemsthat we have arrived at the goal of our inquiry. We have reduced thingsto the
united totality of their appearances, and we have established that these appearances
lay claimto abeing whichisno longer itself appearance. The“ percipi” referred usto
apercipiens, the being of which has been revealed to us as consciousness. Thus we
have attained the ontological foundation of knowledge, the first being to whom all
other appearances appear, the absolute in relation to which every phenomenon is
relative. Thisisnolonger the subject in Kant'smeaning of theterm, but it issubjectivity
itself, the immanence of self in self. Henceforth we have escaped idealism. For the
|atter, being is measured by knowledge, which subjectsit to thelaw of duality. There
isonly known being; it is a question of thought itself. Thought appears only through
itsown products; that is, we always apprehend it only as the signification of thoughts
produced, and the philosopher in quest of thought must question the established
sciencesin order to deriveit from them asthe condition of their possibility. We, onthe
other hand, have apprehended a being which is not subject to knowledge and which
founds knowledge, a thought which is definitely not given as a representation or a
signification of expressed thoughts, but which isdirectly apprehended such asit is—
and thismode of apprehension is not aphenomenon of knowledge but isthe structure
of being. Wefind ourselvesat present on the ground of the phenomenology of Husserl
athough Husserl himself has not always been faithful to his first intuition. Are we
satisfied?We have encountered atransphenomenal being, but isit actually thebeingto
which the phenomenon of being refers? Isit indeed the being of the phenomenon?In
other words is consciousness sufficient to provide the foundation for the appearance
quaappearance? We have extracted its being from the phenomenonin order to giveit
to consciousness, and we anticipated that consciousness would subsequently restore
it to the phenomenon. Isthis possible?We shall find our answer in the examination of
theontological exigenciesof the percipi.

Let usnotefirst that thereisabeing of the thing perceived—as perceived. Even if
I wished to reduce this table to a synthesis of subjective impressions, | must at least
remark that it revealsitself qua table through this synthesis, that it isthe transcendent
limit of the synthesis—thereason for it and itsend. Thetableisbefore knowledge and
can not beidentified with the knowledge which we have of it; otherwise it would be
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consciousness—i.e., pureimmanence—and it would disappear astable. For the same
cause evenif apure distinction of reason isto separate the table from the synthesis of
subjectiveimpressionsthrough which | apprehendit, at least it can not bethissynthesis;
that would be to reduce it to a synthetic activity of connection. In so far then asthe
known can not be reabsorbed into knowledge, we must discover for it abeing. This
being, we are told, is the percipi. Let us recognize first of al that the being of the
percipi can not be reduced to that of the per cipiens—i.e., to consciousness—any more
than the table is reduced to the bond of representations. At most we can say that it is
relativeto thisbeing. But thisrelativity does not render unnecessary an examination of
the being of the percipi.

Now the mode of the percipi is the passive. If then the being of the phenomenon
resides in its percipi, this being is passivity. Relativity and passivity—such are the
characteristic structures of the essein so far asthisisreduced to the percipi. What is
passivity? | am passive when | undergo a modification of which | am not the origin;
that is, neither the source nor the creator. Thus my being supports a mode of being of
which it is not the source. Yet in order for me to support, it is still necessary that |
exist, and dueto thisfact my existenceisaways situated on the other side of passivity.
“To support passively,” for example, isaconduct which | assume and which engages
my liberty as much asto “reject resolutely.” If | am to be for aways “the-one-who-
has-been-offended,” | must perseverein my being; that is, | myself assumemy existence.
But all the same | respond on my own account in someway and | assume my offense;
| ceaseto bepassiveinrelation toit. Hence we have this choice of alternatives: either,
indeed, | am not passive in my being, in which case | become the foundation of my
affections even if at first | have not been the origin of them—or | am affected with
passivity in my very existence, my being isareceived being, and hence al falsinto
nothingness. Thus passivity is adoubly relative phenomenon, relative to the activity
of the one who acts and to the existence of the one who suffers. This implies that
passivity can not affect the actual being of the passive existent; it isarelation of one
being to another being and not of one being to anothingness. It isimpossible that the
per ciper e affects the perceptumof being, for in order for the perceptumto be affected
it would of necessity have to be aready given in some way and exist before having
received being. One can conceive of a creation on condition that the created being
recover itself, tear itself away from the creator in order to closein onitself immediately
and assume its being; it isin this sense that a book exists as distinct from its author.
But if the act of creation is to be continued indefinitely, if the created being is to be
supported even initsinmost parts, if it does not have its own independence, if itisin
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itself only nothingness—then the creatureisin no way distinguished fromiits creator;
itisabsorbed in him; we are dealing with afal setranscendence, and the creator can not
have even an illusion of getting out of his subjectivity.®

Furthermore the passivity of the recipient demands an equal passivity on the part
of the agent. Thisisexpressed in the principle of action and reaction; it is because my
hand can be crushed, grasped, cut, that my hand can crush, cut, grasp. What element
of passivity can we assign to perception, to knowledge? They are al activity, all
spontaneity. It is precisely because it is pure spontaneity, because nothing can get a
grip on it that consciousness can not act upon anything. Thus the esse est percipi
would require that consciousness, pure spontaneity which can not act upon anything,
give being to a transcendent nothingness, at the same time keeping it in its state of
nothingness. So much nonsense! Husserl has attempted to overcome these objections
by introducing passivity into the noesis; thisisthe hyle or pure flux of experience and
the matter of the passive syntheses. But he has only added an additional difficulty to
those which we have mentioned. He has introduced in fact those neutral givens, the
impossihility of which we have shown earlier. To be sure, these are not “ contents” of
consciousness, but they remain only so much the more unintelligible. The hylein fact
could not be consciousness, for it would disappear in translucency and could not offer
that resisting basis of impressions which must be surpassed toward the object. But if
it does not belong to consciousness, where does it derive its being and its opacity?
How can it preserve at once the opaque resistance of things and the subjectivity of
thought? Its esse can not come to it from a percipi sinceit is not even perceived, for
consciousness transcends it toward the objects. But if the hyle derivesits being from
itself alonewe meet once again theinsol uble problem of the connection of consciousness
with exist-tents independent of it. Even if we grant to Husserl that there is hyletic
stratum for the noesis, we can not conceive how consciousness can transcend this
subjective toward objectivity. In giving to the hyle both the characteristics of athing
and the characteristics of consciousness, Husserl believed that hefacilitated the passage
from the one to the other, but he succeeded only in creating a hybrid being which
consciousness rejects and which can not be a part of the world.

Furthermore, as we have seen, the percipi implies that the law of being of the
perceptumisrelativity. Can we conceive that the being of the thing known isrelative
to the knowledge? What can the relativity of being mean for an existent if not that the
existent hasitsown being in something other than initself; that is, in an existent which
itisnot. Certainly it would not beinconceivable that abeing should be external toitself
if one means that this being isits own externality. But such is not the case here. The
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perceived being i s before consciousness; consciousness can not reachit, and it can not
enter into consciousness; and as the perceived being is cut off from consciousness, it
exists cut off from its own existence. It would be no use to make of it an unrea inthe
manner of Husserl; even as unreal it must exist.

Thus the two determinations of relativity and of passivity, which can concern
modes of being, can on no account apply to being. The esse of the phenomenon can
not be its percipi. The transphenomenal being of consciousness can not provide a
basisfor the transphenomenal being of the phenomenon. Here we see the error of the
phenomenalists: having justifiably reduced the object to the connected series of its
appearances, they believed they had reduced its being to the succession of its modes
of being. That iswhy they have explained it by conceptswhich can be applied only to
the modes of being, for they are pointing out the relations between a plurality of
aready existing beings.

V. Theontological proof

Being has not been given its due. We believed we had dispensed with granting
transphenomenality to the being of the phenomenon because we had discovered the
transphenomendlity of the being of consciousness. We are going to see, on the contrary,
that this very transphenomenality requires that of the being of the phenomenon.
Thereisan “ontological proof” to be derived not from the reflective cogito but from
the pre-reflective being of the percipiens. Thiswe shall now try to demonstrate.

All consciousnessis consciousness of something. Thisdefinition of consciousness
can betakenintwo very distinct senses:. either we understand by thisthat consciousness
is congtitutive of the being of its object, or it means that consciousnessin its inmost
natureisarelation to atranscendent being. But the first interpretation of the formula
destroysitself: to be conscious of something is to be confronted with a concrete and
full presence which is not consciousness. Of course one can be conscious of an
absence. But this absence appears necessarily as a precondition of presence. Aswe
have seen, consciousness is a real subjectivity and the impression is a subjective
plenitude. But this subjectivity can not go out of itself to posit a transcendent object
in such away asto endow it with aplenitude of impressions.” If then we wish at any
priceto make the being of the phenomenon depend on consciousness, the object must
be distinguished from consciousness not by its presence but by its absence, not by its
plenitude, but by its nothingness. If being belongs to consciousness, the object is not
consciousness, not to the extent that it is another being, but that it isnon-being. This
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is the appeal to the infinite of which we spoke in the first section of this work. For
Husserl, for example, the animation of the hyletic nucleus by the only intentions
which canfind their fulfilment (Erflllung) in thishyleisnot enough to bring usoutside
of subjectivity. The truly objectifying intentions are empty intentions, those which
aim beyond the present subjective appearance at the infinite totality of the series of
appearances.

We must further understand that the intentions aim at appearanceswhich are never
to be given at one time. It isan impossibility on principle for the terms of an infinite
seriesto exist al at the sametime before consciousness, along with thereal absence of
all these terms except for the one which is the foundation of objectivity. If present
these impressions—even in infinite number-would dissolve in the subjective; it is
their absence which gives them objective being. Thus the being of the object is pure
non-being. Itisdefined asalack. It isthat which escapes, that which by definition will
never be given, that which offersitself only in fleeting and successive profiles.

But how can non-being be the foundation of being? How can the absent, expected
subjective becomethereby the objective? A great joy which | hopefor, agrief which |
dread, acquirefromthat fact acertain transcendence. This| admit. But that transcendence
in immanence does not bring us out of the subjective. It is true that things give
themselvesin profile; that is, smply by appearances. And it istruethat each appearance
refersto other appearances. But each of them isalready in itself a one atranscendent
being, not a subjective materia of impressions—a plenitude of being, not alack—a
presence, not an absence. It isfutileby asleight of hand to attempt to found the reality
of the object on the subjective plenitude of impressions and its objectivity on non-
being; the objective will never come out of the subjective nor the transcendent from
immanence, nor being from non-being. But, wearetold, Husserl defines consciousness
precisely as a transcendence. In truth he does. This is what he posits. This is his
essential discovery. But from the moment that he makes of the noema an unreal, a
correlate of the noesis, a noema whose esse is percipi, he istotally unfaithful to his
principle.

Consciousness is consciousness of something. This means that transcendence is
the constitutive structure of consciousness; that is, that consciousness is born
supported by abeing whichisnot itself. Thisiswhat we call the ontological proof. No
doubt someone will reply that the existence of the demand of consciousness does not
provethat thisdemand ought to be satisfied. But thisobjection can not hold up against
an analysis of what Husserl calls intentionality, though, to be sure, he misunderstood
itsessential character. To say that consciousnessis consciousness of something means
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that for consciousness there is no being outside of that precise obligation to be a
revealing intuition of something—i.e., of a transcendent being. Not only does pure
subjectivity, if initially given, fail to transcend itself to posit the objective; a“pure”
subjectivity disappears. What can properly be called subjectivity is consciousness
(of) consciousness. But this consciousness (of being) consciousness must be qualified
in someway, and it can be qualified only asrevealing intuition or it isnothing. Now a
reveaingintuition implies something reveal ed. Absol ute subjectivity can be established
only in the face of something revealed; immanence can be defined only within the
apprehension of atranscendent. It might appear that there is an echo here of Kant's
refutation of problematical idealism. But we ought rather to think of Descartes. We are
here on the ground of being, not of knowledge. It isnot aquestion of showing that the
phenomena of inner sense imply the existence of objective spatial phenomena, but
that consciousnessimpliesin its being anon-conscious and transphenomena being. In
particular thereisno point in replying that in fact subjectivity implies objectivity and
that it constitutesitself in constituting the objective; we have seen that subjectivity is
powerless to constitute the objective. To say that consciousness is consciousness of
something isto say that it must produce itself as areveal ed-revelation abeing which
isnot it and which givesitself as aready existing when consciousnessrevealsit.

Thuswe haveleft pure appearance and have arrived at full being. Consciousnessis
abeing whose existence positsits essence, and inversely it is consciousness of abeing,
whose essence impliesits existence; that is, in which appearance lays claim to being.
Being iseverywhere. Certainly we could apply to consciousness the definition which
Heidegger reservesfor Dasein and say that itisabeing such that initsbeing, itsheing
isin question. But it would be necessary to complete the definition and formulate it
morelikethis: consciousnessisabeing suchthatinitsbeing, itsbeingisin questionin
so far asthisbeing implies a being other than itself.

We must understand that this being is no other than the transphenomenal being of
phenomenaand not a noumenal being which is hidden behind them. It isthe being of
thistable of thispackage of tobacco of thelamp, more generally the being of theworld
whichisimplied by consciousness. It requiressimply that being of that which appears
does not exist only in so far asit appears. The transphenomenal being of what exists
for consciousnessisitself in itself (lui-méme en soi).

Notes

1 From Greek €???. Sartre seems to have ignored the rough breathing and writes
“exis.” Tr.
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2 Perhapsamoreintelligible paraphrase would be, “the question of what it meansto
beatableor achar.” Tr.

3 It goes without saying that any attempt to replace the percipere by another
attitude from human reality would be equally fruitless. If we granted that being is
revealed to manin “acting,” it would still be necessary to guarantee the being of
acting apart from the action.

4 Since English syntax does not require the “of,” | shall henceforth freely trandate
conscience (de) soi as “ self-consciousness.” Tr.

5 That certainly does not mean that consciousnessisthefoundation of itsbeing. On
the contrary, as we shall see later, there is a full contingency of the being of
consciousness. Wewish only to show (1) That nothingisthe cause of consciousness.
(2) That consciousness is the cause of its own way of being.

6 It is for this reason that the Cartesian doctrine of substance finds its logical
culmination in the work of Spinoza.

7 l.e., insuch away that the impressions are objectified into qualities of the thing.
Tr.



4  Imagination and emotion

Understanding the application of Sartre’s phenomenology to imagination
and emotion requires further clarification of the concept of intentionality and
the distinction between reflexive and pre-reflexive consciousness introduced
in the last chapter.

By ‘intentionality’ is meant the alleged property of consciousness always
taking some object or other. All consciousness is consciousness of
something, whether real or imaginary. All perception is perception of, all
thinking is thinking of, all loving is loving something, all hating, hating
something. For any act of consciousness, that act could not exist unless it
were directed towards some object. The object need not be a physical
object, it could be a fictional character, an abstract object like a number, or
an imaginary being.

Brentano had used the concept of intentionality to demarcate the mental
from the non-mental (including the physical) by claiming that all and only
mental phenomena exhibit intentionality. Husserl thought intentionality is
the essence of consciousness. Intentionality was first formulated
systematically by the thirteenth-century scholastic philosopher St. Thomas
Aquinas (1224-74), but anticipations may be found in Plato and Aristotle.
Sartre, following Husserl, allows some exceptions to the doctrine all mental
states are intentional. Sensations of pain, and certain moods, for example
are not ‘about’ anything. (This leaves both Sartre and Husserl with the
problem of what non-intentional phenomena being mental consists in.)

Sartre makes a crucial break with the doctrines of Brentano and Husserl
when he insists that the intended objects of consciousness exist. Brentano
had thought that they ‘inexist’ as presented to consciousness, that is, neither
exist nor do not exist. Husserl suspended belief and disbelief in the existence
of objects in the external world by his epoché in order to describe
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consciousness purely. Sartre regards these positions as confused. Even if
an object is fictional or abstract or imaginary, it exists. It is rather than is not.
In failing to see this, Husserl misunderstood intentionality’s essential
character.

Husserl also fails to see the impossibility of the epoché or
phenomenological reduction. No object can be reduced to the consciousness
of it, not even to an infinity of acts of consciousness of it, because
consciousness cannot be that of which it is conscious. The object, in some
non-spatial sense of ‘outside’, is always irreducibly ‘outside’ consciousness.

If the objects of consciousness are not ‘in’ consciousness as Brentano
and Husserl supposed then where are they? As we have seen, Sartre thinks
our fundamental mode of being is truly captured by the Heidegerian notion
of being-in-the-world. If our being is being-in-the-world then it is impossible
that we might persist in abstraction from the world of objects and subjects
that surrounds us. The objects of our consciousness are in the world so,
essentially, consciousness is consciousness of something outside itself.

Nevertheless, consciousness is a consciousness of consciousness, a
consciousness of itself ‘in the face of being’. The implicit consciousness of
itself called ‘pre-reflexive consciousness’ and the overt self-consciousness
called ‘reflexive consciousness’ are possible only because consciousness
is directed towards objects outside itself. Although | am a consciousness of
being, nothing separates me from being.

Sartre is a realist about the objects of consciousness. Idealism, the
doctrine that only consciousness and its mental contents exist, is incoherent.
Husserl thought that consciousness constitutes its objects; it makes them
be what they are. It was his quasi-Kantian view that, although Berkeleyan
idealism is false because objects do not depend on consciousness for
their existence, nevertheless what objects are to us is largely due to our
transcendental constitution.

Sartre treads a careful path between naive realism and Husserl's neo-
Kantianism. He is concerned to resolve the apparent paradox that even
though an object enters my visual perception as complete, | nevertheless
see it only one side (or profile) at a time. When | see a physical object | see
it only from a certain angle. For example if | am looking at a cube | can see a
maximum of three sides simultaneously. Nevertheless, there is a real sense
in which | perceive the whole physical object. Sartre should have put the
point this way: | see the whole physical object but | do not see the whole of
the physical object.
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Sartre, like Husserl, argues that being aware of the whole physical object
depends on the possible awareness of its parts, (empirically and realistically
its sides or, phenomenologically, its available profiles or Abschattungen).
However, Sartre insists that the object really exists outside consciousness.
It is our awareness of the object as a whole that is constituted by the actual
and possible mental acts we direct towards it. The object itself is not
constituted by consciousness. It is really there.

We can now see the sense in which the object of the perception constantly
overflows or exceeds the consciousness of it. There is always more to an
object than the consciousness of it. It is incoherent to suppose an object
could be the consciousness of it. Also, an object systematically exceeds
what it directly presents to consciousness. In the visual case, a front implies
a back and some sides. The whole exceeds the momentarily presented
parts.

Sartre’s phenomenology of perception is a realist transformation of
Husserl's theory of the constitution of objects. Sartre retains from Husserl
what we could call a kind of ‘perspectivism’. An object is always perceived
from a point of view and always presents an aspect to that point of view. It
follows that ‘the object appears only in a series of profiles, or projections’
(The Psychology of Imagination, p. 9). The profile is however part of the
object. The profile is any part of the object that appears to a point of view at
a time.

Husserl thought that an object is constituted by the infinity of possible
points of view on it. Sartre thinks the object really exists, independently of
any point of view. Nevertheless, it is only ever seen as presenting an aspect
that both implies and excludes an infinite number of other points of view.
What | see exists even when unseen. Other points of view are excluded in
the sense that at any one time | may adopt just one and not any other of
them. Other points of view are included in the sense that at other times |
could adopt any one of them.

It is the object that makes possible the points of view on it. The points of
view do not make the object possible, even though they make possible the
perception of it. So, when Sartre argues in The Psychology of Imagination
that an object itself is a synthesis of all the appearances of it, an appearance
is nothing mental. The appearances of an object are the parts of it that can
appear.

Husserl was wrong to claim that consciousness constitutes objects.
Rather, objects constitute consciousness. In The Transcendence of the Ego
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(1937) Sartre argues that consciousness constitutes itself in the face of
objects. The presentation of objects is a necessary condition for the unity of
consciousness. If there were no world, there could be no consciousness.

Sartre’s realism therefore entails a kind of externalism. What
consciousness is depends upon the objects of consciousness that lie
outside it. Objects transcend consciousness, there is more to them than
both the consciousness of them and what is directly presented in the
consciousness of them. Transcendence is the constitutive structure of
consciousness. An object is transcendent if and only if it is not exhausted by
the consciousness of it. Sartre thinks consciousness is supported by a
being which is not itself. A necessary condition for the existence and nature
of consciousness is the existence of objects for consciousness that exist
independently of consciousness.

It follows straightforwardly from this externalism that consciousness is
not a substance. If something is a substance then it depends on nothing
outside itself, but consciousness depends on its external objects, so
consciousness is not a substance. Sartre’'s existential phenomenology is
inconsistent with the Cartesian doctrine that consciousness is a mental
substance capable of existing independently of physical objects. If
consciousness is not any kind of substance then consciousness is not a
mental substance. If Sartre is right, Cartesian mind-body dualism is false.

Nevertheless, Sartre’s realism is not immune to objection. Even if it is
part of common sense, and may be sustained by philosophical argument,
that physical objects exist independently of the perception of them, this view
looks far less plausible when applied to mental images, fictional characters,
imaginary beings and perhaps abstract objects such as numbers. On the
face of it these items are ‘internal’ rather than ‘external’. Arguably their
existence depends upon consciousness rather than vice versa.

Sartre’s reply is to draw attention to what he calls the illusion of immanence
in The Psychology of Imagination. From the fact that there are mental images
and abstract objects it does not follow that there are non-physical objects
that exist within consciousness.

In fact, according to Sartre, the mental image is not an object towards
which acts of consciousness are directed. The image is itself a mental act,
embedded by and embedding further mental acts. An image is not an object
of awareness, it is a kind of awareness, a way of being aware. It posits its
own object as non-existent, as absent or as existing elsewhere. It follows
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that the image itself includes an act of belief, an act of positing (or not
positing) an object. The image is a relation, not an object. It is a relation
between subject and object.

Succumbing to the illusion of immanence involves thinking of
consciousness as a place, and thinking of images as ‘in’ consciousness.
Sartre thinks of Hume as the paradigm case of someone who commits this
fallacy. However, he thinks it widespread in philosophy, psychology and
common sense.

Because he denies that consciousness is a place, a strange non-physical
place, in The Psychology of Imagination Sartre regards expressions of the
form ‘a mental image of Peter’ as philosophically misleading and ‘the
imaginative consciousness of Peter’ as philosophically perspicuous even
if Peter does not exist. Imagining an imaginary object is logically parasitic
on imagining a real object, rather as holding a false belief depends upon
being capable of holding a true belief.

In the extract from The Psychology of Imagination called ‘Consciousness
and Imagination’ reprinted below, we see Sartre's existential
phenomenology applied to the mental image. He also introduces the concept
of negation which is important for understanding Chapter 6 of this book.

In the extract from Sketch For a Theory of the Emotions Sartre applies the
doctrine of intentionality to emotion and draws distinctions between being
conscious and being conscious of being conscious. He argues that an
emotion is a transformation of the world. Although it is always part of our
existential predicament to choose, to act, the world frustrates us in our
preferences. At that moment we choose an emotion in an effort to transform
the world as if by magic. Disturbingly, it follows that we are responsible for
our emotions. We see here not only the repudiation of scientific psychology,
but that Sartrean fusion of existentialism and phenomenology called
‘existential phenomenology’.

THEPSYCHOLOGY OF THE IMAGINATION

Consciousness and imagination

We are now in aposition to rai se the metaphysical question which hasbeen gradually
shaping itself through these studies of phenomenological psychology. We may
formulate it as follows: what are the characteristics that can be attributed to
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consciousness from the fact that it is a consciousness capable of imagining. This
guestion can betaken in the sense of acritical analysisunder theform: of what nature
must a consciousness be in general if the construction of an image should always be
possible? And no doubt it is in this form that our minds, accustomed to raising
philosophical questions in the Kantian perspective, will best understand it. But, asa
matter of fact, the problem in its deepest meaning can only be grasped from a
phenomenological point of view.

After the phenomenological reduction we find ourselves in the presence of the
transcendental consciousness which unveilsitself to our reflective descriptions. We
can thus fix by concepts the result of our eidetic intuition of the essence
“consciousness’. Now, phenomenological descriptions can discover, for instance,
that the very structure of the transcendental consciousness implies that this
consciousness is constitutive of a world. But it is evident that they will not teach us
that consciousness must be constitutive of such aworld, that isto say, exactly theone
where we are, with its earth, its animals, its men and the story of these men. We are
here in the presence of a primary and irreducible fact which presents itself as a
contingent and irrational specification of the essence of the world aswe know it. And
many phenomenologists will call “metaphysics’ the investigation whose aim it isto
uncover this contingent existent initsentirety. Thisis not exactly what wewould call
metaphysics, but that is of little importance here. What will concern usisthis: isthe
function of imagination a contingent and metaphysical specification of the essence
“consciousness’ or should it rather be described as a constitutive structure of that
essence? In other words: can we conceive of a consciousness which would never
imagine and which would be completely absorbed initsintuitions of thereal—in that
case the possibility of imagining, which appears as one quality among others of our
consciousnesses, would be a contingent enrichment or rather, as soon as we posit a
consciousness, must it be posited as always being able to imagine? We should be able
to settlethis question by the simple reflective inspection of the essence” consciousness”,
and it is thus in fact that we would attempt to settle it, were we not addressing
ourselvesto apublic as yet but little accustomed to phenomenol ogical methods. But
since theidea of eidetic intuition is still repugnant to many French readers, we shall
resort to a subterfuge, that is, to a method somewhat more complex. We shall begin
with the question: what must a consciousness be in order for it to possess the power
to imagine, which we shall try to develop by the usual procedures of critical analysis,
that is, by a regressive method. Next we shall compare the results we obtain with
those the Cartesian intuition gives us of the consciousness realized by the cogito, and
we shall seewhether the necessary conditionsfor realizing animaginative consciousness
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are the same or different from the conditions of possibility of a consciousness in
general.

Indeed, the problem stated thus may appear to be completely new and even trifling
to French psychologists. And, in fact, aslong as we are the victims of theillusion of
immanence, thereisno general problem of imagination. Imagesareinfact supplied, in
these theories, by a type of existence strictly like that of things. They are reborn
sensationswhich may differ in degree, in cohesion, in meaning from primary sensations,
but which belong, as do sensations, to the intra-mundane existence. Theimageis as
real asany other existence. The only question concerning theimage isthe problem of
itsrelationship to other existences but, whatever thisrel ationship may be, the existence
of the image remains intact. This is like saying that whether the portrait of King
CharlesVI isorisnot atruelikeness, whether thekingisdead or dive or even whether
he ever existed, the portrait is neverthel ess something that existsin the world. There
istherefore no existential problem of theimage.

But if the image is looked upon as we have viewed it in this work, the existential
problem of theimage can no longer be sidetracked. Infact, to the existence of an object
for consciousness there corresponds noetically a hypothesis or position of existence.
Now, the hypothesis of the imaginative consciousnessis radically different from the
hypothesis of aconsciousness of the real. This meansthat the type of existence of the
object of the image as long as it is imagined, differs in nature from the type of
existence of the object grasped asreal. And surely, if | now form animage of Peter, my
imaginative consciousnessincludes acertain positing of the existence of Peter, insofar
asheisnow at thisvery moment in Berlin or London. But while he appearsto me as
animage, this Peter who isin London appearsto me absent. Thisabsencein actuality,
this essential nothingness of the imagined object, is enough to distinguish it from the
object of perception. What then must the nature of a consciousness bein order that it
be able successively to posit real objects and imagined objects ?

We must at once make an important observation, which the reader may have made
himself if he has studied the problem of the relationships between perception and
imagery, as outlined in Chapter 2. For an object or any element of an object thereisa
great difference between being grasped as nothing and being-given-as-absent. In a
perception of whatever sort many empty intentions are directed, from the elements of
the object now given, towards other aspects and other elements of the object which no
longer reveal themselvesto our intuition. For instance, the arabesques of therug | am
viewing are both in part given to my intuition. The legs of the armchair which stands
before the window conceal certain curves, certain designs. But | nevertheless seize
these hidden arabesques as existing now, as hidden but not at all asabsent. And | grasp
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them not for themselvesin trying to present them by means of an analogue but in the
very way inwhich | grasp what has been given me of their continuation. | perceivethe
beginnings and the endings of the hidden arabesques (which appear to me before and
behind theleg of the chair) as continuing under thelegsof thechair. Itisthereforeinthe
way inwhich | grasp the data that | posit that which isnot given asbeing real. Real by
the same right as the data, as that which gives it its meaning and its very nature.
Likewise the successive tones of a melody are grasped by appropriate retentions as
that which makes of the tone now heard exactly what it is. In this sense, to perceive
this or that real datum isto perceive it on the foundation of total reality as a whole.
Thisreality never becomes the object of any special act of my attention, but it is co-
present as an essential condition of the existence of the reality actually perceived.
Here we see that the imaginative act is the reverse of the act of redity. If | want to
imagine the hidden arabesques, | direct my attention upon them and isolate them, just
as | isolate on the foundation of an undifferentiated universe the thing | actually
perceive. | cease to grasp them as empty but constituting the sense of the perceived
reality; instead | present themto myself, in themselves. But at the moment that | cease
to conceive them as continuous present in order to grasp them in themselves, | grasp
them as absent. Of course they really exist over there, under the chair, and it is over
there that | think of them, but in thinking of them where they are not given to me, |
grasp them as nothing for me. Thustheimaginative act isat once congtitutive, isolating
and annihilating.

It is this which turns the problem of memory and that of anticipation into two
problems which are radically different from the problem of imagination. No doubt
recollection isin many respects very close to theimage, and at timeswe were ableto
draw our examplesfrom memory to clarify the nature of theimage. Thereisnevertheless
an essential difference between the theme of recollection and that of the image. If |
recall an incident of my past life| do not imagineit, | recall it. That is, | do not posit
it asgiven-in-its absence, but as given-now-as-in-the-past. The handshake of Peter of
last evening inleaving medid not turninto an unreality asit became athing of the past:
it simply went into retirement; it is always real but past. It exists past, which is one
mode of real existence among others. And when | want to apprehend it anew | pursue
it whereitis, | direct my consciousness towards that past object which is yesterday,
and, at the heart of that object, | recover the event | am looking for, the handshake of
Peter. In aword, just aswhen | want actually to see the hidden arabesgues under the
chair | haveto look for them where they are, that is, move the chair; so when | recall
thisor that memory | do not call it forth but | betake myself to whereitis, | direct my
consciousness to the past where it awaits me as a real event in retirement. But if |
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imagine Peter as he might be at thismoment in Berlin—or simply Peter asheexistsat
this moment (and not as he was yesterday on leaving me), | grasp an object which is
not at all given to me or which is given to me simply as being beyond reach. There|
grasp nothing, that is, | posit nothingness. In this sense theimaginative consciousness
of Peter in Berlin (what is he doing at this moment? | imagine he is walking in the
Kurfurstendamm, etc.), is very much closer to that of the centaur (whose complete
non-existence | proclaim), than the recollection of Peter as he was the day he l€ft.
What iscommon between Peter as animage and the centaur asanimageisthat they are
two aspects of Nothingness. And thisit isthat al so distinguishestheliving future from
theimagined future. There arein fact two sorts of futures: the oneis but the temporal
ground on which my present perception devel ops, the other is posited for itself but as
that whichisnot yet. When | play tennis| see my opponent hit the ball with hisracket
and | runtothenet. Herethereisreal anticipation sincel foreseethe course of the ball.
But this anticipation does not posit for itself the passage of the ball to this or that
point. Inreality thefutureis here only the real development of aform induced by the
gesture of my opponent, and the real gesture of this opponent communicates its
reality to thewholeform. In other words, the real form with its zones of real-past and
real-futureiseffected entirely asaresult of hisgesture. Asfor my prevision also being
reality, | continueto carry out theform by foreseeingit, because my previsionisareal
gesture within theform. Thus, step by step, thereisawaysareal future which occurs
simply asthereal past, the sense of an actual form in development, or, in other words,
asthe meaning of the universe. And, in this sense, it makes no difference whether we
think of the unperceived real aspects of objects as a present which isreal but empty,
or asareal future. The arabesques hidden by the chair are the real complement of the
gesture by which | remove the chair, asthe present and latent existence hidden by the
chair. All real existence occurswith present, past and future structures, therefore past
and future asessential structuresof thereal areequally redl, that is, they arecorrelatives
of arealizing theme. But if, on the contrary, while lying on my bed | anticipate what
might happen when my friend Peter returns from Berlin, | detach the future from the
present whose meaning it constitutes. | posit it for itself and | present it to myself.
But | giveit to myself precisely whileit isnot, yet, that isto say, as absent, or if one
prefers, asnothing. Thus, | canlivethe samefutureinreality asaground of the present
(as, for instance, when | look for Peter at the station and all my actshavefor their real
meaning the arrival of Peter at 7:35 p.m.), or, on the other hand, | can isolate it and
posit it for itself but by cutting it off from all reality and by annihilating it, by
presenting it as nothingness.

We can now seewhat the essential requisiteisin order that aconsciousness may be
ableto imagine; it must possess the possibility of positing an hypothesis of unreality.
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But we must clarify this requisite. It does not mean that consciousness must cease
being consciousness of something. It is of the very nature of consciousness to be
intentional and a consciousness that ceased to be consciousness of something would
for that very reason ceaseto exist. But consciousness should be ableto form and posit
objects possessing a certain trait of nothingnessin relation to the whole or redlity. In
fact, werecall that theimaginary object can be posited as non-existent or as absent or
as existing elsewhere or not posited as existing. We note that the common property of
thesefour thesesisthat they includethe entire category of negation, though at different
degrees. Thusthe negative act iscongtitutive of theimage. We have already mentioned,
in fact, that the theme is not added to the image but that it is its most intimate
structure. But in relation to what is the negation carried out? To answer this question
we need but consider for amoment what happenswhen | grasp the portrait of Charles
VIl as an image of Charles VIII. Immediately | stop considering the picture as
forming apart of area world, it isno longer possible that the perceived object on the
picture can be altered by the changes of the milieu surrounding it. The pictureitself, as
areal thing, can be more or less brightened, its colours can peel off, it can burn. This
is because it possesses—due to lack of a“being-in-the-world” which isrestricted to
consciousness—a “ being-in-the-midst-of-the-world” . Its objective nature depends
upon reality grasped as a spatio-temporal whole. But if, on the other hand, | grasp
Charles VIl as an image on the picture, the object apprehended can no longer be
subjected to changes in brightness for instance. It is not true that | can more or less
brighten the cheek of CharlesVIII.

In fact the brightening of that cheek has been established in the unreal by the
painter once and for al. Itisthe unreal sun—or the unreal candle placed by the painter
at this or that distance from the face being painted —which determines the degree of
the brightness of the cheek. All that areal projector can doisto brighten the part of the
real picture that corresponds to the cheek of Charles VIII. Likewise, if the picture
burns, it isnot Charles V111 as an image who is burning but only the material object
which serves as anal ogue for the manifestation of theimagined object. Thusthe unreal
object appearsimmediately to be beyond the reach of reality. Wetherefore seethat in
order to produce the object “Charles V111" asan image, consciousness must be ableto
deny the reality of the picture, and that it could deny that reality only by retreating
from reality grasped as a whole. To posit an image is to construct an object on the
fringe of the whole of reality, which meanstherefore to hold thereal at adistance, to
free oneself fromit, in aword, to deny it. Or, in other words, to deny that an object
belongs to the real is to deny the real in positing the object; the two negations are
complementary, the former being the condition for the latter. We know, besides, that
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the totality of the real, so long as it is grasped by consciousness as a synthetic
situation for that consciousness, is the world. There is then a two-fold requisite if
consciousnessisto imagine: it must be ableto posit theworld inits synthetic totality,
and it must be able to posit the imagined object as being out of reach of this synthetic
totality, that is, posit the world as a nothingnessin relation to the image. From thisit
followsclearly that all creation of theimaginary would be completely impossibleto a
consciousness whose nature was precisely to be “in-the-midst-of-the-world”. If we
assume a consciousness placed in the very bosom of the world as one existence among
others, we must conceive it hypothetically as completely subjected to the action of a
variety of realities—without its being able to avoid the detail of theserealities by an
intuition capable of grasping their totality. This consciousness could therefore contain
only real modificationsaroused by real actions, and all imagination would be prohibited
toit, exactly in the degree to which it was engulfed in the real. This conception of an
imagination enmired in the world is not unknown to us, since it is precisely that of
psychological determinism. We can affirm fearlessly that if consciousness is a
succession of determined psychical factsit isentirely impossiblefor it ever to produce
anything but thereal. For consciousnessto be ableto imagine, it must be ableto escape
from the world by itsvery nature; it must be able by its own effortsto withdraw from
the world. In aword it must be free. Thus the thesis of unreality has yielded us the
possibility of negation asits condition. Now, thelatter ispossible only by the* negation”

of theworld asawhole, and this negation hasrevea ed itself to usasthereverse of the
very freedom of consciousness. But at this point several comments force themselves
to the fore: first of all, we must bear in mind that the act of positing the world as a
synthetic totality and the act of “taking perspective” from the world are one and the
same. If we may use acomparison, it is precisely by placing oneself at a convenient
distance from the picture that the impressionist painter disengages the whole “forest”

or the “white water lilies” from the multitude of small strokes he has placed on the
canvas. But, reciprocally, the possibility of constructing a whole is given as the
primary structure of the act of taking perspective. Therefore merely to be ableto posit
reality asasynthetic wholeis enough to enable oneto posit oneself asfreefromit; and
this going-beyond is freedom itself since it could not happen if consciousness were
not free. Thus to posit the world as a world, or to “negate” it, is one and the same
thing. In this sense Heidegger can say that nothingnessisthe constitutive structure of
existence. To be abletoimagine, it isenough that consciousness be able to surpassthe
real in constituting it asaworld, since the negating of thereal isalwaysimplied by its
constitution in the world. But this surpassing cannot be brought about by just any
means, and the freedom of consciousness must not be confused with the arbitrary. For
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an imageis not purely and simply the world-negated, it is aways the world negated
from a certain point of view, namely, the one that permits the positing of the absence
or the non-existence of the object presented “as an image”. The arbitrary positing of
the real as aworld will not of itself cause the appearance of the centaur as an unreal
object. For the centaur to emerge as unreal, the world must be grasped as a world-
where-the-centaur-is-not, and this can happen only if consciousnessisled by different
motivations to grasp the world as being exactly the sort in which the centaur has no
place. Likewise, if my friend Peter isto be given me asabsent | must beled to graspthe
world asthat sort of awholein which Peter cannot actually exist and be present to me.
(He can actually be present for others—in Berlin, for instance.) What motivates the
appearance of the unreal is not necessarily nor most often the representative intuition
of theworld from some point of view. Consciousnessin fact has many other ways of
surpassing the real in order to make a world of it: the surpassing can and should
happen at first by affectivity or by action. The appearance of adead friend as unreal,
for instance, isbuilt on the foundation of affective expectation of thereal asan empty
world from this point of view.

We shall give the name of “situations” to the different immediate ways of
apprehending the real as aworld. We can therefore say that the essential prerequisite
that enables consciousness to imagine is that it be “situated in the world”, or more
briefly, that it “ be-in-the-world”. It isthe situation-in-the-world, grasped asaconcrete
and individual reality of consciousness, which isthe motivation for the construction
of any unreal object whatever and the nature of that unreal object is circumscribed by
thismotivation. Thusthe situation of consciousness does not need to appear asapure
and abstract condition of possibility for all imagination but as the concrete and exact
motivation for the appearance of a certain particular imagination.

From this point of view we finally grasp the relation between the unreal and the
real. At first; evenif animageis not produced at this moment, every apprehension of
the real as aworld tends of its own accord to end up with the production of unreal
objectsbecauseit isaways, in one sense, afree negation of theworld and that always
froma particular point of view. Thus, if consciousnessisfree, theintelligible correlative
of itsfreedom should be theworld which carriesinitself its possibility of negation, at
each moment and from each point of view, by meansof animage, even whiletheimage
must asyet be constructed by aparticular intention of consciousness. But, reciprocally,
an image, being a negation of the world from a particular point of view, can never
appear except on the foundation of the world and in connection with the foundation.
Naturally the appearance of theimage demandsthat the particul ar perceptions should
be diluted in the syncretic wholeness world and that thiswholeness should withdraw.
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But it isexactly the withdrawal of the wholeness which turnsit into afoundation, the
foundation from which the unreal form must detach itself. Thus, although as aresult
of producing the unreal, consciousness can appear momentarily delivered from “being-
in-the-world”, itisjust this* being-in-the-world” whichisthe necessary condition for
theimagination.

Thusthe critical analysis of the conditions that made all imagination possible has
led us to the following discoveries: in order to imagine, consciousness must be free
from all specific reality and this freedom must be able to defineitself by a“being-in-
the-world” whichisat oncethe constitution and the negation of theworld; the concrete
situation of consciousness in the world must at each moment serve as the singular
motivation for the constitution of the unreal. Thusthe unreal—which isawaysatwo-
fold nothingness: nothingness of itself in relation to the world, nothingness of the
worldin relation to itself—must always be constituted on the foundation of theworld
which it denies, it being well understood, moreover, that the world does not present
itself only to arepresentative intuition, and that this synthetic foundation demandsto
belived asasituation. If these are the conditions that make imagination possible, do
they correspond to a specification, to an enrichment contingent upon the essence
“consciousness’ or are they nothing else but the very essence of that consciousness
considered from a particular point of view? It seems that the answer lies in the
guestion. Indeed, what isthisfree consciousnesswhose nature isto be the consciousness
of something, but which, for this very reason, constructs itself before the real and
which surpassesit at each moment becauseit can exist only by “being-in-the-world”,
that is, by living its relation to the real as situation, what is it, indeed, if not simply
consciousness such asit revealsitsalf to itself in the cogito?

Isnot doubt the very primary condition of the cogito, that is, at once the constitution
of the real as aworld and its negation from this same point of view, and does not a
reflective grasp of the doubt as doubt coincide with the indisputable intuition of
freedom?

We may therefore conclude that imagination is not a contingent and superadded
power of consciousness, it is the whole of consciousness as it realizes its freedom;
every concrete and real situation of consciousness in the world is pregnant with
imagination in as much asit always presentsitself as awithdrawing from thereal. It
doesnot follow that all perception of thereal must reverseitself inimagination, but as
consciousnessisaways“inasituation” becauseitisawaysfree, it dwaysand at each
moment has the concrete possibility of producing the unreal. These are the various
motivationswhich decide at each moment whether consciousnesswill only berealized
or whether it will imagine. The unred is produced outsidethe world by aconsciousness
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which stays in the world and it is because he is transcendentally free that man can
imagine.

But, initsturn, the imagination, which has become a psychological and empirical
function, isthe necessary condition for the freedom of empirical man in the midst of
theworld. For, if the negating function bel onging to consciousness—which Heidegger
calls surpassing—iswhat makesthe act of imagination possible, it must be added that
thisfunction can manifest itself only in animaginative act. There can be nointuition of
nothingnessjust because nothingnessisnothing and because all consciousness, intuitive
or not, isconsciousness of something. Nothingness can present itself only asaninfra-
structure of something. The experience of nothingness is not, strictly speaking, an
indirect one, it isan experiencewhichisin principlegiven “with” and“in”. Bergson's
analyses are pertinent in this connection: any attempt to conceive death or the
nothingness of existence directly is by nature bound to fail.

Thegliding of theworld into the heart of nothingness and the emergence of human
reality in this very nothingness can happen only through the positing of something
which is nothingness in relation to the world, and in relation to which the world is
nothing. By thiswe evidently definethe structure of theimagination. It isthe appearance
of the imaginary before consciousness which permits the grasping of the process of
turning theworld into nothingness asits essential condition and asits primary structure.
If it were possibleto conceive for amoment a consciousness which does not imagine,
it would have to be conceived as completely engulfed in the existent and without the
possihility of grasping anything but the existent. But it is exactly that which cannot be
and could never be: all existenceis surpassed by itself as soon asit is posited. But it
must retreat towards something. The imaginary is in every case the “something”
concrete toward which the existent is surpassed. When theimaginary isnot posited as
a fact, the surpassing and the nullifying of the existent are swallowed up in the
existent; the surpassing and the freedom are there but are not reveal ed; the person is
crushed in the world, run through by the real, heis closest to the thing. However, as
soon as he apprehendsin oneway or another (most of the time without representation)
the whole as a situation, he retreats from it towards that in relation to which heis a
lack, an empty space, etc. In a word, the concrete motivation of the imaginative
consciousness itself presupposes the imaginative structure of consciousness; the
realizing consciousness always includes a retreat towards a particular imaginative
consciousness which is like the reverse of the situation and in relation to which the
situation isdefined. For instance, if | desireto seemy friend Peter who isnot here now
the situation defines itself as a“being-in-the-world” such as Peter is not now given,
and Peter is this because the whole of thereal is surpassed in order to make aworld.
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Butitisnot at al thereal Peter who, on the contrary, if he were given as present or as
placed on the edge of reality by empty but presentifying intentions (for instance, if |
heard his steps outside the door), would be a part of the situation: this Peter in relation
to whom the situation becomes defined is exactly the absent Peter.

Theimaginary thus represents at each moment theimplicit meaning of thereal. The
imaginative act itself consistsin positing theimaginary for itself, that is, in making that
meaning explicit—as when Peter as an image rises suddenly before me—but this
specific positing of the imaginary will be accompanied by a collapsing of the world
whichisthen no more than the negated foundation of theunreal. Andif the negationis
the unconditioned principle of all imagination, it itself can never berealized exceptin
and by an act of imagination. That whichisdenied must beimagined. Infact, the object
of anegation cannot be real becausethat would be affirming what is being denied—but
neither can it be a complete nothing, sinceit is something that is being denied. So the
object of anegation must be posited asimaginary. And thisistruefor thelogical forms
of negation (doubt, restriction, etc.) asitisfor itsactive and affective forms (defence,
consciousness of impotence, of deprivation, etc.).

Now we are at the point of understanding the meaning and the value of theimaginary.
The imaginary appears “on the foundation of the world”, but reciprocally all
apprehension of thereal asworld implies a hidden surpassing towards theimaginary.
All imaginative consciousness usestheworl d asthe negated foundation of theimaginary
and reciprocally al consciousness of the world calls and motivates an imaginative
consciousness asgrasped from the particular meaning of the situation. The apprehension
of nothingness could not occur by an immediate unveiling, it developsin and by the
free succession of actsof consciousness, the nothingnessisthe material of the surpassing
of the world towards the imaginary. It is as such that it is lived, without ever being
posited for itself. There could be no devel oping consciousness without an imaginative
consciousness, and vice versa. So imagination, far from appearing as an accidental
characteristic of consciousness, turnsout to be an essential and transcendental condition
of consciousness. It isasabsurd to conceive of aconsciousnesswhich did not imagine
asit would be to conceive of aconsciousness which could not realize the cogito.

SKETCH FORA THEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

[...] emotionis not the accidental modification of asubject who is surrounded by an
unchanged world. It is easy to see that no emotional apprehension of an object as
frightening, irritating, saddening, etc. can arise except against the background of a
compl ete alteration of the world. For an object to appear formidable, indeed, it must
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berealized as animmediate and magical presence confronting the consciousness. For
example, thisface that | see ten yards away behind the window must be lived as an
immediate, present threat to myself. But thisispossible only inan act of consciousness
which destroys all the structures of the world that might dispel the magic and reduce
the event to reasonabl e proportions. It would require, for instance, that the window as
“object that must first be broken” and the ten yards as “distance that must first be
covered” should beannihilated. Thisdoes not meanin theleast that the consciousness
initsterror bringstheface nearer, in the sense of reducing the distance between it and
my body. To reduce a distance is still to be thinking in terms of distance. Similarly,
athough the terrified subject might think, about the window, “it could easily be
broken”, or “it could be opened from outside”, these are only rational explanations
that he might offer for his fear. In redity, the window and the distance are seized
simultaneously in the act of consciousness which catches sight of the face at the
window: but in thisvery act of catching sight of it, window and distance are emptied
of their “usable” and necessary character. They are grasped in another way. The
distance is no longer grasped as distance— for it is not thought of as “that which
would first have to be traversed”, it is grasped as the background united with the
horrible. The window is no longer grasped as “that which would first have to be
opened”, itisgrasped simply astheframe of thefrightful visage. Andinagenera way,
areas form themselves around me out of which the horrible makesitself felt. For the
horrible is not possible in the deterministic world of the usable. The horrible can
appear only in aworld which is such that al the things existing in it are magical by
nature, and the only defences against them are magical. This is what we experience
often enough inthe universe of dreams, where doors, locks and wallsare no protection
against the threats of robbers or wild animals for they are all grasped in one and the
same act of horror. And since the act which isto disarm them isthe same asthat which
is creating them, we see the ns passing through doors and walls; we press the
trigger of our revolver invain, no shot goes off. In aword, to experience any object as
horrible, isto seeit against the background of aworld which reveal sitself asalready
horrible.

Thus consciousness can “be-in-the-world” in two different ways. The world may
appear beforeit asan organized complex of utilizablethings, such that, if onewantsto
produce a predetermined effect, one must act upon the determinate elements of that
complex. Asone does so, each “utensil” refers oneto other utensilsand to the totality
of utensils; there is no absolute action, no radical change that one can introduce
immediately into this world. We have to modify one particular utensil, and this by
means of another which refersin itsturn to yet another, and so on to infinity. But the
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world may also confront us a one non-utilizable whole; that is, as only modifiable
without intermediation and by great masses. In that case, the categories of the world
act immediately upon the consciousness, they are present to it at no distance (for
example, the face that frightens us through the window acts upon us without any
means, there is no need for the window to open, for aman to leap into the room or to
walk across the floor). And, conversely, the consciousness tries to combat these
dangersor to modify these objects at no distance and without means, by some absol ute,
massive modification of the world. This aspect of the world is an entirely coherent
one; thisisthe magical world. Emotion may be called asudden fall of consciousness
into magic; or, if you will, emotion arises when the world of the utilizable vanishes
abruptly and the world of magic appearsin its place. We must not, therefore, seein
emoation apassing disorder of the organism and the mind which entersand upsetsthem
fromoutside. On the contrary, it isthe return of consciousnessto the magical attitude,
oneof thegreat attitudeswhich are essential toit, with the appearance of thecorrelative
world—the magical world. Emotion is not an accident, it isamode of our conscious
existence, one of the waysin which consciousness understands (in Heidegger’s sense
of Verstehen) its Being-in-the-World.

A reflective consciousness can always direct its attention upon emotion. In that
case, emotion is seen asastructure of consciousness. It isnot apure, ineffable quality
like brick-red or the purefeeling of pain— asit would haveto be according to James's
theory. It has a meaning, it signifies something in my psychic life. The purifying
reflection of phenomenological reduction enables us to perceive emotion at work
congtituting the magical form of theworld. “1 find him hateful because | am angry.”
But that reflectionisrare, and depends upon special motivations. In the ordinary way,
the reflection that we direct towards the emotive consciousnessis accessory after the
fact. It may indeed recognize the consciousness qua consciousness, but only asit is
motivated by the object: “I am angry because heis hateful.” It is from that kind of
reflection that passion is constituted.



5 Being

The question What is being? is not the question What exists? or What is
there?. It cannot be answered by producing a list of things that exist. The
question is: What exactly have we said about anything when we have said
that it is rather than is not?.

In Being and Time (Sein und Zeit, 1927) Heidegger calls What is being?
‘the question of being’ (Seinsfrage) and the attempt to answer it ‘fundamental
ontology’. Traditional ontology is the attempt to establish what exists and
what does not exist. Fundamental ontology seeks to establish what it is for
what is to be. Heidegger thinks that because Western philosophy, since at
least Plato and Aristotle, has forgotten and surpressed the question of being
in favour of epistemology and traditional ontology, What is it to be? has
slipped all too readily into What exists?. The meaning of the Seinsfrage has
to be recovered and rethought with pre-socratic purity because our
technocratic and means-to-end modes of thinking make us largely oblivious
to the puzzlement of just being.

We know that Sartre read and re-read Heidegger, partly in the original
and partly in the translation I'Etre et le Temps. In Being and Nothingness
Sartre does not answer the Seinsfrage but produces phenomenological
descriptions of being. The subtitle of Being and Nothingness is An Essay in
Phenomenological Ontology, a concatenation of words which would have
made no sense to Husserl because he insists it is necessary to suspend
or bracket ontology to engage in phenomenology. For Husserl it is necessary
to ignore what is in order to reveal what appears to be — the phenomenon.
Sartre eschews Husserl’'s methodological solipsism and uses Heidegger's
fundamental existential category being-in-the-world to characterise our
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human existence and thus puts phenomenology back into the world. For
this reason the philosophy of Being and Nothingness is existential
phenomenology.

Sartre thinks there are fundamentally two manners of being: being-for-
itself (I'étre-pour-soi) and being-in-itself (I'étre-en-soi). Other modes of being,
such as being-for-others, are parasitic on these. Roughly, being-for-itself is
subjective being and being-in-itself is objective being. Being-for-itself is the
kind of being that pertains to one’s own existence. Being-in-itself is the
manner in which the world external to one’s own reality exists.

More precisely, being-for-itself entails the existence of consciousness,
and consciousness of itself. It is that present centre of conscious awareness
that each of us finds him or herself to be. It is being in the sense of being
someone, the kind of being of which it makes sense to say ‘| am it'. Because
being-for-itself entails consciousness, it entails that directedness towards
the world called ‘intentionality’ which consciousness entails. Being-for-itself
is partly constituted by presence to being-in-itself. It is what it is over and
against the world.

Being-for-itself possesses three existential structures: facticity, temporality
and transcendence. Facticity is the unchosen condition or situation of the
for-itself in which freedom is exercised. Temporality is the totality past, present,
future, and transcendence is the controversial fact about being-for-itself:
that it is what it is not and is not what it is. Sartre means that | am, in a sense,
constantly projected towards the future in my free self-definition.

Being for itself is free and entails a kind of lack or nothingness. Being-for-
itself does not so much have choice as is choice. An essential part of my
ownmost ontology is my constant capacity to choose, no matter how
unpleasant and constrained the choices available. | am a kind of nothingness
because there is nothing that | am independently of my self constitution
through those choices. My consciousness is a kind of interior
phenomenological space of non-being, surrounded by the plentitude of the
world.

Being-in-itself is opaque, objective, inert and entails a massive fullness
or plentitude of being. Being-in-itself is uncreated, meaning that although it
is, it never began to be and there is no cause and no reason for it to be.
Being-in-itself is not subject to temporality because past, present and future
pertain uniquely to being-for-itself. (However, the human past is in-itself, not
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for-itself, because itis fixed and unalterable.) Being-in-itself is undifferentiated,
solid and opaque to itself and filled with itself. Sartre sums up these
ascriptions in the quasi-tautological thought: it is what it is. In being-in-itself
there is no difference between its being and its being what it is. Existence
and essence coincide.

Sartre thinks all being is contingent. Whatever is might not have been.
Whatever is might not have been what it is. As Roquentin realises in Nausea,
there might not have been any conscious beings including oneself. There
might not have been anything. That there is something rather than nothing
is a fact that could have been otherwise. That there is what there is rather
than something else is a fact that could have been otherwise. Humanity
seeks to evade its contingency in the inauthentic denial of freedom called
‘bad faith’ described in Chapter 11 below. Sartre thinks that the fundamental
human aspiration is to be a synthesis of being-for-itself and being-in-itself,
the perpetually frustrated aspiration, in fact, to be God.

In order to appreciate Sartre’s distinctions between manners of being, in
the passages from Being and Nothingness which follow, it is necessary to
pay close and direct attention to one’s own existence and the surrounding
world. It is not possible to understand them by thinking in any abstract,
objective, or quasi-scientific way. They are entailed by phenomenological
descriptions, not theories.

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS
Being-in-itself

We can now form afew definite conclusions about the phenomenon of being, which
we have considered in order to make the preceding observations. Consciousnessisthe
revealed-revelation of existents, and existents appear before consciousness on the
foundation of their being. Nevertheless the primary characteristic of the being of an
existent is never to reveal itself completely to consciousness. An existent can not be
stripped of its being; being is the ever present foundation of the existent; it is every-
wherein it and nowhere. Thereisno being which is not the being of acertain mode of
being, none which can not be apprehended through the mode of being which manifests
being and veils it at the same time. Consciousness can always pass beyond the
existent, not toward its being, but toward the meaning of this being. That iswhy we
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call it onticontological, since afundamental characteristic of its transcendenceis to
transcend the ontic toward the ontol ogical. The meaning of the being of the existent in
so far asit reveasitself to consciousness is the phenomenon of being. This meaning
hasitself abeing, based on which it manifestsitself.

Itisfrom thispoint of view that we can understand the famous schol astic argument
according to which thereisaviciouscirclein every proposition which concerns being,
since any judgment about being already implies being. But in actuality there is no
vicious circle, for it is not necessary again to pass beyond the being of this meaning
toward its meaning; the meaning of being isvalid for the being of every phenomenon,
including its own being. The phenomenon of being is not being, as we have aready
noted. But it indicates being and requiresit— although, in truth, the ontol ogical proof
which we mentioned above is not valid especially or uniquely for it; there is one
ontological proof valid for the whole domain of consciousness. But this proof is
sufficient to justify all the information which we can derive from the phenomenon of
being. The phenomenon of being, like every primary phenomenon, is immediately
disclosed to consciousness. We have at each instant what Heidegger calls a pre-
ontological comprehension of it; that is, one which is not accompanied by afixingin
concepts and elucidation. For us at present, then, there is no question of considering
this phenomenon for the sake of trying to fix the meaning of being. We must observe
aways:

(1) That this elucidation of the meaning of being isvalid only for the being of the
phenomenon. Sincethe being of consciousnessisradically different, itsmeaning will
necessitate aparticular elucidation, interms of the reveal ed-revel ation of another type
of being, being-for-itself (I’ é&re-pour-soi), which we shall define later and which is
opposed to the being-in-itself (I’ ére-en-soi) of the phenomenon.

(2) That the elucidation of the meaning of being-in-itself which we are going to
attempt here can be only provisional. The aspects which will be revealed imply other
significations which ultimately we must apprehend and determine. In particular the
preceding reflections have permitted usto distinguish two absol utely separated regions
of being: the being of the pre-reflective cogito and the being of the phenomenon. But
athough the concept of being has this peculiarity of being divided into two regions
without communication, we must neverthel ess explain how these two regions can be
placed under the same heading. That will necessitate the investigation of these two
types of being, and it is evident that we can not truly grasp the meaning of either one
until we can establish their true connection with the notion of beingin general and the
relations which unite them. We have indeed established by the examination of non-
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positional self-consciousnessthat the being of the phenomenon can on no account act
upon consciousness. In this way we have ruled out a realistic conception of the
relations of the phenomenon with consciousness.

We have shown also by the examination of the spontaneity of the non-reflective
cogito that consciousness can not get out of its subjectivity if the latter has been
initially given, and that consciousness can not act upon transcendent being nor without
contradiction admit of the passive elements necessary in order to constitute a
transcendent being arising from them. Thus we have ruled out theidealist solution of
the problem. It appearsthat we have barred all doors and that we are now condemned
to regard transcendent being and consciousness astwo closed totalitieswithout possible
communication. It will be necessary to show that the problem allows a solution other
than realism or idealism.

A certain number of characteristics can be fixed on immediately because for the
most part they follow naturally from what we have just said.

A clear view of the phenomenon of being has often been obscured by a very
common prejudicewhich we shall call “ creationism.” Since people supposed that God
had given being to the world, being always appeared tainted with a certain passivity.
But a creation ex nihilo can not explain the coming to pass of being; for if being is
conceived in a subjectivity, even a divine subjectivity, it remains a mode of intra-
subjective being. Such subjectivity can not have eventherepresentation of an objectivity,
and consequently it can not even be affected with the will to create the objective.
Furthermorebeing, if it issuddenly placed outside the subjective by the fulguration of
which Leibniz speaks, can only affirm itself as distinct from and opposed to its
creator; otherwise it dissolvesin him. The theory of perpetual creation, by removing
from being what the Germans call Selbsténdigkeit, makes it disappear in the divine
subjectivity. If being exists as over against God, it is its own support; it does not
preservetheleast trace of divinecreation. Inaword, evenif it had been created, being-
in-itself would beinexplicablein termsof creation; for it assumesits being beyond the
creation.

Thisisequivalent to saying that being isuncreated; But we need not conclude that
being creates itself, which would suppose that it is prior to itself. Being can not be
causa sui in the manner of consciousness. Being isitself. Thismeansthat it is neither
passivity nor activity. Both of these notions are human and designate human conduct
or the instruments of human conduct. There is activity when a conscious being uses
meanswith an end in view. And we call those objects passive on which our activity is
exercised, in as much as they do not spontaneously aim at the end which we make
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them serve. In a word, man is active and the means which he employs are called
passive. These concepts, put absolutely, lose al meaning. In particular, being is not
active; in order for there to be an end and means, there must be being. For an even
stronger reason it can not be passive, for in order to be passive, it must be. The self-
consistency of being is beyond the active as it is beyond the passive.

Being is equally beyond negation as beyond affirmation. Affirmation is always
affirmation of something; that is, the act of affirming is distinguished from the thing
affirmed. But if we suppose an affirmation in which the affirmed comes to fulfill the
affirming and is confused with it, this affirmation can not be affirmed—owing to too
much of plenitude and the immediate inherence of the noemain the noesis. It isthere
that wefind being-if weareto defineit more clearly-in connection with consciousness.
It isthe noemain the noesis; that is, the inherence in itself without the least distance.
From this point of view, we should not call it “immanence,” for immanencein spite of
all connection with self is till that very slight withdrawal which can be realized—
away from the self. But being is not a connection with itself. It is itself. It is an
immanence which can not realize itself, an affirmation which can not affirmitself, an
activity which can not act, because it is glued to itself. Everything happens asiif, in
order to free the affirmation of self from the heart of being, there is necessary a
decompression of being. Let us not, however, think that being is merely one
undifferentiated self-affirmation; the undifferentiation of the in-itself is beyond an
infinity of self-affirmations, inasmuch asthereisaninfinity of modes of self-affirming.
We may summarize these first conclusions by saying that being isin itself.

Butif beingisinitsdlf, thismeansthat it doesnot refer toitself as self-consciousness
does. It is this self. It is itself so completely that the perpetual reflection which
constitutes the self is dissolved in an identity. That iswhy being is at bottom beyond
the self, and our first formulacan be only an approximation due to the requirements of
language. Infact being isopaquetoitself precisely becauseitisfilled withitself. This
can be better expressed by saying that beingiswhat itis. Thisstatement isin appearance
strictly analytical. Actually it is far from being reduced to that principle of identity
which is the unconditioned principle of al analytical judgments. First the formula
designatesaparticular region of being, that of being in-itself. We shall seethat thebeing
of for-itself is defined, on the contrary, asbeing what it isnot and not being what it is.
The question herethenisof aregional principleand isassuch synthetical. Furthermore
it is necessary to oppose this formula—being in-itself is what it is—to that which
designatesthe being of consciousness. Thelatter infact, asweshall see, hasto bewhat
itis.
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This instructs us as to the special meaning which must be given to the “is” in the
phrase, being is what it is. From the moment that beings exist who have to be what
they are, thefact of being what they areisno longer apurely axiomatic characteristic;
itisacontingent principle of being in-itself. In this sense, the principle of identity, the
principle of analytical judgments, is also aregional synthetical principle of being. It
designates the opacity of being-in-itself. This opacity has nothing to do with our
position inrelation to thein-itself; it is not that we are obliged to apprehend it and to
observeit becausewe are“without.” Being-in-itself hasno withinwhich isopposed to
awithout and which isanalogousto ajudgment, alaw, aconsciousness of itself. Thein-
itself has nothing secret; it is solid (massif). In a sense we can designate it as a
synthesis. But it is the most indissoluble of al: the synthesis of itself with itself.

Theresult is evidently that being isisolated in its being and that it does not enter
into any connection with what is not itself. Transition, becoming, anything which
permits us to say that being is not yet what it will be and that it is already what it is
not—all that isforbidden on principle. For being isthe being of becoming and dueto
thisfact itisbeyond becoming. Itiswhat itis. Thismeansthat by itself it can not even
be what it is not; we have seen indeed that it can encompass no negation. It is full
positivity. It knows no otherness; it never positsitself as other-than-another-being. It
can support no connection with the other. It isitself indefinitely and it exhaustsitself
in being. From thispoint of view we shall seelater that it is not subject to temporality.
It is, and when it gives way, one can not even say that it no longer is. Or, at least, a
consciousness can be consciousof it asnolonger being, precisely because consciousness
is temporal. But being itself does not exist as a lack there where it was; the full
positivity of being isre-formed on its giving way. It was and at present other beings
are: thatisall.

Finally—this will be our third characteristic—being-in-itself is. This means that
being can neither be derived from the possible nor reduced to the necessary. Necessity
concerns the connection between ideal propositions but not that of existents. An
existing phenomenon can never be derived from another existent quaexistent. Thisis
what we shall call the contingency of being-in-itself. But neither can being-in-itself be
derived from apossibility. The possibleisastructure of thefor-itself; that is, it belongs
tothe other region of being. Being-in-itself isnever either possible orimpossible. Itis.
Thisiswhat consciousness expresses in anthropomorphic terms by saying that being
is superfluous (de trop)—that is, that consciousness absolutely can not derive being
from anything, either from another being, or from a possibility, or from a necessary
law. Uncreated, without reason for being, without any connection with another being,
being-in-itself isdetrop for eternity.
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Beingis. Being isin-itself. Being iswhat it is. These are the three characteristics
which the preliminary examination of the phenomenon of being allowsusto assignto
the being of phenomena. For the moment it is impossible to push our investigation
further. Thisis not yet the examination of the in-itself—which is never anything but
what it is— which will allow usto establish and to explain its relations with the for-
itself. Thus we have left “ appearances’ and have been led progressively to posit two
types of being, thein-itself and the for-itself, concerning which we have as yet only
superficial and incompleteinformation. A multitude of questions remain unanswered:
What is the ultimate meaning of these two types of being? For what reasons do they
both belong to being in general? What is the meaning of that being which includes
within itself these two radically separated regions of being? If idealism and realism
both fail to explain the relations which in fact unite these regionswhich in theory are
without communication, what other solution can we find for this problem? And how
can the being of the phenomenon be transphenomenal ?

Immediate structures of the for-itself

I. Presenceto self

[-..] Now the cogito never gives out anything other than what we ask of it. Descartes
questioned it concerning its functional aspect—"1 doubt, | think. " And because he
wished to pass without a conducting thread from this functional aspect to existential
diaectic, hefell into the error of substance. Husserl, warned by this error, remained
timidly on the plane of functional description. Due to this fact he never passed
beyond the pure description of the appearance as such; he has shut himself up inside
the cogito and deserves—in spite of his denial—to be called a phenomenalist rather
than a phenomenologist. His phenomenalism at every moment borders on Kantian
idealism. Heidegger, wishing to avoid that descriptive phenomenalism which leadsto
the Megarian, antidialectic isolation of essences, begins with the existential analytic
without going through the cogito. But since the Dasein hasfrom the start been deprived
of the dimension of consciousness, it can never regain this dimension. Heidegger
endows human reality with a self-understanding which he defines asan “ ekstatic pro-
ject” of itsown possibilities. It is certainly not my intention to deny the existence of
thisproject. But how could there be an understanding which would not initself bethe
consciousness (of ) being understanding? This ekstatic character of human reality will
lapseinto athing-like, blind in-itself unlessit arisesfrom the consciousness of ekstasis.
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In truth the cogito must be our point of departure, but we can say of it, parodying a
famous saying, that it leads us only on condition that we get out of it. Our preceding
study, which concerned the conditions for the possibility of certain types of conduct,
had asitsgoal only to place usin aposition to question the cogito about its being and
to furnish uswith the dial ectic instrument which would enable usto find in the cogito
itself the means of escaping from instantaneity toward the totality of being which
constitutes human reality. Let us return now to description of non-thetic self-
consciousness; |et usexamineitsresults and ask what it means for consciousness that
it must necessarily be what it is not and not be what it is.

“Thebeing of consciousness,” we said in the Introduction, “isabeing such that in
itsbeing, itsheingisin question.” Thismeansthat the being of consciousness does not
coincide with itself in a full equivalence. Such equivalence, which is that of the in-
itself, is expressed by thissimple formula: beingiswhat it is. In the in-itself thereis
not a particle of being which isnot wholly within itself without distance. When being
is thus conceived there is not the slightest suspicion of duality in it; thisis what we
mean when we say that the density of being of thein-itself isinfinite. It isafullness.
The principle of identity can be said to be synthetic not only because it limits its
scope to aregion of definite being, but in particular because it masses within it the
infinity of density. “A isA” means that A existsin an infinite compression with an
infinite density. Identity isthe limiting concept of unification: it isnot true that thein-
itself has any need of a synthetic unification of its being; at its own extreme limit,
unity disappears and passes into identity. Identity is the ideal of “one,” and “one”
comesinto theworld by human reality. Thein-itself isfull of itself, and no moretotal
plenitude can beimagined, no more perfect equival ence of content to container. There
isnot the ightest emptinessin being, not thetiniest crack through which nothingness
might dipin.

The distinguishing characteristic of consciousness, on the other hand, isthatitisa
decompression of being. Indeed it isimpossibleto defineit as coincidence with itself.
Of thistable | can say only that it is purely and simply this table. But | can not limit
myself to saying that my belief is belief; my belief isthe consciousness (of) belief. It
is often said that the act of reflection alters the fact of consciousness on which it is
directed. Husserl himself admitsthat thefact “ of being seen” involvesatotal modification
for each Erlebnis. But | believethat | have demonstrated that the first condition of all
reflection isapre-reflective cogito. Thiscogito, to be sure, does not posit an object; it
remains within consciousness. But it is nonethel ess homologous with the reflective
cogito since it appears as the first necessity for non-reflective consciousness to be
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seen by itself. Originally then the cogito includes this nullifying characteristic of
existing for a witness, although the witness for which consciousness exists is itself.
Thusby the solefact that my belief isapprehended asbelief, itisno longer only belief;
thatis, itisaready nolonger belief, it istroubled belief. Thusthe ontological judgment
“belief isconsciousness (of) belief” can under no circumstances betaken asastatement
of identity; the subject and the attribute are radically different though still within the
indissoluble unity of one and the same being.

Very well, someonewill say, but at least we must say that consciousness (of ) belief
is consciousness (of) belief. We rediscover identity and the in-itself on this level. It
was only amatter of choosing the appropriate plane on which we should apprehend
our object. But that is not true: to affirm that the consciousness (of) belief is
consciousness (of) belief is to dissociate consciousness from belief, to suppress the
parenthesis, and to make belief an object for consciousness; it isto launch abruptly on
to the plane of reflectivity. A consciousness (of) belief which would be only
consciousness (of) belief would in fact have to assume consciousness (of) itself as
consciousness (of) belief. Belief would become a pure transcending and noematic
qualification of consciousness; consciousness would be free to determine itself asit
pleased in the face of that belief. It would resemble that impassive regard which,
according to Victor Cousin, consciousness casts on psychic phenomena in order to
elucidate them one by one. But the analysis of methodical doubt which Husserl
attempted has clearly shown the fact that only reflective consciousness can be
dissociated from what is posited by the consciousness reflected-on. It is on the
reflective level only that we can attempt an ep???,! a putting between parentheses,
only there that we can refuse what Husserl calls the mitmachen.? The consciousness
(of) belief, whileirreparably atering belief, does not distinguish itself from belief; it
exists in order to perform the act of faith. Thus we are obliged to admit that the
consciousness (of) belief isbelief. At itsorigin we have apprehended this double game
of reference: consciousness (of) belief isbelief and belief isconsciousness (of) belief.
On no account can we say that consciousnessis consciousness or that belief isbelief.
Each of the terms refers to the other and passes into the other, and yet each term is
different from the other. We have seen that neither belief nor pleasure nor joy can exist
before being conscious; consciousness is the measure of their being; yet it isno less
truethat belief, owing to the very fact that it can exist only astroubled, existsfromthe
start as escaping itself, as shattering the unity of al the concepts in which one can
wish toincloseit.



116 Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Whitings

Thus consciousness (of) belief and belief are one and the samebeing, the characteristic
of which is absolute immanence. But as soon as we wish to grasp this being, it dips
between our fingers, and we find oursel vesfaced with apattern of duality, with agame
of reflections. For consciousnessisareflection (reflet), but quareflectionitisexactly
the onereflecting (réfléchissant), and if we attempt to grasp it asreflecting, it vanishes
and wefall back on the reflection. This structure of the reflection—reflecting (reflet-
reflétant) has disconcerted philosophers, who have wanted to explain it by an appeal
toinfinity—either by positing it as an idea-ideae as Spinozadid, who callsit anidea-
ideae-ideae, etc., or by defining it inthe manner of Hegel asareturn uponitself, asthe
veritable infinite. But the introduction of infinity into consciousness, aside from the
fact that it fixesthe phenomenon and obscuresit, isonly an explicative theory expressy
designed to reduce the being of consciousnessto that of thein-itself. Yet if we accept
the objective existence of the reflection—reflecting asit is given, we are obliged to
conceiveamode of being different from that of thein-itself, not aunity which contains
aduality, not a synthesis which surpasses and lifts the abstract moments of the thesis
and of the antithesis, but aduality which isunity, areflection (reflet) whichisitsown
reflecting (reflection). In fact if we seek to lay hold on thetotal phenomenon (i.e., the
unity of thisduality or consciousness (of) belief), we are referred immediately to one
of theterms, and thisterm in turn refers usto the unitary organization of immanence.
But if on the contrary we wish to take our point of departure from duality as such and
to posit consciousness and belief as a dyad, then we encounter the idea-ideae of
Spinoza and we miss the pre-reflective phenomenon which we wished to study. This
isbecause pre-reflective consciousnessis self-consciousness. It isthis same notion of
self which must be studied, for it defines the very being of consciousness.

Let us notefirst that the term in-itself, which we have borrowed from tradition to
designatethe transcending being, isinaccurate. At the limit of coincidencewithitself,
infact, the self vanishesto give placetoidentical being. The self can not be a property
of being-in-itself. By nature it is a reflexive, as syntax sufficiently indicates—in
particular the logical rigor of Latin syntax with the strict distinctions imposed by
grammar between the uses of jusand sui. The self refers, but it refersprecisely to the
subject. It indicates a relation between the subject and himself, and this relation is
precisely aduality, but aparticular duality sinceit requires particular verbal symbols.
But on the other hand, the self does not designate being either as subject or aspredicate.
Ifindeed | consider the* se” in* il s'ennuie,” * for example, | establish that it opensup
to allow the subject himself to appear behind it. It is not the subject, since the subject
without relation to himself would be condensed into the identity of the in-itself;
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neither isit a consistent articulation of the real, since it allows the subject to appear
behind it. In fact the self cannot be apprehended as areal existent; the subject can not
be self, for coincidence with self, as we have seen, causes the self to disappear. But
neither canit not beitself sincethe self isan indication of the subject himself. The self
therefore represents an ideal distance within theimmanence of the subject inrelation
to himself, away of not being hisown coincidence, of escaping identity while positing
it as unity—in short, of being in a perpetually unstable equilibrium between identity
as absolute cohesion without a trace of diversity and unity as a synthesis of a
multiplicity. Thisiswhat we shall call presencetoitself. Thelaw of being of the for-
itself, as the ontological foundation of consciousness, is to be itself in the form of
presence to itself.

This presence to itself has often been taken for a plenitude of existence, and a
strong prejudice prevalent among philosophers causes them to attribute to
consciousnessthe highest rank in being. But this postul ate can not be maintained after
amore thorough description of the notion of presence. Actually presence to always
implies duality, at least avirtual separation. The presence of being to itself impliesa
detachment on the part of being in relation toitself. The coincidence of identity isthe
veritable plenitude of being exactly becausein thiscoincidencethereisleft no placefor
any negativity. Of course the principle of identity can involve the principle of
noncontradiction as Hegel has observed. The being whichiswhat it ismust be ableto
be the being which is not what it is not. But in the first place this negation, like al
others, comes to the surface of being through human redlity, as we have shown, and
not through a dialectic appropriate just to being. In addition this principle can denote
only the relations of being with the external, exactly because it presides over the
relations of being with what it isnot. We are dealing then with aprinciple constitutive
of external relations such that they can appear to ahuman reality present to being-in-
itself and engaged in the world. This principle does not concern the internal relations
of being; these relations, inasmuch asthey would posit an otherness, do not exist. The
principle of identity isthe negation of every species of relation at the heart of being-
in-itself.

Presence to self, on the contrary, supposes that an impal pable fissure has slipped
into being. If being is present to itself, it is becauseit is not wholly itself. Presenceis
an immediate deterioration of coincidence, for it supposes separation. But if we ask
ourselves at this point what it is which separates the subject from himself, we are
forced to admit that it is nothing. Ordinarily what separates is a distance in space, a
lapse of time, a psychological difference, or simply the individuality of two co-
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presents—in short, aqualified reality. But in the case which concerns us, nothing can
separate the consciousness (of ) belief from belief, since belief isnothing other thanthe
consciousness (of) belief. To introduce into the unity of a pre-reflective cogito a
qualified element externa to this cogito would be to shatter its unity, to destroy its
translucency; there would then be in consciousness something of which it would not
be conscious and which would not exist in itself as consciousness. The separation
which separatesbelief from itself can not be grasped or even conceived inisolation. If
we seek to revedl it, it vanishes. Wefind belief once more as pureimmanence. But if,
on the other hand, we wish to apprehend belief as such, then the fissure is there,
appearing when wedo not wishto seeit, disappearing as soon aswe seek to contemplate
it. This fissure then is the pure negative. Distance, lapse of time, psychological
difference can be apprehended in themsel ves and include as such elements of positivity;
they have asimple negative function. But the fissure within consciousnessisanothing
except for the fact that it denies and that it can have being only aswe do not see it.

This negative which is the nothingness of being and the nihilating power both
together, isnothingness. Nowhere el se can we grasp it in such purity. Everywhereelse
in one way or another we must confer on it being-in-itself as nothingness. But the
nothingnesswhich arisesin the heart of consciousnessisnot. It is made-to-be. Belief,
for example, isnot the contiguity of one being with another being; itisitsown presence
to itself, its own decompression of being. Otherwise the unity of the for-itself would
dissolve into the duality of two in-itselfs.* Thus the for-itself must be its own
nothingness. The being of consciousness qua consciousnessis to exist at a distance
fromitself as a presence to itself, and this empty distance which being carriesin its
being isNothingness. Thusin order for aself to exist, it is necessary that the unity of
thisbeing includeits own nothingness asthe nihilation of identity. For the nothingness
which dipsinto belief isitsnothingness, the nothingness of belief asbelief initself, as
belief blind and full, as “simple faith.” The for-itself is the being which determines
itself to exist inasmuch asit can not coincide with itself.

Hence we understand how it was that by questioning the pre-reflective cogito
without any conducting thread, we could not find nothingness anywhere. One does
not find, one does not disclose nothingness in the manner in which one can find,
disclose abeing. Nothingnessis always an elsewhere. It isthe obligation for the for-
itself never to exist except in the form of an elsewherein relation to itself, to exist as
abeing which perpetually effectsinitself abreak in being. Thisbreak doesnot refer us
elsewhere to another being; it is only a perpetual reference of self to self, of the
reflectionto thereflecting, of thereflecting to thereflection. Thisreference, however,
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does not provoke an infinite movement in the heart of thefor-itself but isgiven within
the unity of asingle act. The infinite movement belongs only to the reflective regard
which wants to apprehend the phenomenon as a totality and which is referred from
thereflection to thereflecting, from the reflecting to the reflection without being able
to stop. Thus nothingnessisthishole of being, thisfall of thein-itself toward the self,
thefall by which thefor-itself is constituted. But this nothingness can only “be made-
to-be” if itsborrowed existenceis correlative with anihilating act on the part of being.
This perpetual act by which the in-itself degenerates into presence to itself we shall
call an ontological act. Nothingness is the putting into question of being by being—
that is, precisely consciousness or for-self. It is an absolute event which comes to
being by means of being and which without having being, is perpetually sustained by
being. Since being-in-itself isisolated in its being by itstotal positivity no being can
produce being and nothing can happen to being through being—except for nothingness.
Nothingness is the peculiar possibility of being and its unique possibility. Yet this
original possibility appearsonly in the absol ute act which realizesit. Since nothingness
is nothingness of being, it can come to being only through being itself. Of course it
comes to being through a particular being, which is human reality. But thisbeing is
congtituted as human reality inasmuch asthisbeing is nothing but the original project
of its own nothingness. Human reality isbeing in so far aswithinitsbeing and for its
being it is the unique foundation of nothingness at the heart of being.

Il.  Thefacticity of the for-itself

Yet the for-itself is. It is, we may say, even if itisabeing which is not what it isand
which iswhat it isnot. It is since whatever reefs there may be to cause it to founder,
still the project of sincerity isat least conceivable. Thefor-itself is, inthe manner of an
event, in the sensein which | can say that Philip |1 has been, that my friend Pierreis
or exists. Thefor-itself is, in so far asit appearsin acondition, which it has not chosen,
asPierreisaFrench bourgeoisin 1942, as Schmitt wasaBerlin worker in 1870; itisin
so far as it is thrown into a world and abandoned in a “situation;” it is as pure
contingency inasmuch asfor it asfor thingsin theworld, asfor thiswall, thistree, this
cup, the origina question can be posited: “Why is this being exactly such and not
otherwise?’ Itisinsofar asthereisinit something of whichit isnot the foundation—
its presence to theworld.

Being apprehendsitself as not being its own foundation, and this apprehension is
at the basis of every cogito. In this connection it is to be noted that it reveals itself
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immediately to the reflective cogito of Descartes. When Descartes wants to profit
from this revelation, he apprehends himself as an imperfect being “since he doubts.”
But in thisimperfect being, he establishes the presence of the idea of perfection. He
apprehends then a cleavage between the type of being which he can conceive and the
beingwhich heis. Itisthiscleavage or lack of being whichisat the origin of the second
proof of the existence of God. Infact if we get rid of the scholastic terminology, what
remains of this proof?

The very clear indication that the being which possesses in itself the idea of
perfection can not beits own foundation, for if it were, it would have produced itself
in conformance with that idea. In other words, a being which would be its own
foundation could not suffer the slightest discrepancy between what it is and what it
conceives, for it would produceitself in conformance with its comprehension of being
and could conceive only of what it is.

But this apprehension of being as a lack of being in the face of being is first a
comprehension on the part of the cogito of its own contingency. | think, therefore |
am. What am |? A being which is not its own foundation, which qua being, could be
other than it is to the extent that it does not account for its being. This is that first
intuition of our own contingency which Heidegger givesasthefirst motivation for the
passage from the un-authentic to the authentic.® There isrestlessness, an appeal to the
conscience (Ruf des Gewissens), a feeling of guilt. In truth Heidegger’s description
shows all too clearly his anxiety to establish an ontological foundation for an Ethics
with which he claims not to be concerned, as a so to reconcile his humanism with the
religious sense of the transcendent. The intuition of our contingency is not identical
withafeeling of guilt. Neverthelessit istruethat in our own apprehension of ourselves,
we appear to ourselves as having the character of an unjustifiable fact.

Earlier, however, we apprehended oursel ves as consciousness—that is, asa'“ being
which exists by itself.” 6 How within the unity of one and the same upsurge into
being, can we be that being which exists by itself as not being the foundation of its
being? Or in other words, sincethefor-itself-in sofar asitis—isnotitsownbeing (i.e.,
is not the foundation of it), how can it as for-itself, be the foundation of its own
nothingness? The answer isin the question.

While being is indeed the foundation of nothingness as the nihilation of its own
being, that is not the same as saying that it is the foundation of itsbeing. To found its
own being it would have to exist at a distance from itself, and that would imply a
certain nihilation of the being founded as of the being which founds—aduality which
would be unity; here we should fall back into the case of the for-itself. In short, every
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effort to conceive of the idea of a being which would be the foundation of its being
resultsinevitably in forming that of abeing which contingent as being-in-itself, would
be the foundation of its own nothingness. The act of causation by which God is causa
sui isanihilating act like every recovery of the self by the self, to the same degree that
theoriginal relation of necessity isareturnto self, areflexivity. Thisorigina necessity
in turn appears on the foundation of a contingent being, precisely that being whichis
in order to be the cause of itself. Leibniz' effort to define necessity in terms of
possibility—a definition taken up again by Kant—is undertaken from the point of
view of knowledge and not from the point of view of being. The passagefrom possibility
to being such as Leibniz conceives it (the necessary is a being whose possibility
impliesitsexistence) marksthe passage from our ignorance to knowledge. Infact since
possihility precedes existence, it can be possibility only with respect to our thought.
Itisan external possibility in relation to the being whose possihility it is, since being
unrollsfrom it like aconsequence from aprinciple. But we pointed out earlier that the
notion of possibility could be considered in two aspects. We can make of it asubjective
indication. The statement, “It is possible that Pierre is dead,” indicates that | am in
ignorance concerning Pierre's fate, and in this case it is a witness who decides the
possible in the presence of the world. Being hasits possibility outside of itself in the
pure regard which gauges its chances of being; possibility can indeed be given to us
before being; but it isto usthat it is given and it is in no way the possibility of this
being. The hilliard ball which rolls on the table does not possess the possibility of
being turned from its path by a fold in the cloth; neither does the possibility of
deviation belong to the cloth; it can be established only by awitness synthetically as
an external relation. But possibility can also appear to us asan ontological structure of
the real. Then it belongs to certain beings as their possibility; it is the possibility
which they are, which they haveto be. In this case being sustainsits own possibilities
inbeing; itistheir foundation, and the necessity of being can not then be derived from
its possibility. In aword, God, if he exists, is contingent.

Thus the being of consciousness; since this being isin itself in order to nihilate
itself infor-itself, remains contingent; that is, it is not the role of consciousness either
to give being to itself or to receive it from others. In addition to the fact that the
ontological proof like the cosmological proof failsto establish anecessary being, the
explanation and the foundation of my being—in sofar as| amaparticular being—can
not be sought in necessary being. The premises, “ Everything which is contingent must
find afoundation in anecessary being. Now | am contingent,” mark adesireto find a
foundation and do not furnish the explicative link with areal foundation. Such premises
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could not in any way account for this contingency but only for the abstract idea of
contingency in general. Furthermore the question hereis one of value, not fact.” But
whilebeing in-itself iscontingent, it recoversitself by degenerating into afor-itself. It
is, in order to lose itself in a for-itself. In aword being is and can only be. But the
peculiar possibility of being—that which isrevealed in the nihilating act—is of being
the foundation of itself as consciousness through the sacrificial act which nihilates
being. The for-itself isthein-itself losing itself asin-itself in order to found itself as
consciousness. Thus consciousness holdswithin itself its own being-as-consciousness,
andsinceitisitsown nihilation, it can refer only to itself; but that whichisannihilated®
in consciousness—though we can not call it the foundation of consciousness—isthe
contingent in-itself. The in-itself can not provide the foundation for anything; if it
founds itself, it does so by giving itself the modification of the for-itself. It is the
foundation of itself insofar asitisalready no longer in-itself, and we encounter here
againtheorigin of every foundation. If being in-itself can be neither itsown foundation
nor that of other beings, thewholeideaof foundation comesinto theworld through the
for-itself. It is not only that the for-itself as a nihilated in-itself is itself given a
foundation, but with it foundation appears for the first time.

It follows that this in-itself, engulfed and nihilated in the absolute event which is
the appearance of the foundation or upsurge of the for-itself, remains at the heart of
the for-itself asits original contingency. Consciousness is its own foundation but it
remains contingent in order that there may be a consciousnessrather than an infinity
of pure and simple in-itself. The absolute event or for-itself is contingent in its very
being. If | decipher the givens of the pre-reflective cogito, | establish’ to be sure, that
the for-itself refersto itself. Whatever the for-itself may be, it is this in the mode of
consciousness of being. Thirst refers to the consciousness of thirst, whichiit is, asto
its foundation—and conversely. But the totality “reflected—reflecting,” if it could be
given, would be contingency and in-itself. But thistotality can not be attained, since
| can not say either that the consciousness of thirst is consciousness of thirst, or that
thirst is thirst. It is there as a nihilated totality, as the evanescent unity of the
phenomenon. If | apprehend the phenomenon as plurdlity, this plurality indicates
itself as a total unity, and hence its meaning is its contingency. That is, | can ask
myself, “Why am | thirsty? Why am | conscious of this glass? Of this Me?’ But as
soon as| consider thistotality inin-itself, it nihilatesitself under my regard. It isnot;
itisin order not to be, and | return to the for-itself apprehended in its suggestion of
dudity asthefoundation of itself. | amangry because | produce mysedlf as consciousness
of anger. Suppressthis self-causation which constitutesthe being of thefor-itself, and



Being 123

youwill nolonger find anything, not even “anger-in-itself;” for anger existsby nature
as for-itself. Thus the for-itself is sustained by a perpetual contingency for which it
assumesthe responsibility and which it assimilateswithout ever being ableto suppress
it. Thisperpetually evanescent contingency of thein-itself which, without ever allowing
itself to be apprehended, hauntsthe for-itself and reattachesit to being-in-itself—this
contingency iswhat we shall call thefacticity of thefor-itself. It isthisfacticity which
permits usto say that the for-itself is, that it exists, although we can never realizethe
facticity and although we always apprehend it through the foritself.

Weindicated earlier that we can be nothing without playing at being.®“1f | an acafé
waiter,” we said, “this can be only in the mode of not being one.” And that istrue. If
| could be acafé waiter, | should suddenly constitute myself as a contingent block of
identity. And that | am not. This contingent being in-itself always escapes me. But in
order that | may freely give ameaning to the obligationswhich my stateinvolves, then
inonesense at the heart of thefor-itself, asaperpetually evanescent totality, being-in-
itself must be given as the evanescent contingency of my situation. Thisisthe result
of thefact that whilel must play at being acaféwaiter in order to be one, till it would
beinvain for meto play at being adiplomat or asailor, for | would not be one. This
inapprehensible fact of my condition, thisimpal pabl e difference which distinguishes
this drama of realization from drama pure and simple is what causes the for-itself,
whilechoosing the meaning of itssituation and while congtituting itself asthefoundation
of itself in situation, not to choose its position. This part of my condition is what
causes meto apprehend myself simultaneoudly astotally responsible for my being—
inasmuch as | am its foundation—and as totally unjustifiable. Without facticity
consciousness could choose attachments to the world in the same way asthe soulsin
Plato’s Republic choosetheir condition. | could determinemyself to “beborn aworker”
or to “be born a bourgeois.” But on the other hand facticity can not constitute me as
being abourgeoisor being aworker. Itisnot even strictly speaking aresistance of fact
sinceit isonly by recovering it in the substructure of the pre-reflective cogito that |
confer onititsmeaning and itsresistance. Facticity isonly oneindicationwhich | give
myself of the being to which | must reunite myself in order to be what | am.

Itisimpossibleto grasp facticity initsbrute nudity, since all that wewill find of it
isalready recovered and freely constructed. The simple fact “of being there,” at that
table, inthat chair isalready the pure object of alimiting-concept and as such can not
be grasped. Yet it is contained in my “consciousness of being-there,” as its full
contingency, as the nihilated in-itself on the basis of which the for-itself produces
itself as consciousness of being there. The for-itself looking deep into itself as the
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consciousness of being there will never discover anything in itself but motivations;
that is, it will be perpetually referred to itself and to its constant freedom. (I am there
in order to . . . etc.) But the contingency which paralyzes these motivations to the
same degree as they totally found themselves is the facticity of the for-itself. The
relation of thefor-itself, whichisits own foundation quafor-itself, to facticity can be
correctly termed afactual necessity. It isindeed thisfactual necessity which Descartes
and Husserl seized upon as constituting the evidence of the cogito. The for-itself is
necessary in so far asit provides its own foundation. And thisiswhy it is the object
reflected by an apodictic intuition. | can not doubt that | am. But in so far asthisfor-
itself as such could also not be, it has all the contingency of fact. Just asmy nihilating
freedom is apprehended in anguish, so thefor-itself isconscious of itsfacticity. It has
the feeling of its complete gratuity; it apprehendsitself as being there for nothing, as
being detrop.

We must not confuse facticity with that Cartesian substance whose attribute is
thought. To be sure, thinking substance existsonly asit thinks; and sinceitisacreated
thing, it participatesin the contingency of the ens creatum. But it is. It preservesthe
character of being-in-itself in itsintegrity, although the for-itself isits attribute. This
is what is called Descartes’ substantialist illusion. For us, on the other hand, the
appearance of the for-itself or absolute event refersindeed to the effort of anin-itself
tofound itself; it correspondsto an attempt on the part of being to remove contingency
fromitsbeing. But thisattempt resultsin the nihilation of thein-itself, becausethein-
itself can not found itself without introducing the self or areflective, nihilating reference
into the absolute identity of its being and consequently degenerating into for-itself.
Thefor-itself correspondsthen to an expanding de-structuring of thein-itself, and the
in-itself is nihilated and absorbed in its attempt to found itself. Facticity isnot thena
substance of which the for-itself would be the attribute and which would produce
thought without exhausting itself in that very production. It smply residesin the for-
itself asamemory of being, asits unjustifiable presence in the world. Being-in-itself
can found its nothingness but not itsbeing. Inits decompression it nihilatesitself ina
for-itself which becomes quafor-itself its own foundation; but the contingency which
thefor-itself has derived from thein-itself remains out of reach. It iswhat remains of
the in-itself in the for-itself as facticity and what causes the for-itself to have only a
factual necessity; that is, it isthefoundation of itsconsciousness-of-being or existence,
but on no account can it found its presence. Thus consciousness canin no case prevent
itself from being and yet it istotally responsible for its being.
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In-itself and for-itself: metaphysical implications

Wearefinaly inapositiontoform conclusions. [. . .] wediscovered consciousness as
an appeal to being, and we showed that the cogito refers immediately to a being-in-
itself which is the object of consciousness. But after our description of the In-itself
and the For-itself, it appeared to us difficult to establish abond between them, and we
feared that we might fall into an insurmountable dualism. This dualism threatened us
again in another way. In fact to the extent that it can be said of the For-itself that it is,
we found ourselves confronting two radically distinct modes of being: that of the For-
itself which hasto be what it is—i.e., which iswhat it is not and which is not what it
is—and that of theIn-itself whichiswhat it is. We asked then if the discovery of these
two types of being had resulted in establishing an hiatuswhich would divide Being (as
agenera category belonging to al existents) into two incommunicableregions, in each
one of which the notion of Being must be taken in an original and unique sense.

Our research has enabled us to answer the first of these questions: the For-itself
and theIn-itself are reunited by a synthetic connection which isnothing other than the
For-itself itself. The For-itself, in fact, is nothing but the pure nihilation of the In-
itsdf; itislikeahole of being at the heart of Being. One may be reminded here of that
convenient fiction by which certain popularizers are accustomed to illustrate the
principle of the conservation of energy. If, they say, a single one of the atoms which
constitute the universe were annihilated, there would result a catastrophe which
would extend to the entire universe, and this would be, in particular, the end of the
Earth and of the solar system. This metaphor can be of use to us here. The For-itself
islikeatiny nihilation which hasitsorigin at the heart of Being; and thisnihilationis
sufficient to cause a total upheaval to happen to the In-itself. This upheaval is the
world. The for-itself has no reality save that of being the nihilation of being. Its sole
qualification comes to it from the fact that it is the nihilation of an individual and
particular In-itself and not of abeing in general. The For-itself is not nothingnessin
general but a particular privation; it constitutes itself as the privation of this being.
Therefore we have no business asking about the way in which the for-itself can be
united with thein-itself since the for-itself isin no way an autonomous substance. As
anihilation it is made-to-be by thein-itself; asan internal negation it must by means
of thein-itself make known to itself what it isnot and consequently what it hasto be.
If the cogito necessarily |eads outside the self, if consciousnessisadlippery slopeon
which one cannot take one's stand without immediately finding oneself tipped outside
onto being-in-itsalf, thisisbecause consciousness does not have by itself any sufficiency
of being as an absolute subjectivity; from the start it refers to the thing.
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For consciousness there is no being except for this precise obligation to be a
revealing intuition of something. What doesthis mean except that consciousnessisthe
Platonic Other? We may recall the fine description which the Stranger in the Sophist
gives of this*“other, *® which can be apprehended only “asin adream,” which hasno
being except its being-other (i.e., which enjoys only a borrowed being), which if
considered by itself disappears and which takes on a marginal existence only if one
fixeshislook on being, thisother which isexhausted in being other thanitself and other
than being. It even seemsthat Plato perceived the dynamic character which the otherness
of the other presented in relation to itself, for in certain passages he sees in this the
origin of motion. But he could have gone till further; hewould have seen then that the
other, or relative non-being, could have a semblance of existence only by virtue of
consciousness. To be other than being is to be self-consiousness in the unity of the
temporalizing ekstases. |ndeed what can the otherness be if not that game of musical
chairs played by the reflected and the refl ecting which we described as at the heart of
the for-itself? For the only way in which the other can exist as other is to be
consciousness (of) being other. Othernessis, in fact, an internal negation, and only a
consciousness can be constituted as an internal negation. Every other conception of
otherness will amount to positing it as an in-itself-that is, establishing between it and
being an external relation which would necessitate the presence of awitness so asto
establish that the other is other than the in-itself. However the other can not be other
without emanating from being; in thisrespect it isrelative to the in-itself. But neither
can it be other without making itself other; otherwise its otherness would become a
given and therefore a being capable of being considered in-itself. In so far asiit is
relative to thein-itself, the other is affected with facticity; in so far asit makesitself,
itisan absolute. Thisiswhat we pointed out when we said that the for-itself isnot the
foundation of its being-as-nothingness-of-being but that it perpetually founds its
nothingness-of-being. Thusthe for-itself is an absolute Unselbstandig, what we have
called a non-substantial absolute. Its reality is purely interrogative. If it can posit
questions this is because it is itself always in question; its being is never given but
interrogated since it is always separated from itself by the nothingness of otherness.
Thefor-itself isalwaysin suspense becauseitsbeing isaperpetua reprieve. If it could
ever join with its being, then the otherness would by the same stroke disappear and
aong with it possibles, knowledge, the world. Thus the ontological problem of
knowledge s resolved by the affirmation of the ontological primacy of the in-it-self
over the for-itself.
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But thisimmediately givesriseto ametaphysical interrogation. The upsurge of the
for-itself starting from the in-itself isin no way comparable to the dialectical genesis
of the Platonic Other starting from being. “Being” and “other” are, for Plato, genera.
But we, on the contrary, have seen that being is an individual venture. Similarly the
appearance of the for-itself is the absolute event which comes to being. There is
thereforeroom here for ametaphysical problemwhich could be formulated thus: Why
doesthefor-itself arisein terms of being?We, indeed, apply the term “metaphysical”
tothe study of individual processeswhich have given birth to thisworld asaconcrete
and particular totality. In this sense metaphysics is to ontology as history is to
sociology. We have seen that it would be absurd to ask why being is other, that the
question can have meaning only within the limits of a for-itself and that it even
supposes the ontological priority of nothingness over being. It can be posited only if
combined with another question which isexternally analogous and yet very different:
Why isit that there is being? But we know now that we must carefully distinguish
between these two questions. Thefirst isdevoid of meaning: al the“Whys’ infact are
subsequent to being and presuppose it. Being is without reason, without cause, and
without necessity; the very definition of being releasesto usitsorigina contingency.
To the second question we have already replied, for it isnot posited on the metaphysical
level but on that of ontology: “ Thereis’ being because the for-itself is such that there
isbeing. The character of a phenomenon comesto being through the for-itself.

But while questions on the origin of being or on the origin of the world are either
devoid of meaning or receive areply within the actua province of ontology, the case
isnot the samefor the origin of thefor-itself. Thefor-itself issuch that it hasthe right
toturn back onitself towarditsown origin. The being by which the“Why” comesinto
being hasthe right to posit itsown “Why” sinceitisitself an interrogation, a“Why.”
To this question ontology can not reply, for the problem here isto explain an event,
not to describe the structures of abeing. At most it can point out that the nothingness
whichismade-to-be by thein-itself isnot asimple emptiness devoid of meaning. The
meaning of the nothingness of the nihilation is to-be-made-to-be in order to found
being. Ontology furnishes us two pieces of information which serve as the basis for
metaphysics: first, that every process of a foundation of the self is a rupture in the
identity-of-being of the in-itself, a withdrawal by being in relation to itself and the
appearance of presence to self or consciousness. It is only by making itself for-itself
that being can aspireto bethe cause of itself. Consciousness as the nihilation of being
appearstherefore as one stage in a progression toward the immanence of causality—
i.e., toward being a self-cause. The progression, however, stops there as the result of
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theinsufficiency of beinginthefor-itself. Thetemporalization of consciousnessisnot
an ascending progresstoward the dignity of the causa sui; it isasurface run-off whose
originis, onthe contrary, theimpossihility of being aself-cause. Also the ens causa sui
remains asthe lacked, theindication of animpossible vertical surpassing which by its
very non-existence conditions the flat movement of consciousness; in the same way
the vertical attraction which the moon exercises on the ocean has for its result the
horizontal displacement which is the tide. The second piece of information which
metaphysics can draw from ontology is that the for-itself is effectively a perpetual
project of founding itself quabeing and a perpetual failure of this project. Presenceto
itself with the various directions of its nihilation (the ekstatic nihilation of the three
temporal dimensions, the twin nihilation of the dyad reflected-reflecting) represents
the primary upsurge of this project; reflection represents the splitting of the project
which turns back on itself in order to found itself at least as a project, and the
aggravation of the nihilating hiatus by the failure of this project itself. “Doing” and
“having,” the cardinal categoriesof humanredlity, areimmediately or mediately reduced
to the project of being. Finally the plurality of both can be interpreted as human
reality’sfinal attempt to found itself, resulting in the radical separation of being and
the consciousness of being.

Thus ontology teaches us two things: (1) If the in-itself were to found itself, it
could attempt to do so only by making itself consciousness; that is, the concept of
causa sui includeswithinit that of presenceto self—i.e., thenihilating decompression
of being; (2) Consciousnessisin fact aproject of founding itself; that is, of attainingto
the dignity of the in-itself-for-itself or in-itself-as-self-cause. But we can not derive
anything further from this. Nothing allows usto affirm on the ontol ogical level that the
nihilation of the in-itself in for-itself has for its meaning—from the start and at the
very heart of thein-itself—the project of being its own self-cause. Quite the contrary.
Ontology here comes up against a profound contradiction since it is through the for-
itself that the possibility of afoundation comes to the world. In order to be a project
of founding itself, the in-itself would of necessity haveto be originally a presenceto
itself—i.e., it would have to be aready consciousness. Ontology will therefore limit
itself to declaring that everything takes place as if the in-itself in a project to found
itself gaveitself the modification of the for-itself. It is up to metaphysicsto form the
hypotheseswhich will allow usto conceive of this process asthe absol ute event which
comesto crown theindividual venturewhichistheexistence of being. It isevident that
these hypotheses will remain hypotheses since we can not expect either further
validation or invalidation. What will make their validity is only the possibility which
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they will offer us of unifying the givens of ontology. This unification naturally must
not be constituted in the perspective of an historica becoming since temporality
comes into being through the for-itself. There would be therefore no sense in asking
what being was before the appearance of the for-itself. But metaphysics must
nevertheless attempt to determine the nature and the meaning of this prehistoric
process, the source of all history, whichisthe articulation of theindividual venture (or
existence of the in-itself) with the absolute event (or up-surge of the for-itself). In
particul ar the task belongs to the metaphysician of deciding whether the movement is
or isnot afirst “attempt” on the part of the in-itself to found itself and to determine
what are the relations of motion as a“malady of being” with the for-itself asamore
profound malady pushed to nihilation.

It remains for us to consider the second problem which we formulated in our
Introduction: If thein-itself and the for-itself are two modalities of being, isthere not
an hiatus at the very core of the idea of being? And is its comprehension not severed
into two incommunicable parts by the very fact that its extension is constituted by
two radically heterogenous classes? What istherein common between the being which
iswhatitis, and thebeing whichiswhat itisnot and whichisnot what it is? What can
help us here, however, isthe conclusion of our preceding inquiry. We havejust shown
in fact that the in-itself and the for-itself are not juxtaposed. Quite the contrary, the
for-itself without thein-itself isakind of abstraction; it could not exist any morethan
a color could exist without form or a sound without pitch and without timbre. A
consciousness which would be consciousness of nothing would be an absol ute nothing.
But if consciousnessisbound to thein-itself by aninternal relation, doesn’t thismean
that it is articulated with the in-itself so as to congtitute a totality, and is it not this
totality which would be given the name being or reality? Doubtless the for-itself isa
nihilation, but asanihilationitis, anditisinapriori unity with thein-itself. Thusthe
Greeks were accustomed to distinguish cosmic reality, which they called To pa??,
from the totality constituted by this and by the infinite void which surrounded it—a
totality which they called To 0???. To be sure, we have been ableto call the for-itself
a nothing and to declare that there is “outside of the in-itself” nothing except a
reflection of this nothing which is itself polarized and defined by the in-itself—
inasmuch as the for-itself is precisely the nothingness of thisin-itself. But here asin
Greek philosophy a question is raised: which shall we call real? To which shall we
attribute being? To the cosmos or to what we called To 0???? To the pure in-itself or
to thein-itself surrounded by that shell of nothingness which we have designated by
the name of the for-itself?
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But if we areto consider total being as constituted by the synthetic organization of
the in-itself and of the for-itself, are we not going to encounter again the difficulty
which wewished to avoid?And asfor that hiatus which we revealed in the concept of
being, are we not going to meet it at present in the existent itself? What definition
indeed are we to give to an existent which asin-itself would be what it is and as for-
itself would be what it is not?

If wewishto resolve these difficulties, we must take into account what isrequired
of an existent if it isto be considered as atotality: it is necessary that the diversity of
its structures be held within a unitary synthesis in such a way that each of them
considered apart isonly an abstraction. And certainly consciousness considered apart
isonly an abstraction; but the in-itself has no need of the for-itself in order to be; the
“passion” of the for-itself only causes there to be in-itself. The phenomenon of in-
itself is an abstraction without consciousness but its being is not an abstraction.

If wewishto conceive of asynthetic organization such that thefor-itself isinseparable
from the in-itself and conversely such that the in-itself is indissolubly bound to the
for-itself, we must conceive of this synthesis in such a way that the in-itself would
receive its existence from the nihilation which caused there to be consciousness of it.
What does this mean if not that the indissoluble totality of in-itself and for-itself is
conceivableonly intheform of abeing whichisitsown“self-use” ? It isthisbeing and
no other which could be valid absolutely asthat 0??? of which we spoke earlier. And
if we can raisethe question of the being of thefor-itself articulated inthein-itself, itis
because we define ourselvesa priori by means of apre-ontological comprehension of
the ens causa sui. Of course this ens causa sui isimpossible, and the concept of it, as
we have seen, includes a contradiction. Nevertheless the fact remains that since we
raise the question of the being of the 0??? by adopting the point of view of the ens
causa sui, itisfromthis point of view that we must set about examining the credentials
of this 0???. Hasit not appeared due to the mere fact of the upsurge of the for-itself,
andisnot thefor-itself originally aproject of being its own self-use? Thuswe begin to
grasp the nature of total reality. Total being, the concept of which would not be cleft
by an hiatus and which would neverthel ess not exclude the nihilating-nihilated being of
the for-itself, that being whose existence would be a unitary synthesis of thein-itself
and of consciousness—thisideal being would bethein-itself founded by thefor-itself
and identical with thefor-itself which foundsit—i.e., the ens causa sui. But precisely
because we adopt the point of view of thisideal being in order to judgethereal being
whichwe call 0?7??, wemust establish that thereal isan abortive effort to attain to the
dignity of the self-cause. Everything happens as if the world, man, and man-in-the-
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world succeeded in realizing only a missing God. Everything happens therefore as if
thein-itself and the for-itself were presented in a state of disintegration in relation to
an ideal synthesis. Not that the integration has ever taken place but on the contrary
precisely because it is always indicated and always impossible.

It is this perpetual failure which explains both the indissolubility of the in-itself
and of thefor-itself and at the same timetheir relative independence. Similarly when
the unity of the cerebral functions is shattered, phenomena are produced which
simultaneously present a relative autonomy and which at the same time can be
manifested only on the ground of thedisintegration of atotality. Itisthisfailurewhich
explains the hiatus which we encounter both in the concept of being and in the
existent. If itisimpossible to pass from the notion of being-in-itself to that of being-
for-itself and to reunite them in a common genus, thisis because the passage in fact
from the one to the other and their reuniting can not be effected. We know that for
Spinozaand for Hegel, for example, if asynthesisisarrested beforeits completion and
thetermsfixedin arelative dependence and at the sametimein aréelativeindependence,
then the synthesisis constituted suddenly as an error. For example, it isin the notion
of a sphere that for Spinoza the rotation of a semicircle around its diameter findsits
justification and its meaning. But if we imagine that the notion of a sphere is on
principleout of reach, then the phenomenon of the rotation of the semicircle becomes
false. It has been decapitated; the idea of rotation and the idea of a circle are held
together without being able to be united in a synthesis which surpasses them and
justifiesthem; the oneremainsirreducibleto the other. Thisis precisely what happens
here. We shall say therefore that the 0??? we are considering is like a decapitated
notion in perpetual disintegration. And it isin the form of a disintegrated ensemble
that it presentsitself to usin its ambiguity—that is, so that one can ad libituminsist
on the dependence of the beings under consideration or on their independence. There
is here a passage which is not completed, a short circuit.

On this level we find again that notion of a detotalized totality which we have
aready met in connection with the for-itself itself and in connection with the
consciousnesses of others. But this is a third type of detotalization. In the simply
detotalized totality of reflection thereflective had to bereflected-on, and the reflected-
on had to bethereflected. The double negation remained evanescent. In the case of the
for-othersthe (reflection-reflecting) reflected was distinguished from the (reflection-
reflecting) reflecting in that each one had to not-be the other. Thus the for-itself and
the-other-for-itself constitute abeing in which each one confersthe being-other onthe
other by making himself other. Asfor thetotality of thefor-itself and thein-itself, this
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has for its characteristic the fact that the for-itself makesitself other in relation to the
in-itself but that the in-itself isin no way other than the for-itself in its being; thein-
itself purely and simply is. If the relation of the in-itself to the for-itself were the
reciprocal of therelation of thefor-itself to thein-itself, we should fall into the case of
being-for-others. But thisisdefinitely not the case, and it isthis absence of reciprocity
which characterizesthe 0??? of which we spoke earlier. To thisextent it isnot absurd
to raise the question of the totality. In fact when we studied the for-others, we
established that it was necessary that there be a being which was an “other-me” and
which had to be the reflective scissiparity of the for-others. But at the same time this
being which is an other-me appeared to us asbeing able to exist only if it included an
inapprehensi ble non-being of exteriority. We asked then if the paradoxical character of
the totality was in itself an irreducible and if we could posit the mind as the being
which isand which is not. But we decided that the question of the synthetic unity of
consciousnesses had no meaning, for it presupposed that it was possible for us to
assume a point of view on the totaity; actualy we exist on the foundation of this
totality and asengaged init.

But if we can not “adopt apoint of view on the totality,” thisis because the Other
on principledeniesthat heisl as| deny that | am he. It isthereciprocity of therelation
which prevents me from ever grasping it in its integrity. In the case of the internal
negation for-itself-in-itself, on the contrary, the relation is not reciprocal, and | am
both one of theterms of therelation and therelation itself. | apprehend being, | amthe
apprehension of being, | am only an apprehension of being. And the being which |
apprehend is not posited against me so as to apprehend me in turn; it is what is
apprehended. Itsbeing simply doesnot coincidein any way with its being-apprehended.
In one sensetherefore| can pose the question of thetotality. To be sure, | exist hereas
engaged in this totality, but | can be an exhaustive consciousness of it since | am at
once consciousness of the being and self-consciousness. This question of thetotality,
however, does not belong to the province of ontology. For ontology the only regions
of being which can be elucidated are those of thein-itself, of thefor-itself, and theideal
region of the “self-cause.” For ontology it makes no difference whether we consider
the for-itself articulated in the in-itself as awell marked duality or as a disintegrated
being. It is up to metaphysicsto decide which will be more profitable for knowledge
(in particular for phenomenological psychology, for anthropology, etc.): will it deal
with abeing which we shall call the phenomenon and which will be provided with two
dimensions of being, the dimension in-itself and the dimension for-itself (from this
point of view there would be only one phenomenon: the world), just asin the physics
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of Einstein it has been found advantageous to speak of an event conceived as having
spatial dimensions and atemporal dimension and as determining its spacein a space-
time; or, on the other hand will it remain preferable despite al to preserve the ancient
duality “consciousness-being.” Theonly observation which ontology can hazard here
is that in case it appears useful to employ the new notion of a phenomenon as a
disintegrated totality, it will be necessary to speak of it both in terms of immanence
and in terms of transcendence. The danger, in fact, would be of falling into either a
doctrine of pure immanence (Husserlian idealism) or into one of pure transcendence
whichwould ook on the phenomenon as anew kind of object. But immanencewill be
aways limited by the phenomenon’s dimension in-itself, and transcendence will be
limited by its dimension for-itself.

After having decided the question of the origin of thefor-itself and of the nature of
the phenomenon of theworld, the metaphysician will be ableto attack variousproblems
of primary importance, in particular that of action. Action, in fact, isto be considered
simultaneously on the plane of the for-itself and on that of thein-itself, for it involves
aproject which has an immanent origin and which determines a modification in the
being of thetranscendent. It would be of no useto declarethat the action modifiesonly
the phenomenal appearance of thething. If the phenomenal appearance of acup can be
modified up to the annihilation of the cup qua cup, and if the being of the cup is
nothing but its quality, then the action envisaged must be capable of modifying the
very being of the cup. The problem of action therefore supposesthe elucidation of the
transcendent efficacy of consciousness, and it puts us on the path of its veritable
relation of being with being. It revealsto us also, owing to the repercussions of an act
intheworld, arelation of being with being which, although apprehended in exteriority
by the physicist, is neither pure exteriority nor immanence but which refers usto the
notion of the Gestalt form. It is therefore in these terms that one might attempt a
metaphysics of nature.

Notes

1 Correction for epo??, an obvious misprint. Tr.

“To take part in,” “to participate.” Tr.

3 Literdly the“sdf” in*“heboreshimself” (il s’ ennuie), afamiliar constructioninthe
many French reflexive verbs. Cf. English “he washeshimself.” Tr.

4 Deux en-soi. Ungrammatical asthe expression “in-itselfs’ admittedly is, it seems
to me the most accurate translation. “In-themselves’ would have a different

N
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meaning, for it would suggest a unity of two examples of being-in-itself, and
Sartre's point hereis their duality and isolation from each other. Tr.

5 | have corrected what must surely be a misprint. “From the authentic to the
authentic,” asthe text actually reads, would make no sense. Tr.

6 Cf. Introduction, section I11.

7 Thisreasoning indeed isexplicitly based on the exigencies of reason.

8 Sartresays“annihilated” here, but | feel that he must have meant “ nihilated” since
he hastold us earlier that being cannot be annihilated. Tr.

9 Part One, chapter |, section ii. “Patterns of Bad Faith.”

10 “The other” in this passage must of course not be confused with “The Other”
discussed in connection with the problem of human relationships. Tr.



6  Nothingness

The title of Sartre’s Being and Nothingness is taken from the opening
paragraphs of Hegel's dialectic. In the 1812-16 Science of Logic
(Wissenschaft der Logik) Hegel argues that Being (Sein) and Nothing (Nichts)
are the fundamental concepts because without them there are no concepts.
Being and nothing are dialectically antithetical because semantically,
psychologically and ontologically opposed yet mutually dependent. They
are indeterminate because being is pure being and nothing pure nothing.
Being and nothing are aufgehoben (synthesised, relieved, abolished,
retained, taken up) in becoming (Werden). Becoming is the transition between
being and nothingness.

Sartre subjects this clean Hegelian dialectical reasoning to Heideggerian
criticism in Being and Nothingness. The phenomenological concept of
nothingness is not the dialectical concept of nothingness. Nevertheless, in
reading the ways in which nothingness is introduced into the world by being-
in-itself it is useful to see Sartre distancing himself from the Hegelian picture.

Sartre takes from Heidegger's Being and Time the idea of the question.
In raising the question of being, Heidegger had said that there is no inquiry
without an inquirer, no search without a seeker and, in at least a minimal
hermeneutic sense, the questioner already knows the answer to the question
in order to seek for it. Sartre argues in the passages below from Being and
Nothingness that it is questioning that fundamentally discloses nothingness.
Nothingness is presupposed by questioning in three ways: The answer to
the question may be negative, the questioner is (paradigmatically) in a state
of ignorance or non-knowledge, truth is limited by non-truth, or the false. It is
Sartre’s view that negative existential propositions depend upon non-being
or nothingness rather than the reverse. The phenomenological is prior to
the linguistic.
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Although it is sometimes said about Sartre that he reifies nothingness,
writes as though nothing were a thing, or something called ‘nothing’ exists,
it is not his overt or professed view. Indeed, he is conscious of it as a
possible misunderstanding and tries to rule it out by saying ‘Nothingness is
not'. He tries to improve on Heidegger's famous, or infamous, dictum in
What is Metaphysics? (Was ist Metaphysik?, 1929) that ‘nothingness
nihilates’ (Das Nichts selbst nichtet ) by saying ‘Nothing does not nihilate
itself; Nothingness “is nihilated™. Heidegger too is trying to avoid the charge
of holding that nothing in some sense exists but Sartre thinks Heidegger
makes a mistake in his formulation. By saying ‘nothing nihilates’ Heidegger
imparts an agency to nothing; the power to nihilate, but this agency could
hardly be efficacious unless it or that which exercises it existed. Sartre’s
‘Nothingness is nihilated’ does not carry the logical or grammatical
connotation of accomplishment. It is a putative affirmation of nothing’s non-
being logically consistent with that of the Eleatic presocratic philosopher
Parmenides (c. 480 BC). Sartre fails to observe that his passive rendering
of Heidegger's active voice may have equally incoherently construed nothing
as a subject of anihilation, and hence, something that exists.

Nonetheless, it is true according to Sartre that there are absences. There
are refusals and denials, acts of imagining that things could be otherwise.
For example, in the celebrated passage from Being and Nothingness
reproduced below Sartre is expecting his friend Pierre to be in a café but
Pierre is not there. Sartre encounters nothingness. Sartre wonders whether
this is a judgement or thought that Pierre is absent or whether there is an
experience of Pierre’s absence, an intuition of nothingness. Sartre knows
there is a prima facie absurdity in speaking of the experience of nothing.
Nothing is not anything, so an experience of nothing would not be an
experience of anything. Nevertheless, Sartre decides that it is by sight that
the absence of Pierre was detected. There was at least the phenomenon of
seeing that Pierre is absent, even if not a seeing of Pierre’s absence.

It is as if nothingness existed. Non-being is a component of the real.
Nothingness is real even though nothingness is not. We may speak of
absent friends, holes in the ground, negative and false propositions, purely
imaginary states of affairs, fictional characters as though they existed
because nothingness possesses an appearance of being, a being it
borrows from being. The appearance of nothingness depends upon the
appearance of being. For example, a hole in a wall exists in a borrowed
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sense because it is nothing over and above the arrangement of the
remaining parts of the wall. An earthquake destroys a city and ontologically
this is a distribution of beings that to human beings is disastrous. Sartre
says after a storm there is no less than before, there is something else. It is
the presence of human reality in the world, being-for-itself, that makes the
redistributions of beings called ‘storms’ and ‘earthquakes’ into cases of
destruction.

Nothingness depends upon consciousness. Consciousness depends
upon being-for-itself so nothingness is ultimately introduced into the world
by being-for-itself. In the café, we are aware of the absence of Pierre because
we expect to see him there; as a figure against a background. Sartre
distinguishes clearly between non-existence that depends on
consciousness and non-existence that does not. After all, many people are
absent from the café. The Duke of Wellington and Paul Valéry are absent.
But they are only thought to be absent, in the abstract, or not even thought.
Pierre’s absence is experienced. In these ways, according to Sartre,
consciousness is prior to nothingness.

Consciousness is defined by negation. This is partly the modal point that
its being and its being what it is depend upon its not being what it is not. It is
partly the psychological claim that its imaginative power to negate is one of
its essential properties. Unless we could think or imagine what is absent
we could not intuit that which is present.

There is a more profound connection between consciousness and
nothingness. | am my consciousness and my consciousness is a kind of
nothingness; a nothingness at the heart of being. The being of
consciousness contrasts with the kind of being of Sartre calls ‘en-soi’ or ‘in-
itself’. Being-in-itself is massive, opaque, full, dense and inert. It confronts
me and it surrounds me. If | try to locate myself as consciousness, in contrast,
I am strangely absent. Phenomenologically, | seem to be a subjective region
of non-being within the plenitude of being. Consciousness is a kind of
emptiness or non being. Consciousness is certainly not one object amongst
others that | could encounter in the course of my experience. Sartre thinks
nothingness distances me from being-in-itself and | am nothing but
consciousness of being.

Sartre often speaks as though consciousness is a kind of nothingness
or emptiness. Sometimes he says consciousness is a prerequisite for
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nothingness. Sometimes he says nothingness confronts consciousness.
For example, when in Being and Nothingness he says consciousness is
total emptiness because the whole world is outside it, he implies that
consciousness is a kind of non-being, an absence of being-in-itself. All
these views may be exhibited as mutually consistent. Sartre is establishing
a hierarchy of dependencies between kinds of absence. Consciousness is
a kind of absence that depends on being: being-in-itself. Consciousness
essentially involves the power of negation: the possibility of denial through
imagination. This in turn makes possible the experience of absence as a
kind of quasi-being.

It is through its power of negation that consciousness distinguishes
itself from its own objects. This distinction makes possible consciousness’
intentionality which, as we saw in the last two chapters, is essential to what
consciousness is.

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

The origin of negation
I. Thequestion

Our inquiry has led usto the heart of being. But we have been brought to an impasse
since we have not been able to establish the connection between the two regions of
being which we have discovered. No doubt thisisbecause we have chosen an unfortunate
approach. Descartes found himself faced with an anal ogous problem when he had to
deal with the relation between soul and body. He planned then to look for the solution
on that level where the union of thinking substance and extended substance was
actually effected—that is, in the imagination. His adviceis valuable. To be sure, our
concernisnot that of Descartes and we do not conceive of imagination ashe did. But
what we can retain is the reminder that it is not profitable first to separate the two
terms of arelation in order to try to join them together again later. Therelationisa
synthesis. Consequently the results of analysis can not be covered over again by the
moments of this synthesis.

M. Laporte says that an abstraction is made when something not capable of
existing inisolation isthought of asin an isolated state. The concrete by contrastisa
totality which can exist by itself alone. Husserl is of the same opinion; for himredis
an abstraction because color can not exist without form. On the other hand, a spatial-
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temporal thing, with all its determinations, is an example of the concrete. From this
point of view, consciousnessisan abstraction sinceit conceal swithinitself an ontological
source in the region of the in-itself, and conversely the phenomenon is likewise an
abstraction since it must “appear” to consciousness. The concrete can be only the
synthetic totality of which consciousness, like the phenomenon, constitutes only
moments. The concrete is man within theworld in that specific union of man with the
world which Heidegger, for example, calls* being-in-the-world.” We ddliberately begin
with theabstract if we question “ experience” asKant does, inquiring into the conditions
of its possihility—or if we effect a phenomenological reduction like Husserl, who
would reduce the world to the state of the noema-correlate of consciousness. But we
will no more succeed in restoring the concrete by the summation or organization of the
elements which we have abstracted from it than Spinoza can reach substance by the
infinite summation of its modes.

Therelation of theregionsof being isan original emergenceand isapart of thevery
structure of these beings. But wediscovered thisin our first observations. It isenough
now to open our eyes and question ingenuously this totality which is man-in-the-
world. It is by the description of this totality that we shall be able to reply to these
two questions: (1) What is the synthetic relation which we call being-in-the-world?
(2) What must man and the world be in order for a relation between them to be
possible? Intruth, the two questions are interdependent, and we can not hopeto reply
to them separately. But each type of human conduct, being the conduct of maninthe
world, canreleasefor us simultaneously man, theworld, and the rel ation which unites
them, only on condition that we envisage these forms of conduct asrealities objectively
apprehensible and not as subj ective affectswhich disclose themselvesonly intheface
of reflection.

We shall not limit ourselvesto the study of asingle pattern of conduct. We shall try
on the contrary to describe several and proceeding from one kind of conduct to
another, attempt to penetrate into the profound meaning of the relation “man-world.”
But first of all we should choose asingle pattern which can serve usasaguiding thread
in our inquiry.

Now thisvery inquiry furnishes us with the desired conduct; thisman that | am—
if | apprehend him such asheisat thismoment in theworld, | establish that he stands
before being in an attitude of interrogation. At the very moment when | ask, “Isthere
any conduct which can reveal to me the relation of man with the world?’ | pose a
question. This question | can consider objectively, for it matters little whether the
questioner is myself or the reader who reads my work and who is questioning along
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with me. But on the other hand, the question isnot simply the objective totality of the
words printed on this page; it isindifferent to the symbolswhich expressit. Inaword,
it isahuman attitude filled with meaning. What does this attitude reveal to us?

In every question we stand before abeing which we are questioning. Every question
presupposes a being who questions and a being which is questioned. Thisis not the
original relation of man to being-in-itself, but rather it standswithin the limitations of
thisrelation and takesit for granted. On the other hand, this being which we question,
we question about something. That about which | question the being participatesin
thetranscendence of being. | question being about itsways of being or about itsbeing.
From this point of view the question isakind of expectation; | expect areply fromthe
being questioned. That is, on the basis of a pre-interrogative familiarity with being, |
expect from thisbeing arevelation of itsbeing or of itsway of being. Thereply will be
a“yes’ or a“no”. Itisthe existence of these two equally objective and contradictory
possibilitieswhich on principle distingui shes the question from affirmation or negation.
There are questions which on the surface do not permit a negative reply—like, for
example, the one which we put earlier, “What does this attitude reveal to us?’ But
actually we see that it is always possible with questions of this type to reply,
“Nothing” or “Nobody” or “Never.” Thus at the moment when | ask, “Is there any
conduct which can reveal to me the relation of man with the world?” | admit on
principle the possibility of a negative reply such as, “No, such a conduct does not
exist.” This meansthat we admit to being faced with the transcendent fact of the non-
existence of such conduct.

One will perhaps be tempted not to believe in the objective existence of a non-
being; one will say that in this case the fact simply refers me to my subjectivity; |
would learn from the transcendent being that the conduct sought isa pure fiction. But
inthefirst place, to call this conduct a pure fiction isto disguise the negation without
removing it. “To be pure fiction” is equivalent here to “to be only a fiction.”
Consequently to destroy the reality of the negation isto cause the reality of the reply
to disappear. Thisreply, infact, isthe very being which givesit to me; that is, reveals
the negation to me. There exists then for the questioner the permanent objective
possibility of a negative reply. In relation to this possibility the questioner by the
very fact that heisquestioning, positshimself asin astate of indetermination; he does
not know whether the reply will be affirmative or negative. Thus the question is a
bridge set up between two non-beings: the non-being of knowing in man, the possibility
of non-being of being in transcendent being. Finally the question impliesthe existence
of atruth. By the very question the questioner affirms that he expects an objective
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reply, such that we can say of it, “It is thus and not otherwise.” In aword the truth,
asdifferentiated from being, introduces athird non-being as determining the question—
the non-being of limitation. This triple non-being conditions every question and in
particular the metaphysical question, which is our question.

We set out upon our pursuit of being, and it seemed to us that the series of our
questionshad led usto the heart of being. But behold, at the moment when wethought
we were arriving at the goal, a glance cast on the question itself has revealed to us
suddenly that we are encompassed with nothingness. The permanent possibility of
non-being, outside us and within, conditions our questions about being. Furthermore
it isnon-being which is going to limit the reply. What being will be must of necessity
arise on the basis of what it is not. Whatever being is, it will allow this formulation:
“Being isthat and outside of that, nothing.”

Thusanew component of thereal hasjust appeared to us—non-being. Our problem
isthereby complicated, for we may no longer limit our inquiry to the relations of the
human being to being in-itself, but must include al so the relations of being with non-
being and the rel ations of human non-being with transcendent-being. But let usconsider
further.

I1.  Negations

Someone will object that being-in-itself can not furnish negative replies. Did not we
ourselves say that it was beyond affirmation as beyond negation? Furthermore ordinary
experience reduced toitself does not seem to disclose any non-being to us. | think that
there are fifteen hundred francs in my wallet, and | find only thirteen hundred; that
does not mean, someone will tell us, that experience had discovered for me the non-
being of fifteen hundred francs but simply that | have counted thirteen hundred-franc
notes. Negation proper (we aretold) is unthinkable; it could appear only on the level
of an act of judgment by which | should establish a comparison between the result
anticipated and the result obtained. Thus negation would be simply a quality of
judgment and the expectation of the questioner woul d be an expectation of thejudgment-
response. Asfor Nothingness, thiswould deriveitsorigin from negative judgments; it
would be a concept establishing the transcendent unity of all these judgments, a
propositional function of the type, “X is not.”

We see where this theory is leading; its proponents would make us conclude that
being-in-itself is full positivity and does not contain in itself any negation. This
negative judgment, on the other hand, by virtue of being a subjective act, is strictly
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identified with the affirmative judgment. They can not seethat Kant, for example, has
distinguished initsinternal texture the negative act of judgment from the affirmative
act. In each case a synthesis of concepts is operative; that synthesis, which is a
concrete and full event of psychic life, is operative here merely in the manner of the
copula“is’ and therein the manner of the copula“isnot.” Inthe sameway the manual
operation of sorting out (separation) and the manual operation of assembling (union)
are two objective conducts which possess the same reality of fact. Thus negation
would be“at theend” of the act of judgment without, however, being “in” being. Itis
like an unreal encompassed by two full realities neither of which claimsit; being-in-
itself, if questioned about negation, refersto judgment, sincebeingisonly what itis—
and judgment, awholly psychic positivity, refersto being sincejudgment formulatesa
negation which concerns being and which consequently istranscendent. Negation, the
result of concrete psychic operations, issupported in existence by thesevery operations
and isincapable of existing by itself; it hasthe existence of anoema-correlate; itsesse
resides exactly initspercipi. Nothingness, the conceptual unity of negative judgments,
can not have the slightest trace of reality, save that which the Stoics confer on their
“lecton.”™ Can we accept this concept?

The question can be put in theseterms: Isnegation asthe structure of thejudicative
proposition at the origin of nothingness? Or on the contrary is nothingness as the
structure of thereal, the origin and foundation of negation? Thusthe problem of being
had referred usfirst to that of the question as ahuman attitude, and the problem of the
question now refers us to that of the being of negation.

It isevident that non-being always appearswithin the limits of ahuman expectation.
Itisbecause| expect to find fifteen hundred francsthat | find only thirteen hundred. It
is because a physicist expects a certain verification of his hypothesis that nature can
tell him no. It would bein vain to deny that negation appears on the original basis of
arelation of man to theworld. The world does not discloseits non-beingsto onewho
has not first posited them as possibilities. But isthis to say that these non-beings are
to be reduced to pure subjectivity? Does this mean to say that we ought to give them
the importance and the type of existence of the Stoic “lecton,” of Husserl’s noema?
We think not.

First it is not true that negation is only a quality of judgment. The question is
formulated by an interrogative judgment, but it is not itself a judgment; it is a pre-
judicative attitude. | can question by alook, by agesture. In posing aquestion | stand
facing being in a certain way and this relation to being is a relation of being; the
judgment is only one optional expression of it. At the sametimeit is not necessarily
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aperson whom the questioner questions about being; this conception of the question
by making of it an intersubjective phenomenon, detachesit from the being to which it
adheresand leavesit intheair aspure modality of dialogue. On the contrary; we must
consider thequestionin dialogueto be only aparticul ar speciesof the genus* question;”

thebeingin questionisnot necessarily athinking being. If my car breaksdown, itisthe
carburetor, the spark plugs, etc., that | question. If my watch stops, | can question the
watchmaker about the cause of the stopping, but it is the various mechanisms of the
watch that the watchmaker will in turn question. What | expect from the carburetor,

what the watchmaker expects from the works of the watch, is not ajudgment; itisa
disclosure of being on the basis of which we can make ajudgment. And if | expect a
disclosure of being, | am prepared at the same time for the eventuality of adisclosure
of anon-being. If | question the carburetor, it is because | consider it possible that
“thereis nothing there” in the carburetor. Thus my question by its nature envelops a
certain pre-judicative comprehension of non-being; it isin itself arelation of being
with non-being, onthebasis of the original transcendence; that is, in arelation of being
with being.

Moreover if the proper nature of the question is obscured by the fact that questions
are frequently put by one man to other men, it should be pointed out here that there
are numerous non-judicative conducts which present this immediate comprehension
of non-being on the basis of being—initsoriginal purity. If, for example, we consider
destruction, we must recognize that it is an activity which doubtless could utilize
judgment asan instrument but which can not be defined as uniquely or even primarily
judicative. “Destruction” presents the same structure as “the question.” In a sense,
certainly, man is the only being by whom a destruction can be accomplished. A
geological plication, astorm do not destroy—or at |east they do not destroy directly;
they merely modify the distribution of masses of beings. There is no less after the
storm than before. There is something else. Even this expression is improper, for to
posit otherness there must be a witness who can retain the past in some manner and
compareit to the present in the form of no longer. In the absence of thiswitness, there
isbeing before as after the storm—that isall. If acyclone can bring about the death of
certain living beings, thisdeath will bedestruction only if it isexperienced assuch. In
order for destruction to exist, there must be first a relation of man to being—i.e., a
transcendence; and withinthelimitsof thisrelation, it is necessary that man apprehend
one being as destructible. This supposes a limiting cutting into being by a being,
which, aswe saw in connection with truth, isaready aprocess of nihilation. Thebeing
under consideration is that and outside of that nothing. The gunner who has been
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assigned an objective carefully pointshisgunin acertain direction excluding all others.
But even this would still be nothing unless the being of the gunner’s objective is
revealed asfragile. And what isfragility if not acertain probability of non-being for a
given being under determined circumstances. A beingisfragileif it carriesinitsbeing a
definite possibility of non-being. But once againit isthrough man that fragility comes
into being, for theindividualizing limitation which we mentioned earlier isthe condition
of fragility; one being isfragile and not all being, for the latter isbeyond all possible
destruction. Thustherelation of individualizing limitation which man entersinto with
onebeing ontheoriginal basisof hisrelation to being causesfragility to enter into this
being asthe appearance of apermanent possibility of non-being. But thisisnot al. In
order for destructibility to exist, man must determine himself in the face of this
possibility of non-being, either positively or negatively; he must either take the
necessary measuresto realizeit (destruction proper) or, by anegation of non-being, to
maintain it alwaysonthelevel of asimple possibility (by preventive measures). Thus
it is man who renders cities destructible, precisely because he posits them as fragile
and as precious and because he adopts a system of protective measureswith regard to
them. It is because of this ensemble of measures that an earthquake or a volcanic
eruption can destroy these cities or these human constructions. The original meaning
and aim of war are contained in the smallest building of man. It is necessary then to
recognizethat destruction isan essentially human thing and that it isman who destroys
his cities through the agency of earthquakes or directly, who destroys his ships
through the agency of cyclones or directly. But at the same time it is necessary to
acknowledgethat destruction supposes a pre-judicative comprehension of nothingness
as such and a conduct in the face of nothingness. In addition destruction although
coming into being through man, is an objective fact and not a thought. Fragility has
been impressed upon the very being of this vase, and its destruction would be an
irreversible absolute event which | could only verify. Thereisatransphenomenality of
non-being as of being. The examination of “destruction” leads us then to the same
results as the examination of “the question.”

But if we wish to decide with certainty, we need only to consider an example of a
negative judgment and to ask ourselves whether it causes non-being to appear at the
heart of being or merely limits itself to determining a prior revelation. | have an
appointment with Pierre at four o’ clock. | arrive at the café a quarter of an hour late.
Pierreisalways punctual. Will he have waited for me?1 look at the room, the patrons,
and | say, “Heisnot here.” Isthere an intuition of Pierre’s absence, or does negation
indeed enter in only with judgment? At first sight it seems absurd to speak here of
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intuition since to be exact there could not be an intuition of nothing and since the
absence of Pierre is this nothing. Popular consciousness, however, bears withess to
thisintuition. Do we not say, for example, “1 suddenly saw that he was not there.” Is
this just amatter of misplacing the negation? Let uslook alittle closer.

Itiscertain that the café by itself with its patrons, itstables, its booths, itsmirrors,
itslight, its smoky atmosphere, and the sounds of voices, rattling saucers, and footsteps
whichfill it—thecaféisafullnessof being. And all theintuitions of detail which| can
have arefilled by these odors, these sounds, these colors, all phenomenawhich have
atransphenomenal being. Similarly Pierre'sactual presencein aplacewhich | do not
know isal so aplenitude of being. We seem to have found fullness everywhere. But we
must observe that in perception there is always the construction of a figure on a
ground. No one object, no group of objectsis especially designed to be organized as
specifically either ground or figure; al depends on the direction of my attention. When
| enter this café to search for Pierre, thereisformed asynthetic organization of all the
objects in the café on the ground of which Pierre is given as about to appear. This
organization of the café as the ground is an original nihilation. Each element of the
setting, aperson, atable, achair, attemptstoisolateitself, tolift itself upon the ground
congtituted by the totality of the other objects, only to fall back once more into the
undifferentiation of thisground; it meltsinto the ground. For the ground isthat which
isseen only in addition, that which isthe object of apurely margina attention. Thus
theoriginal nihilation of all thefigureswhich appear and are swallowed up inthetotal
neutrality of aground is the necessary condition for the appearance of the principle
figure, whichisheretheperson of Pierre. Thisnihilationisgivento my intuition; | am
witnessto the successive disappearance of all the objectswhich | look at—in particular
of the faces, which detain me for an instant (Could this be Pierre?) and which as
quickly decompose precisely because they “are not” the face of Pierre. Nevertheless
if | should finally discover Pierre, my intuition would be filled by a solid element, |
should be suddenly arrested by his face and the whole café would organize itself
around him as a discrete presence.

But now Pierreisnot here. Thisdoesnot mean that | discover hisabsencein some
precise spot in the establishment. In fact Pierre is absent from the whole café; his
absence fixes the café in its evanescence; the café remains ground; it persists in
offering itself as an undifferentiated totality to my only marginal attention; it slips
into the background; it pursuesitsnihilation. Only it makesitself ground for adetermined
figure; it carriesthefigure everywherein front of it, presentsthefigure everywhereto
me. Thisfigure which dlips constantly between my look and the solid, real objects of
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thecaféisprecisaly aperpetual disappearance; itisPierreraising himself asnothingness
on the ground of the nihilation of the café. So that what is offered to intuition is a
flickering of nothingness; it is the nothingness of the ground, the nihilation of which
summons and demands the appearance of the figure, and it is the figure—the
nothingnesswhich dlipsasanothing to the surface of the ground. It servesasfoundation
for the judgment—"Pierre is not here.” It isin fact the intuitive apprehension of a
double nihilation. To be sure, Pierre's absence supposes an original relation between
me and this café; thereis an infinity of people who are without any relation with this
caféfor want of areal expectation which establishestheir absence. But, to be exact, |
myself expected to see Pierre, and my expectation has caused the absence of Pierreto
happen asareal event concerning thiscafe. Itisan objectivefact at present that | have
discovered this absence, and it presents itself as a synthetic relation between Pierre
and the setting in which | am looking for him. Pierre absent hauntsthis café and isthe
condition of its self-nihilating organization asground. By contrast, judgmentswhich|
can make subsequently to amuse myself, such as, “Wellingtonisnot in this café, Paul
Valéry is no longer here, etc.” —these have a purely abstract meaning; they are pure
applications of the principle of negation without real or efficacious foundation, and
they never succeed in establishing areal relation between the care and Wellington or
Valéry. Heretherelation “isnot” ismerely thought. Thisexampleis sufficient to show
that non-being does not come to things by a negative judgment; it is the negative
judgment, on the contrary, which is conditioned and supported by non-being.

How could it be otherwise? How could we even conceive of the negative form of
judgment if all isplenitude of being and positivity? We believed for amoment that the
negation could arise from the comparison instituted between the result anticipated and
theresult obtained. But let uslook at that comparison. Hereisan original judgment, a
concrete, positive psychic act which establishes afact: “ There are 1300 francsin my
wallet.” Thenthereisanother which issomething el se, nolonger it but an establishing
of fact and an affirmation: “I expected to find 1500 francs.” There we have real and
objectivefacts, psychic, and positive events, affirmative judgments. Where areweto
place negation? Areweto believethat it isapure and simple application of acategory?
And do we wish to hold that the mind in itself possesses the not as aform of sorting
out and separation? But in this case we remove even the dlightest suspicion of negativity
fromthe negation. If we admit that the category of the“ not” which existsin factinthe
mind and is a positive and concrete process to brace and systematize our knowledge,
if weadmit first that it issuddenly released by the presencein us of certain affirmative
judgments and then that it comes suddenly to mark with its seal certain thoughts
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which result from these judgments—by these considerations we will have carefully
stripped negation of all negative function. For negation is arefusal of existence. By
means of it abeing (or away of being) is posited, then thrown back to nothingness. If
negationisacategory, if itisonly asort of plug set indifferently on certain judgments,
then how will we explain thefact that it can nihilate abeing, causeit suddenly to arise,
and then appoint it to ‘ be thrown back to non-being? If prior judgments establish fact,
like those ‘ which we have taken for examples, negation must be like afree discovery,
it must tear us away from this wall of positivity which encircles us. Negation is an
abrupt break in continuity which can not in any case result from prior affirmations; it
is an original and irreducible event. Here we are in the realm of consciousness.
Consciousnessmoreover can not produce anegation except intheform of consciousness
of negation. No category can “inhabit” consciousness and reside therein the manner of
athing. Thenot, asan abrupt intuitive discovery, appears as consciousness (of being),
consciousness of thenot. Inaword, if being iseverywhere, it isnot only Nothingness
which, asBergson maintains, isinconceivable; for negation will never bederived from
being. The necessary condition for our saying not is that non-being be a perpetua
presence in us and outside of us, that nothingness haunt being.

Note

1 An abstraction or something with purely nominal existence—like space or time.
Tr.



7 Thesdf

What is this subjective being that | am? The distinction between reflexive
consciousness (la conscience réflexive) and pre-reflexive consciousness
(la conscience préréflexive) is essential to understanding Sartre’s
phenomenology of the self. It finds its original and clearest expression not
in Being and Nothingness but in Sartre’s short 1937 work The
Transcendence of the Ego.

There Sartre argues against Husserl, that there is no transcendental
ego, no irreducibly subjective and psychic self, no hidden inner source of
one’s own mental states. Husserl’s transcendental ego is transcendental
in two senses. On quasi-Kantian grounds, Husserl argues in Cartesian
Meditations and elsewhere that there exists an ego that is a necessary
condition for experience. The ego also transcends our ordinary pre-
phenomenological consciousness. It is not to be found within the world of
the natural attitude. It is revealed as the source of the transcendental field, or
subjective consciousness, by the application of the epoché or transcendental
reduction. It is the subjective ‘pole’ of my mental states and does not exist
without them. It explains my numerical identity over time. It is what | ultimately
am.

In The Transcendence of the Ego Sartre brings this argument against
Husserl: Phenomenology is the description of what appears to
consciousness, without any preconception about the objective reality of
what thus appears. But no transcendental ego is given to consciousness,
not before the phenomenological epoché and not after it. Rather, Husserl
assumes or postulates the transcendental ego as an explanation of how
consciousness is possible. It is not the role of phenomenology to postulate
but to describe. Ironically, the transcendental ego falls before the epoché.
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It does not follow from this argument alone that there is no transcendental
ego, only that there are no consistent phenomenological grounds for
postulating one. Nevertheless, Sartre insists on subjectivity: that which is
conscious is not what consciousness is consciousness of. The subject of
consciousness, is not an object of that consciousness.

Sartre thinks that the existence of the transcendental is inconsistent with
the unity of consciousness. There is a unity of consciousness, so there is
no transcendental ego. He perhaps overestimates the role of the
transcendental ego in unifying consciousness in Husserl’s philosophy.
Husserl thinks that acts of consciousness are parts of the same
consciousness through the horizontal and vertical intentionalities of time
consciousness. However, Husserl does think that some mental act’s being
mine is its source being a particular transcendental ego. Sartre suggests
instead that it is the intentional object of acts of consciousness that accounts
for their unity. Consciousness unifies itself in the face of its objects and that
is as much unity as consciousness has. Neither thinker has resolved the
ultimate problem of what it is for acts of consciousness to be mine.

Sartre also argues that the existence of the transcendental ego is
inconsistent with the freedom of consciousness. Consciousness is free,
so there is no transcendental ego. Consciousness is a free spontaneity or
play of nothingness. If conscious states were directed by a transcendental
ego this spontaneity would be impossible.

The Transcendence of the Ego shows that Husserl misread Kant's theory
of the self in The Critique of Pure Reason and that Sartre understood Kant
correctly. Kant, like Sartre, rejected the transcendental ego although most
commentators, like Husserl, mistakenly ascribe it to Kant. In the Paralogisms
chapter of the Critique of Pure Reason Kant insists that there is no
substantial, subjective, quasi-Cartesian self. Kant's distinction between
the noumenal self and the phenomenal self is only the distinction between
how | am and how | appear to myself. The noumenal self is not an extra
entity.

The psychic subject according to Sartre, far from being the subjective
source of consciousness, is itself a product of consciousness. It is in fact
the result of consciousness being turned on consciousness in reflexive
consciousness. The | is not a psychic subject but a psychic object: the
intentional object of reflexive consciousness. In reflection | appear to myself
as an ego. Independently of reflection | am the me. In the world, as the me,
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I am a psycho-physical totality, a flesh and blood thinking, feeling, moving,
human being.

Pre-reflexive consciousness is the ordinary awareness of objects in the
external world that we exercise typically from morning to night. Reflexive
consciousness is consciousness of consciousness: a new act of
consciousness directed by consciousness onto itself. Reflexive
consciousness is only intermittently exercised on pre-reflexive
consciousness so the picture so far seems reasonably clear: There is pre-
reflexive consciousness whenever we are conscious. From time to time we
are self-conscious in that a new act of consciousness is directed onto
consciousness by itself.

Sartre complicates this picture by saying that every consciousness is a
consciousness of existing. Pre-reflexive consciousness is conscious of
itself and reflexive consciousness is conscious of itself. In addition to this,
reflexive consciousness is an intermittent consciousness of pre-reflexive
consciousness.

Why does Sartre present us with this complicated and barely coherent
picture? He says, for example, consciousness is consciousness of itself
rather than consciousness is conscious of itself, meaning that it is identical
with the awareness it has of itself. What is the subject and the object of this
awareness?

Sartre’s motivation is Cartesian and anti-Freudian. As we shall see in the
discussions of bad faith and psychoanalysis (Chapters 11 and 13 below),
Sartre thinks there is no unconscious. Indeed the idea of an unconscious
mental state is contradictory and so impossible. He agrees with Descartes
that if | am a mental state then | am aware of that mental state. All
consciousness is therefore self-intimating or transparent. If that is so
however, reflexive consciousness would seem to be redundant. Prereflexive,
consciousness is already ‘a consciousness of itself’ so there is no need for
reflection to inspect its states.

There are important differences between the self-intimations of
prereflexive consciousness and the acts of reflexive consciousness. Not
only is reflexive consciousness presented with an ego and pre-reflexive
consciousness not presented with an ego (except, sometimes, the ego of
another). Reflexive consciousness consists in a set of mental acts extra to
or in addition to those of pre-reflexive consciousness. Reflexive-
consciousness always only takes conscious states and the ego as its
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objects. Pre-reflexive consciousness takes external objects as its objects,
as well as intimating its own mental states.

The findings of acts of reflective consciousness are incorrigible. The
findings of acts of pre-reflexive consciousness are corrigible in so far as
they are directed towards external objects. Sartre endorses the Cartesian
epistemological thesis that if | believe | am in a mental state, internally or
psychologically described, then that belief cannot be false. That awareness
cannot be non-veridical. In the case of awareness of objects in the external
world, however, there is always room for error. | may misidentify an object,
ascribe to it a property it lacks or think there is an object where there is none.
Reflexive consciousness delivers knowledge that is absolutely certain. If |
believe | am in a conscious state it is impossible for me to be mistaken.

It is doubtful that this doctrine is true. Obviously, if it is true that | believe |
am in a mental state then it follows validly that | am in at least one mental
state viz. that state of belief. Not much more than this can be said with
certainty however. This is not just because Sartre might be wrong about the
non-existence of an unconscious mind. It is also because | may be caused
to believe | am in a mental state by something other than my being in it. If
Sartre is wrong and there is an unconscious mind then | may be in a mental
state and not know | am in it, and | may believe | am in a mental state and that
belief may be false.

Sartre, however, thinks the corrigible/incorrigible distinction marks
another important difference between reflexive and pre-reflexive
consciousness. Pre-reflexive conscious of external objects is corrigible.
Reflexive conscious of consciousness is incorrigible.

This picture of self-consciousness depends on there being
consciousness of objects outside the mind. Consciousness unifies itself
only through its objects and only as unified can it be its own object.
Intentionality depends upon on external objects, a unified consciousness
depends on intentionality and self-consciousness depends upon a unified
consciousness. Self-consciousness is therefore not only consistent with
consciousness being embedded in the world, it presupposes it. We see
here another way in which our being is being-in-the-world.

THE TRANSCENDENCE OF THE EGO

The |l and the me
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The cogito asreflective consciousness

The Kantian | Think is a condition of possibility. The Cogito of Descartes and of
Husserl is an apprehension of fact. We have heard of the “factua necessity” of the
Cogito, and this phrase seemsto me most apt. Also, it is undeniable that the Cogitois
personal. Inthel Think thereisan | who thinks. We attain herethel inits purity, and
it isindeed from the Cogito that an “Egology” must take its point of departure. The
fact that can serve for astart is, then, this one: each time we apprehend our thought,
whether by animmediateintuition or by anintuition based on memory, we apprehend
an | which isthe | of the apprehended thought, and which is given, in addition, as
transcending this thought and all other possible thoughts. If, for example, | want to
remember acertain landscape perceived yesterday fromthetrain, it ispossiblefor me
to bring back the memory of that landscape as such. But | can also recollect that | was
seeing that landscape. Thisiswhat Husserl calls, in Vorlesungen Zur Phanomenologie
DesInneren Zeitbewusstseins, the possibility of reflecting in memory. In other words,
| can aways perform any recollection whatsoever in the personal mode, and at once
the | appears. Such isthe factual guarantee of the Kantian claim concerning validity.
Thusit seemsthat there is not one of my consciousnesses which | do not apprehend
as provided with an I.

But it must be remembered that all the writerswho have described the Cogito have
dealt with it as a reflective operation, that is to say, as an operation of the second
degree. Such aCogitois performed by aconsciousness directed upon consciousness,
aconsciousness which takes consciousness as an object. Let usagree: the certitude of
the Cogito is absolute, for, as Husserl said, there is an indissoluble unity of the
reflecting consciousness and thereflected consciousness (to the point that thereflecting
consciousness could not exist without the reflected consciousness). But the fact
remains that we are in the presence of a synthesis of two consciousnesses, one of
which is consciousness of the other. Thus the essential principle of phenomenology,
“all consciousness is consciousness of something,” is preserved. Now, my reflecting
consciousness does not take itself for an object when | effect the Cogito. What it
affirms concernsthe reflected consciousness. Insofar as my reflecting consciousness
is consciousness of itself, it is non-positional consciousness. It becomes positional
only by directing itself upon the reflected consciousness which itself was not a
positional consciousness of itself before being reflected. Thus the consciousness
which says| Thinkis precisely not the consciousness which thinks. Or rather it is not
its own thought which it posits by this thetic act. We are then justified in asking
ourselvesif the | which thinksis common to the two superimposed consciousnesses,
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orif itisnot rather thel of thereflected consciousness. All reflecting consciousnessis,
indeed, initself unreflected, and anew act of the third degreeis necessary in order to
positit. Moreover, thereis no infinite regress here, since a consciousness has no need
at all of areflecting consciousnessin order to be conscious of itself. It simply doesnot
posit itself as an object.

But isit not precisely the reflective act which gives birth to the mein the reflected
consciousness? Thuswould be explained how every thought apprehended by intuition
possesses an |, without falling into the difficulties noted in the preceding section.
Husserl would be the first to acknowledge that an unreflected thought undergoes a
radical modification in becoming reflected. But need one confinethismodificationto a
loss of “naiveté’? Would not the appearance of the | be what is essential in this
change?

One must evidently revert to a concrete experience, which may seem impossible,
since by definition such an experienceisreflective, that isto say, supplied with an I.
But every unreflected consciousness, being non-thetic consciousness of itself, leaves
a non-thetic memory that one can consult. To do so it suffices to try to reconstitute
the complete moment in which this unreflected consciousness appeared (which by
definition isalways possible). For example, | was absorbed just now in my reading. |
am going to try to remember the circumstances of my reading, my attitude, the lines
that | wasreading. | am thusgoing to revive not only these external detailsbut acertain
depth of unreflected consciousness, since the objects could only have been perceived
by that consciousness and since they remain relative to it. That consciousness must
not be posited as object of areflection. On the contrary, | must direct my attention to
the revived objects, but without losing sight of the unreflected consciousness, by
joining in asort of conspiracy with it and by drawing up aninventory of itscontentin
anon-positional manner. Thereisno doubt about the result: while | wasreading, there
was consciousness of the book, of the heroes of the novel, but the | was not inhabiting
this consciousness. It was only consciousness of the object and non-positional
consciousness of itself. | can now make these a-thetically apprehended results the
object of athesisand declare: therewasno | inthe unreflected consciousness. It should
not be thought that this operation is artificial or conceived for the needs of the case.
Thanksto this operation, evidently, Titchener could say in his Textbook of Psychology
that the me was very often absent from his consciousness. He went no further,
however, and did not attempt to classify the states of consciousness lacking ame.

It is undoubtedly tempting to object that this operation, this non-reflective
apprehension of one consciousness by another consciousness, can evidently take
place only by memory, and that thereforeit does not profit from the absol ute certitude
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inherent in a reflective act. We would then find ourselves, on the one hand, with an
absolutely certain act which permitsthe presence of thel in therefl ected consciousness
to be affirmed, and, on the other hand, with a questionable memory which would
purport to show the absence of the | from the unreflected consciousness. It would
seem that we have no right to oppose the latter to the former. But | must point out that
the memory of the unreflected consciousness is not opposed to the data of the
reflective consciousness. No one would deny for a moment that the | appearsin a
reflected consciousness. It is simply a question of opposing a reflective memory of
my reading (“1 was reading”), which is itself of a questionable nature, to a non-
reflective memory. The validity of apresent reflection, infact, does not reach beyond
the consciousness presently apprehended. And reflective memory, to which we are
obliged to have recourse in order to reinstate elapsed consciousnesses, besides its
questionable character owing to its nature as memory, remains suspect since, in the
opinion of Husserl himself, reflection modifies the spontaneous consciousness. Since,
in consequence, al the non-reflective memories of unreflected consciousness show me
aconsciousnesswithout a me, and since, on the other hand, theoretical considerations
concerning consciousnesswhich are based on intuition of essence have constrained us
torecognizethat the | cannot be apart of theinternal structure of Erlebnisse, we must
therefore conclude: thereisno | on the unreflected level. When | run after astreetcar,
when | look at the time, when | am absorbed in contemplating aportrait, thereisnol.
Thereisconsciousness of the streetcar-having-to-be-overtaken, etc., and non-positional
consciousness of consciousness. In fact, | am then plunged into the world of objects;
it is they which constitute the unity of my consciousnesses; it is they which present
themselves with values, with attractive and repellent qualities— but me, | have
disappeared; | have annihilated myself. Thereisno placefor meonthislevel. And this
isnot amatter of chance, due to amomentary lapse of attention, but happens because
of the very structure of consciousness.

Thisiswhat a description of the Cogito will make even more obvious to us. Can
one say, indeed, that the reflective act apprehendsthe | and the thinking consciousness
to the same degree and in the same way? Husser| insists on the fact that the certitude
of thereflective act comes from apprehending consciousness without facets, without
profiles, completely (without Abschattungen). Thisis evidently so. On the contrary,
the spatio-temporal object always manifestsitself through an infinity of aspects and
is, at bottom, only the ideal unity of thisinfinity. As for meanings, or eterna truths,
they affirm their transcendence in that the moment they appear they are given as
independent of time, whereas the consciousness which apprehends them is, on the
contrary, individuated through and through in duration. Now we ask: when areflective
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consciousness apprehends the | Think, does it apprehend a full and concrete
consciousness gathered into areal moment of concreteduration? Thereply isclear: the
| isnot given asaconcrete moment, aperishable structure of my actual consciousness.
On the contrary, it affirms its permanence beyond this consciousness and all
consciousnesses, and— although it scarcely resemblesamathematical truth—itstype
of existence comes much nearer to that of eternal truthsthan to that of consciousness.

Indeed, it is obvious that Descartes passed from the Cogito to the idea of thinking
substance because he believed that | and think are onthe samelevel. We havejust seen
that Husserl, although less obviously, is ultimately subject to the same reproach. |
quite recognize that Husserl grants to the | a special transcendence which is not the
transcendence of the object, and which one could call atranscendence “from above.”
But by what right? And how account for this privileged treatment of the | if not by
metaphysical and Critical preoccupations which have nothing to do with
phenomenology? L et usbe moreradical and assert without fear that all transcendence
must fall under the ep???; thus, perhaps, we shall avoid writing such awkward
chapters as Section Sixty-one of Ideen Zu Einer Reinen Phanomenologischen
Philosophie. If thel inthe think affirmsitself astranscendent, thisisbecausethel is
not of the same nature as transcendental consciousness.

Let us also note that the | Think does not appear to reflection as the reflected
consciousness: it isgiven through reflected consciousness. To besure, it isapprehended
by intuition and is an object grasped with evidence. But we know what a service
Husserl hasrendered to philosophy by distinguishing diverse kinds of evidence. Well,
itisonly too certainthat thel of the | Think isan object grasped with neither apodictic
nor adequate evidence. The evidenceis not apodictic, since by saying | we affirm far
more than we know. It is not adequate, for the | is presented as an opague reality
whose content would have to be unfolded. To be sure, the | manifests itself as the
source of consciousness. But that alone should make us pause. Indeed, for this very
reason the | appears veiled, indistinct through consciousness, like a pebble at the
bottom of the water. For this very reason the | is deceptive from the start, since we
know that nothing but consciousness can be the source of consciousness.

In addition, if thel isapart of consciousness, there would then betwo I's: the | of
thereflective consciousness and the | of the reflected consciousness. Fink, thedisciple
of Husserl, is even acquainted with a third I, disengaged by the ep???, the | of
transcendental consciousness. Hence the problem of the three I’ s, whose difficulties
Fink agreeably mentions. For us, this problem is quite simply insoluble. For it is
inadmissible that any communi cation could be established between thereflective | and
thereflected | if they arereal elements of consciousness; aboveall, itisinadmissible
that they may finally achieve identity in one uniquel.
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By way of conclusion to this analysis, it seems to me that one can make the
following statements:

First, thel isan existent. It has aconcrete type of existence, undoubtedly different
from the existence of mathematical truths, of meanings, or of spatio-temporal beings,
but no lessreal. Thel givesitself as transcendent.

Second, the | proffersitself to an intuition of a special kind which apprehendsiit,
aways inadequately, behind the reflected consciousness.

Third, thel never appears except on the occasion of areflectiveact. Inthiscase, the
complex structure of consciousnessisasfollows: thereisan unreflected act of reflection,
without an |, which is directed on areflected consciousness. The latter becomes the
object of thereflecting consciousnesswithout ceasing to affirm itsown object (achair,
a mathematical truth, etc.). At the same time, a new object appears which is the
occasion for an affirmation by reflective consciousness, and which is consequently
not on the samelevel asthe unreflected consciousness (becausethelatter consciousness
isan absol ute which has no need of reflective consciousnessin order to exist), nor on
thesamelevel asthe object of the reflected consciousness (chair, etc.). Thistranscendent
object of thereflective actisthel.

Fourth, thetranscendent | must fall before the stroke of phenomenological reduction.
The Cogito affirms too much. The certain content of the pseudo-“Cogito” is not “ |
have consciousness of this chair,” but “There is consciousness of this chair.” This
content is sufficient to constitute an infinite and absolute field of investigation for
phenomenol ogy.

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

Theimmediate structure of thefor-itself

Any study of human reality must begin with the cogito. But the Cartesian “| think” is
conceived in the instantaneous perspective of temporality. Can wefind in the heart of
the cogito away of transcending this instantaneity? If human reality were limited to
the being of the “I think,” it would have only the truth of an instant. And it isindeed
truethat with Descartesthe cogito is an instantaneoustotality, since by itself it makes
no claim on the future and since an act of continuous “creation” is necessary to make
it pass from one instant to another. But can we even conceive of the truth of an
instant? Doesthe cogito not in its own way engage both past and future? Heidegger is
so persuaded that the“| think” of Husserl isatrap for larks, fascinating and ensnaring,
that he has completely avoided any appeal to consciousness in his description of
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Dasein. His god isto show it immediately as care; that is, as escaping itsdlf in the
project of self toward the possibilities which it is. It is this projection of the self
outside the self which he calls “understanding” (Verstand) and which permits him to
establish human reality asbeing a“revealing-revealed.” But this attempt to show first
the escape from self of the Dasein is going to encounter in turn insurmountable
difficulties; we cannot first suppress the dimension “consciousness,” not eveniif it is
in order to re-establish it subsequently. Understanding has meaning only if it is
consciousness of understanding. My possibility can exist as my possibility only if it
ismy consciousness which escapesitself toward my possibility. Otherwise thewhole
system of being and its possibilitieswill fall into the unconscious—that isinto thein-
itself. Behold, we are thrown back again towards the cogito. We must make this our
point of departure. Can we extend it without losing the benefits of reflective evidence?
What has the description of the for-itself revealed to us?

First we have encountered anihilation in which the being of thefor-itself isaffected
in its being. This revelation of nothingness did not seem to us to pass beyond the
limits of the cogito. But let us consider more closely.

The for-itself can not sustain nihilation without determining itself as a lack of
being. This meansthat the nihilation does not coincide with a simple introduction of
emptiness into consciousness. An external being has not expelled the in-itself from
consciousness; rather the for-itself is perpetually determining itself not to be the in-
itself. This meansthat it can establish itself only in terms of the in-itself and against
the in-itself. Thus since the nihilation is the nihilation of being, it represents the
original connection between the being of the for-itself and the being of the in-itself.
The concrete, rea in-itself is wholly present to the heart of consciousness as that
which consciousness determinesitself not to be. The cogito must necessarily lead us
to discover thistotal, out-of-reach presence of the in-itself. Of course the fact of this
presence will be the very transcendence of the for-itself. But it is precisely the
nihilation whichisthe origin of transcendence conceived asthe original bond between
the for-itself and thein-itself. Thus we catch aglimpse of away of getting out of the
cogito. We shall seelater indeed that the profound meaning of the cogito isessentially
to refer outside itself. But it is not yet time to describe this characteristic of the for-
itself. What our ontological description hasimmediately revealed isthat thisbeingis
thefoundation of itself asalack of being; that is, that it determinesits being by means
of abeing which itis not.

Nevertheless there are many ways of not being and some of them do not touch the
inner nature of the being whichisnot what itisnot. If, for example, | say of aninkwell
that itisnot abird, theinkwell and the bird remain untouched by the negation. Thisis
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an external relation which can be established only by ahuman reality acting aswitness.
By contrast, thereisatype of negation which establishes an internal relation between
what one denies and that concerning which the denial is made.!

Of dl internal negations, the one which penetrates most deeply into being, the one
which constitutes in its being the being concerning which it makes the denial along
with the being which it denies—this negationislack. Thislack does not belong to the
nature of the in-itself, which is all positivity. It appears in the world only with the
upsurge of human reality. It isonly in the human world that there can be lacks. A lack
presupposes atrinity: that which is missing or “the lacking,” that which misses what
islacking or “the existing,” and atotality which has been broken by the lacking and
which would be restored by the synthesis of “the lacking” and “the existing”—thisis
“the lacked.”? The being which is released to the intuition of human reality is always
that to which some thing is lacking—i.e., the existing. For example, if | say that the
moonisnot full and that one quarter islacking, | basethisjudgment on full intuition of
the crescent moon. Thuswhat is released to intuition is an in-itself which by itself is
neither complete nor incomplete but which simply iswhat it is, without relation with
other beings. In order for this in-itself to be grasped as the crescent moon, it is
necessary that a human reality surpass the given toward the project of the realized
totality—here the disk of the full moon—and return toward the given to constitute it
as the crescent moon; that is, in order to realizeit inits being in terms of the totality
which becomesiits foundation. In this same surpassing the lacking will be posited as
that whose synthetic addition to the existing will reconstitute the synthetic totality of
the lacked. In this sense the lacking is of the same nature as the existing; it would
suffice to reverse the situation in order for it to become the existing to which the
lacking is missing, while the existing would become the lacking. Thislacking asthe
complement of the existing is determined in its being by the synthetic totality of the
lacked. Thusin the human world, theincomplete being which is released to intuition
aslacking is constituted in its being by the lacked—that is, by what it is not. It isthe
full moon which confers on the crescent moon its being as crescent; what-is-not
determines what-is. It is in the being of the existing, as the correlate of a human
transcendence, to lead outside itself to the being which it is not—as to its meaning.

Human reality by which lack appearsin theworld must beitself alack. For lack can
comeinto being only through lack; thein-itself can not bethe occasion of lack inthein-
itself. In other words, in order for being to be lacking or lacked, it is necessary that a
being makeitself its own lack; only abeing which lacks can surpass being toward the
lacked.

The existence of desire asahuman fact is sufficient to prove that human redlity is
alack. In fact how can we explain desire if weinsist on viewing it as a psychic state;
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that is, as abeing whose natureisto be what it is? A being whichiswhat it is, to the
degreethat it is considered as being what it is, summons nothing to itself in order to
completeitself. Anincompletecircle doesnot call for completion unlessit issurpassed
by human transcendence. In-itself it is complete and perfectly positive as an open
curve. A psychic state which existed with the sufficiency of this curve could not
possessin addition the slightest “ appeal to” something el se; it would beitself without
any relation to what is not it. In order to constitute it as hunger or thirst, an external
transcendence surpassing it toward thetotality “ satisfied hunger” would be necessary,
just as the crescent moon is surpassed toward the full moon.

We will not get out of the difficulty by making desire a conatus conceived in the
manner of aphysical force. For the conatusonceagain, even if wegrant it the efficiency
of a cause, can not possess in itself the character of a reaching out toward another
state. The conatus as the producer of states can not be identified with desire as the
appeal from astate. Neither will recourseto psycho-physiological parallelism enable
us better to clear away the difficulties. Thirst as an organic phenomenon, as a
“physiological” need of water, does not exist. An organism deprived of water presents
certain positive phenomena: for exampl e, acertain coagul ating thickening of theblood,
which provokesin turn certain other phenomena. The ensembleis a positive state of
the organism which refers only to itself, exactly as the thickening of a solution from
which thewater has evaporated can not be considered by itself asthe solution’sdesire
of water. If we suppose an exact correspondence between the mental and the
physiological, this correspondence can be established only on the basis of ontological
identity, as Spinoza has seen. Consequently the being of psychic thirst will be the
being initself of astate, and we arereferred once again to atranscendent witness. But
then the thirst will be desire for this transcendence but not for itself; it will be desire
inthe eyesof another. If desireisto be ableto bedesiretoitself it must necessarily be
itself transcendence; that is, it must by nature be an escape from itself toward the
desired object. In other words, it must be a lack—but not an object-lack, a lack
undergone, created by the surpassing which it is not; it must be its own lack of—.
Desireisalack of being. It is haunted in its inmost being by the being of which it is
desire. Thusit bearswitnessto the existence of lack in the being of human reality. But
if humanreality islack, thenitisthrough human reality that the trinity of the existing,
the lacking and the lacked comesinto being. What exactly are the three terms of this
trinity?

That which playsheretherole of theexistingiswhat isreleased to the cogito asthe
immediate of the desire; for example, itisthisfor-itself which we have apprehended as
not being what it is and being what it is not. But how are we to define the lacked?
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To answer this question, we must return to the idea of lack and determine more
exactly the bend which unitesthe existing to the lacking. This bond can not be one of
simple contiguity. If what islacking isin its very absence still profoundly present at
the heart of the existing, it is because the existing and the lacking are at the same
moment apprehended and surpassed in the unity of asingle totality. And that which
congtitutesitself aslack can do so only by surpassing itself toward one great broken
form. Thus lack is appearance on the ground of atotality. Moreover it matters little
whether this totality has been originally given and is now broken (e.g. “The arms of
the Venus di Milo are now lacking” ) or whether it has never yet been redized. (e.g.
“He lacks courage.”) What is important is only that the lacking and the existing are
given or are apprehended as about to be annihilated in the unity of the totality which
islacked. Everything whichislackingislacking to—for — What isgiveninthe unity
of aprimitive upsurgeisthefor, conceived as not yet being or as not being any longer,
an absence toward which the curtailed existing surpasses itself or is surpassed and
thereby constitutes itself as curtailed. What is the for of human reality?

The for-itself, as the foundation of itself, is the upsurge of the negation. The for-
itself foundsitself in so far asit deniesin relation toitself acertain being or amode of
being. What it denies or nihilates, aswe know, is being-in-itself. But no matter what
being-in-itself: human reality isbefore all elseits own nothingness. What it denies or
nihilates in relation to itself as for-itself can be only itself. The meaning of human
reality as nihilated is constituted by this nihilation and this presence in it of what it
nihilates; hence the self-as-being-in-itself iswhat human reality lacks and what makes
its meaning. Since human redlity in its primitive relation to itself isnot what it is, its
relation to itself is not primitive and can derive its meaning only from an original
relation which isthe null relation or identity. It is the self which would bewhat it is
which alows the for-itself to be apprehended as not being what it is; the relation
denied in the definition of the for-itself—which as such should be first posited—is a
relation (given as perpetually absent) between the for-itself and itself in the mode of
identity. The meaning of the subtle confusion by which thirst escapesand is not thirst
(in so far asit is consciousness of thirst), isathirst which would be thirst and which
haunts it. What the for-itself lacks is the self—or itself asin-itself.

Nevertheless we must not confuse this missing in itself (the lacked) with that of
facticity. The in-itself of facticity in its failure to found itself is reabsorbed in pure
presence in the world on the part of the for-itself The missing in-itself, on the other
hand is pure absence. Moreover the failure of the act to found the in-itself has caused
thefor-itself to rise up from thein-itself asthefoundation of its own nothingness. But
themeaning of the missing act of founding remainsastranscendent. Thefor-itself inits
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being isfailure becauseit is the foundation only of itself as nothingness. In truth this
failureisits very being, but it has meaning only if the for-itself apprehends itself as
failureinthe presence of thebeing which it hasfailed to be; that is, of the being which
would be the foundation of its being and no longer merely the foundation of its
nothingness—or, to put it another way, which would be itsfoundation as coincidence
with itself. By nature the cogito refersto the lacking and to the lacked, for the cogito
is haunted by being, as Descartes well realized.

Such is the origin of transcendence. Human redlity is its own surpassing toward
what it lacks; it surpassesitself toward the particular being which it would beif it were
what itis. Human reality isnot something which existsfirst in order afterwardsto lack
thisor that; it existsfirst aslack and in immediate, synthetic connection with what it
lacks. Thus the pure event by which human reality risesas apresenceintheworldis
apprehended by itself as its own lack. In its coming into existence human reality
graspsitself asan incomplete being. It apprehendsitself asbeingin so far asitisnot,
in the presence of the particular totality which it lacks and which it isin the form of
not being it and which iswhat it is. Human reality is a perpetual surpassing toward a
coincidence with itself which is never given. If the cogito reachestoward being, it is
because by its very thrust it surpasses itself toward being by qualifying itself in its
being asthe being to which coincidence with self islackingin order for it to bewhat it
is. The cogito isindissolubly linked to being-in-itself, not as athought to its object—
which would makethein-itself relative—but asalack to that which definesitslack. In
this sense the second Cartesian proof is rigorous. Imperfect being surpasses itself
toward perfect being; the being whichisthefoundation only of itsnothingness surpasses
itself toward the being which is the foundation of its being. But the being toward
which human reality surpasses itself is not a transcendent God; it is at the heart of
human reality; it is only human reality itself as totality.

Thistotality is not the pure and simple contingent in-itself of the transcendent. If
what consciousness apprehends as the being toward which it surpassesitself werethe
pure in-itself, it would coincide with the annihilation of consciousness. But
consciousness does not surpass itself toward it annihilation; it does not want to lose
itself in the in-itself of identity at the limit of its surpassing. It is for the for-itself as
such that the for-itself lays claim to being-in-itself.

Thus this perpetually absent being which haunts the for-itself isitself fixed in the
in-itself. It istheimpossible synthesis of the for-itself and thein-itself: it would beits
own foundation not as nothingness but as being and would preserve within it the
necessary translucency of consciousness along with the coincidence with itself of
being-in-itself. It would preserveinit that turning back upon the self which conditions
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every necessity and every foundation. But this return to the self would be without
distance; it would not be presenceto itself, but identity with itself. In short, thisbeing
would be exactly the self which we have shown can exist only as a perpetually
evanescent relation, but it would be this self as substantial being. Thus human reality
arises as such in the presence of its own totality or self asalack of that totality. And
this totality can not be given by nature, since it combines in itself the incompatible
characteristics of the in-itself and the for-itself.

L et no one reproach uswith capriciously inventing abeing of thiskind; when by a
further movement of thought the being and absolute absence of this totality are
hypostasized as transcendence beyond the world, it takes on the name of God. Is not
God a being who iswhat heis—in that heis al positivity and the foundation of the
world—and at the sametime abeing who isnot what heisand whoiswhat heisnot—
inthat heis self-consciousness and the necessary foundation of himself? The being of
human reality is suffering becauseit risesin being as perpetual ly haunted by atotality
whichitiswithout being ableto beit, precisely becauseit could not attain thein-itself
without losing itself as for-itself. Human reality therefore is by nature an unhappy
consciousness with no possibility of surpassing its unhappy state.

Notes

1 Hegelian opposition belongs to this type of negation. But this opposition must
itself be based onan original internal negation; that is, on lack. For example, if the
non-essential becomesin itsturn the essential, thisisbecauseit is experienced as
alack in the heart of the essential.

2 Lemanquant, “thelacking,” I existant, “theexisting”; lemanqué, “thelacked.” Le
manque is “the lack.” At times when manqué is used as an adjective, | have
trandated it as“missing,” e.g., I’ en-soi manqué, “the missing in-itself.” Tr.



8  Temporality

The phenomenology of time entails the description of kinds of time that are
scientifically inexplicable: paradigmatically, subjective or human time.
Although the Newtonian understanding of the objective ordering before,
simultaneous with, and after has been shown to be incomplete by Einstein’s
Special and General theories of relativity, physics is still powerless to say
anything about past, present and future or subjective time.

Understanding Sartre’s phenomenology of time in Part Two, Chapter
Two, of Being and Nothingness, extracts of which are reprinted below, requires
a grasp of Husserl’s Lectures on the Phenomenology of Internal Time
Consciousness (Vorlesungen zur Phanomenologie des innern
Zeitbewusstseins, delivered from 1905) and ‘temporality’ (Temporalitat) in
Heidegger's Being and Time.

Husserl's lectures, which facilitate a transition from the early
phenomenology of Logical Investigations (1900-1) to the ‘transcendental’
phenomenology of Ideas (1913), are a putative explanation of how objective
time may be apprehended. The temporal ordering of events in the external
world is not the temporal ordering of one’s own experiences: | think this
thought, am distracted by that sensation, etc., but outside of my mind this
physical event occurs then that physical event. Arguably anyone is only ever
directly acquainted with the temporal ordering of their own experiences, yet
believes in an objective ordering of event chains. The problem is: How is the
apprehension of such an objective time order possible ?

In a partial anticipation of his 1913 use of epoché, Husserl adopts a
methodological suspension of belief in objective time to explain its possibility
as an object for consciousness. World time, real time, the time of nature,
scientific and psychological time are all suspended but phenomenological
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time, or time as it is directly given to consciousness, is treated as an absolute,
indubitable, datum. The objective temporality of an event is then explained
as an achievement of consciousness. A melody, in Husserl's example, is
apprehended as an objective event through retention and protention. The
past course of the melody is partly retained and the future course of the
melody is partly anticipated in the present apprehension of the melody. The
melody is constituted as an objective temporal object for consciousness by
this retentive and anticipatory ‘reading into’ the present. Knowledge of the
objective time dealt with commonsensically, measured by clocks and studied
by science, presupposes phenomenological time.

As we have seen, Heidegger’'s aim in Being and Time is the clarification
of the meaning of the question of being (Seinsfrage). What is it to be? is
difficult to answer once we appreciate that being is not being something.
Being is not being red, or being perceived, or being spatio-temporal. The
possession of these properties is neither necessary nor sufficient for being
rather than not being.

Heidegger assumes that a necessary preliminary to the inquiry into being
is an inquiry into the kind of being that can pose the Seinsfrage, our own
being or Dasein. Much of Being and Time is then taken up with description
of the existential structures of Dasein’s being-in-the-world. However, towards
the end of the book Heidegger comes close to answering the Seinsfrage by
claiming a temporality that is primordial with regard to being, a kind of time
presupposed by being. This is a kind of becoming that is not so much
between the future and the past as the becoming past of the future. One’s
own being or Dasein entails this process.

Sartre is profoundly influenced by both Husserl's and Heidegger's
phenomenology of time. His views are partly their synthesis, or a
reconciliation of tensions between them.

Sartre seeks to avoid a paradox which vitiates the philosophy of time: The
past does not exist because it is over. The future does not exist because it
has not happened yet. The present does not exist because there is no time
interval between the past and the future. Nevertheless, the appearance of
all three temporal ekstases as real is existentially compelling.

Sartre’s solution, in the chapter of Being and Nothingness reproduced
below, is to argue that past present and future all exist, but as an original
synthesis. He means that past, present and future can not exist in abstraction
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from one another but only as a temporal whole. Any atomistic account of
time that fails to recognise this will fail.

Although past, present and future all are, they exist in three radically
different fashions. The past belongs to that fixed, inert and passive mode of
being that Sartre calls being-in-itself. The present is part of the spontaneous,
free, subjective, conscious, manner of being called being-for-itself. The
being of the future is neither being-in-itself nor being-for-itself. The future
exists as pure possibility. Nevertheless, being-for-itself has an ontologically
privileged role in the constitution of temporality. The past is someone’s
past. The present is someone’s present and the future is someone’s future.
If there were no subjective conscious beings, there would be no past, present
or future.

To see this, we need to draw a sharp distinction between past, present
and future on the one hand and before, simultaneous with and after, on the
other. If there is past, present and future then there is before, simultaneous
with and after but from the fact that there is before, simultaneous with and
after it does not follow that there is past, present and future. ‘Past’ means
‘before now’ and ‘future’ means ‘after now’ but ‘now’ means roughly ‘when
I am’, or ‘simultaneous with this thought/utterance of “now™. A historical
figure, say Louis XV, uses ‘past’, ‘present’ and ‘future’ indexed to his time.
We use them indexed to ours. ‘Before’, ‘simultaneous with’, and ‘after’ may
be used to denote an ordering that arguably obtains independently of tense.

Sartre says that | am my past and | am my future, and the for-itself can be
defined in terms of presence to being. My being is therefore intimately bound
up with my being temporal. | am my past because | am, so far, the totality of
my exercised choices in situations. | am my future because that is what my
present possibilities consist in. The being of the for-itself is present in both
senses of ‘present’. | am present in the sense that now is when | am but |
am present in the sense of in the presence of being. In the first sense, | am
present in a sense that contrasts with past and future. In the second sense,
| am present in a sense that contrasts with absent.

Sartre’s insistence that the ekstases of time are inseparable incorporates
Husserl's distinction between ‘retention’ and ‘protention’ but Sartre rejects
Husserl's view that subjective time may be even methodologically separated
from objective time.

In this he endorses the Heideggerian doctrine that our being is
fundamentally being-in-the world.
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BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

Temporality
|. ThePast

What then is the meaning of “was’? We see first of al that it is transitive. If | say,
“Paul isfatigued,” one might perhaps argue that the copula has an ontological value,
one might perhapswant to see there only an indication of inherence. But when we say,
“Paul wasfatigued,” the essential meaning of the“was’ leapsto our eyes:. the present
Paul is actualy responsible for having had this fatigue in the past. If he were not
sustaining this fatigue with his being, he would not even have forgotten that state;
there would be rather a“no-longer-being” strictly identical with a“not-being.” The
fatigue would be lost. The present being therefore is the foundation of its own past;
and it isthe present’s character asafoundation which the“was’ manifests. But weare
not to understand that the present founds the past in the mode of indifference and
without being profoundly modified by it. “Was’ means that the present being has to
be in its being the foundation of its past while being itself this past What does this
mean? How can the present be the past?

The crux of the question lies evidently in the term “was,” which, serving as
intermediary between the present and the past, is itself neither wholly present nor
wholly past. Infact it can be neither the one nor the other sincein either caseit would
be contained inside the tense which would denoteitsbeing. Theterm “was’ indicates
the ontological leap from the present into the past and represents an original synthesis
of these two temporal modes. What must we understand by this synthesis?

| seefirst that the term “was’ isamode of being. In this sense | am my past. | do
not haveit; | amit. A remark made by someone concerning an act which | performed
yesterday or amood which | had does not leave me indifferent; | am hurt or flattered,
| protest or | let it pass; | am touched to the quick. | do not dissociate myself from my
past. Of course, in time | can attempt this dissociation; | can declare that “I am no
longer what | was,” arguethat there hasbeen achange, progress. But thisisamatter of
asecondary reaction which is given as such. To deny my solidarity of being with my
past at this or that particular point isto affirm it for the whole of my life. At my limit,
at that infinitesimal instant of my death, | shall be no morethan my past. It alonewill
define me. Thisis what Sophocles wants to express in the Trachiniae when he has
Deianeirasay, “Itisaproverb current for along time among men that one cannot pass
judgment on the life of mortals and say if it has been happy or unhappy, until their
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death.” Thisisalso themeaning of that sentence of Malraux’ which we quoted earlier.
“Death changes life into Destiny.” Finaly thisis what strikes the Believer when he
realizeswith terror that at the moment of death the chips are down, there remains not
acardto play. Death reunitesuswith ourselves. Eternity has changed usinto ourselves.
At the moment of death we are; that is, we are defencel ess before the judgments of
others. They can decideintruthwhat we are; ultimately we have no longer any chance
of escape from what an all knowing intelligence could do. A last hour repentanceisa
desperate effort to crack all this being which has slowly congealed and solidified
around us, afinal leap to dissociate ourselves from what we are. In vain. Death fixes
thisleap along with the rest; it does no more than to enter into combination with what
has preceded it, as one factor among others, as one particu]ar determination whichis
understood only in termsof thetotality. By death the for-itself is changed forever into
an in-itself in that it has dipped entirely into the past. Thus the past is the ever
growing totality of thein-itself which we are.

Nevertheless so long as we are not dead, we are not this in-itself in the mode of
identity. Wehaveto beit. Ordinarily agrudge against aman ceaseswith hisdeath; this
isbecause he hasbeen reunited with hispast; heisit without, however, being responsible
for it. Solong ashelives, heisthe object of my grudge; that is, | reproach him for his
past not only in so far as heisit but in so far as he reassumes it at each instant and
sustainsitinbeing, in sofar asheisresponsiblefor it. Itisnot truethat the grudge fixes
theman in what hewas; otherwiseit would survive death. It isaddressed to theliving
man who in hisbeing is freely what he was. | am my past and if | were not, my past
would not exist any longer either for me or for anybody. It would no longer have any
relation with the present. That certainly does not mean that it would not be but only
that its being would be undiscoverable. | am the one by whom my past arrivesin this
world. But it must be understood that | do not give being to it. In other wordsiit does
not exist as“my” representation. It isnot because | “represent” my past that it exists.
But it is because | am my past that it enters into the world, and it isin terms of its
being-in-the-world that | can by applying aparticular psychological processrepresent
it to myself.

The past is what | have to be, and yet its nature is different from that of my
possibles. Thepossible, which aso | haveto be, remainsas my concrete possible, that
whose opposite is equally possible—although to a less degree. The past, on the
contrary, isthat which iswithout possibility of any sort; it isthat which has consumed
its possibilities. | have to be that which no longer depends on my being-able-to-be,
that whichisalready initself all whichit can be. The past which | am, | haveto bewith
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no possibility of not being it. | assumethetotal responsibility for it asif | could change
it, and yet | can not be anything other than it. We shall see later that we continually
preserve the possibility of changing the meaning of the past in so far asthisisan ex-
present which has had afuture. But from the content of the past as such | can remove
nothing, and | can add nothing to it. In other words the past which | wasiswhat it is;
it is an in-itself like the things in the world. The relation of being which | have to
sustain with the past is arelation of the type of thein-itself—that is, an identification
with itself.

On the other hand | am not my past. | am not it because | was it. The malice of
others always surprises me and makes me indignant. How can they hate in the person
who | am now that person who | was? The wisdom of antiquity has always insisted
on thisfact: | can make no pronouncement on myself which has not already become
false at the moment when | pronounce it.

1. ThePresent

In contrast to the Past which is in-itself, the Present is for-itself. What is its being?
Thereisapeculiar paradox in the Present: On the one hand we willingly define it as
being; what is present is—in contrast to the future which is not yet and to the past
whichisno longer. But on the other hand, arigorous analysiswhich would attempt to
rid the present of all which isnot it—i.e., of the past and of the immediate future—
would find that nothing remained but an infinitesimal instant. As Husserl remarksin
his Essays on the Inner Consciousness of Time, theideal limit of adivision pushed to
infinity isanothingness. Thus each time that we approach the study of human reality
from anew point of view werediscover that indissoluble dyad, Being and Nothingness.

What isthe fundamental meaning of the Present? It is clear that what existsin the
present is distinguished from all other existence by the characteristic of presence. At
rollcall the soldier or the pupil replies “Present!” in the sense of adsum. Present is
opposed to absent aswell asto past. Thusthe meaning of present is presenceto ——
. It is appropriate then to ask ourselves to what the present is presence and who or
what is present. That will doubtless enable usto elucidate subsequently thevery being
of the present.

My present is to be present. Present to what? To this table, to this room, to Paris,
totheworld, in short to being-in-itself. But can we say conversely that being-in-itself
is present to me and to the being-in-itself which it is not? If that were so, the present
would be areciprocal relation of presences. But it iseasy to seethat it isnothing of the
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sort. Presence to —— isan internal relation between the being which is present and
thebeingstowhichitispresent. In any caseit can not be amatter of asimple external
relation of contiguity. Presence to—— indicates existence outside oneself near to —
—. Anything which can be present to—— must be such inits being that thereisin it
arelation of being with other beings. | can be present to thischair only if | am united
toitinan ontological relation of synthesis, only if | am therein the being of the chair
asnot being the chair. A being whichispresent to—— can not beat rest “in-itself;” the
in-itself cannot be present any more than it can be Past. It simply is. There can be no
question of any kind of simultaneity between onein-itself and another in-itself except
from the point of view of a being which would be co-present with two in-itselfs and
which would havein it the power of presence. The Present therefore can be only the
presence of the For-itself to being in-itself. And this presence can not be the effect of
an accident, of aconcomitance: on the contrary it ispresupposed by all concomitance,
and it must be an ontological structure of the For-itself. This table must be present to
that chair in a world which human reality haunts as a presence. In other words one
cannot concelve of atypeof existent whichwould befirst For-itself in order subsequently
to be present to being. But the For-itself makes itself presence to being by making
itself be For-itself and it ceases to be presence by ceasing to be for-itself. The For-
itself is defined as presence to being.

To what being does the For-itself make itself presence? The answer is clear: the
For-itself ispresenceto all of being-in-itself. Or rather the presence of the For-itself is
what makes being-in-itself exist as a totality. For by this very mode of presence to
being qua being, every possibility is removed whereby the For-itself might be more
present to one privileged than to all other beings. Even though the facticity of its
existence causes it to be there rather than elsewhere, being there is not the same as
being present. Being there determines only the perspective by which presence to the
totality of thein-itself is realized. By means of the there the For-itself causes beings
to befor oneand the same presence. Beingsarerevealed as co-present inaworld where
the For-itself unites them with its own blood by that total ekstatic sacrifice of the self
which is called presence. “Before’ the sacrifice of the For-itself it would have been
impossibleto say that beings existed either together or separated. But the For-itself is
the being by which the present enters into the world; the beings of the world are co-
present; infact, just in so far as one and the samefor-itself is at the same time present
to al of them. Thus for the in-itselfs what we ordinarily call Present is sharply
distinguished from their being although it is nothing more than their being. For their
Present means only their co-presence in so far as a For-itself is present to them.
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We know now what is present and to what the present is present. But what is
presence?

We have seen that this can not be the pure co-existence of two existents, conceived
as asimple relation of exteriority, for that would require athird term to establish the
co-existence. Thisthird term existsin the case of the co-existence of thingsinthemidst
of theworld; it isthe For-itself which establishesthis co-existence by making itself co-
present to all. But in the case of the Presence of the For-itself to being-in-itself, there
can not be a third term. No withess—not even God—could establish that presence;
even the For-itself can know it only if the presence already is. Neverthel ess presence
can not be in the mode of the in-itself. This means that originally the For-itself is
presenceto being in so far asthe For-itself isto itself its own witness of co-existence.
How are we to understand this? We know that the For-itself is the being which exists
in the form of a witness of its being. Now the For-itself is present to being if it is
intentionally directed outside itself upon that being. And it must adhere to being as
closely asispossiblewithout identification. Thisadherence, asweshall seeinthenext
chapter, isredlistic, due to the fact that the For-itself reaizesits birth in an original
bond with being; itisawitnesstoitself of itself asnot being that being. Dueto thisfact
it is outside that being, upon being and within being as not being that being.

In addition we can deduce the following conclusions as to the meaning of Presence:
Presence to a being implies that one is bound to that being by an interna bond;
otherwise no connection between Present and being would be possible. But this
internal bond isanegative bond and denies, asrelated to the present being, that oneis
the being to which oneis present. If thiswere not so, theinternal bond would dissolve
into pure and simple identification. Thus the For-itself’s Presence to being implies
that the For-itself isawitness of itself in the presence of being as not being that being;
presenceto being is the presence of the For-itself in so far asthe For-itself is not. For
the negation rests not on a difference in mode of being which would distinguish the
For-itself from being but on a difference of being. This can be expressed briefly by
saying that the Present is not.

What is meant by this non-being of the Present and of the For-itself? To grasp this
wemust return to the For-itself, to itsmode of existing, and outline briefly adescription
of itsontological relation to being. Concerning the For-itself as such we should never
say, “Itis” in the sense that we say, for example, “It is nine o’ clock;” that is, in the
sense of thetotal equivalence of being with itself which posits and suppressesthe self
and which givesthe external aspect of passivity. For the For-itself hasthe existence of
an appearance coupled with a witness of a reflection which refers to a reflecting
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without there being any object of which the reflection would be the reflection. The
For-itself does not have being because its being is aways at a distance: itsbeing is
therein thereflecting, if you consider appearance, which is appearance or reflection
only for thereflecting; itisthereinthereflectionif you consider thereflecting, which
isno longer in itself anything more than a pure function of reflecting this reflection.
Furthermore in itself the For-itself is not being, for it makes itself be explicitly for-
itself as not being being. It is consciousness of —— astheinternal negation of ——.
The structure at the basis of intentionality and of selfnessisthe negation, whichisthe
internal relation of the For-itself to the thing. The For-itself constitutes itself outside
in terms of the thing as the negation of that thing; thusitsfirst relation with being-in-
itself is negation. It “is’ in the mode of the For-itself; that is, as a separated existent
inasmuch asit reveal sitself asnot being being. It doubly escapesbeing, by aninternal
disintegration and by express negation. The present is precisely thisnegation of being,
this escapefrom being inasmuch as being isthere asthat from which one escapes. The
For-itself ispresent to being in theform of flight; the Present isaperpetual flightinthe
face of being. Thuswe have precisely defined the fundamental meaning of the Present:
the Present isnot. The present instant emanatesfrom aredistic and reifying conception
of the For-itself; it isthis conception which leads usto denote the For-itself according
to the mode of that which isand that to which it is present— for example, of that hand
on the face of the clock. In this senseit would be absurd to say that it isnine o’ clock
for the For-itself, but the For-itself can be present to a hand pointed at nine o’ clock.
What we falsely call the Present is the being to which the present is presence. It is
impossible to grasp the Present in the form of an instant, for the instant would be the
moment when the present is. But the present is not; it makesitself present in theform
of flight.

But the present is not only the For-itself’s non-being making itself present. As
For-itself it hasits being outside of it, before and behind. Behind, it wasits past; and
before, it will beitsfuture. It isaflight outside of co-present being and from the being
whichit wastoward the being which it will be. At presentitisnot what it is (past) and
itiswhat it is not (future). Here then we are referred to the Future.

I1l. TheFuture

We must not understand by the future a “now” which is not yet. If we did so, we
should fall back into thein-itself, and even worse we should have to envisagetime as
agiven and static container. Thefutureiswhat | haveto bein so far as| can not beit.
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Let usrecall that the For-itself makesitself present before being asnot being thisbeing
and as having been itsown being in the past. This presenceisflight. We are not dealing
here with a belated presence at rest near being but with an escape outside of being
towards ——. And this flight is two-fold, for in fleeing the being which it is not,
Presence flees the being which it was. Toward what isit fleeing? We must not forget
that in sofar asit makesitself present to beingin order to fleeit the For-itself isalack.
The possibleisthat which the For-itself lacksin order to beitself or, if you prefer, the
appearance of what | am—at adistance. Thuswe grasp the meaning of theflight which
is Presence; it isaflight toward its being; that is, toward the self which it will be by
coincidencewith what it lacks. The Futureisthe lack which wrenchesit aslack away
fromthein-itself of Presence. If Presencedid not lack anything, it would fall back into
being and would lose presenceto being and acquirein exchange theisolation of complete
identity. Itislack assuch which permitsit to be presence. Because Presenceisoutside
of itself toward something lacking which is beyond the world, it can be outside itself
as presence to an in-itself which it is not.

The Future is the determining being which the For-itself has to be beyond being.
Thereis aFuture because the For-itself hasto beits being instead of simply being it.
This being which the For-itself has to be can not be in the mode of the cc-present in-
itselfs; for in that case it would be without being made-to-be; we could not then
imagineit asacompletely defined state to which presence alonewould belacking, as
Kant saysthat existence adds nothing more to the object of the concept. But thisbeing
would no longer be ableto exist, for in that case the For-itself would be only agiven.
Thisbeing isbecause the For-itself makesitself be by perpetually apprehending itself
for itself asunachieved in relation to it. It isthis which at a distance haunts the dyad
reflection-reflecting and which causesthe reflection to be apprehended by thereflecting
(and conversely) asaNot-yet. But it isnecessary that thislacking be givenin the unity
of asingle upsurge with the For-itself which lacks; otherwise there would be nothing
in relation to which the For-itself might apprehend itself as not-yet. The Future is
revealed to the For-itself asthat which the For-itself is not yet, inasmuch as the For-
itself constitutes itself non-thetically for itself as a not-yet in the perspective of this
revelation, and inasmuch asit makesitself be asaproject of itself outside the Present
toward that which it is not yet. To be sure, the Future can not be without this
revelation. Thisrevelationitself requiresbeing revealed to itself; that is, it requiresthe
revelation of the For-itself to itself, for otherwise the ensemble revelation-revealed
would fall into the unconscious—i.e., into the In-itself. Thusonly abeing whichisits
own revealed to itself—that is, whose being is in question for itself—can have a
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Future. But conversely such abeing can befor itself only in the perspective of aNot-
yet, for it apprehends itself as a nothingness—that is, as a being whose complement
of beingisat adistancefromitself. At adistance meansbeyond being. Thuseverything
which the For-itself is beyond being is the Future.

What isthe meaning of this“beyond?’ In order to understand it we must note that
the Future has one essential characteristic of the For-itself: it is presence (future) to
being. AnditisPresence of thisparticular For-itself, of the For-itself for whichitisthe
future. When | say, “1 shal be happy,” it is this present For-itself which will be
happy; it is the actual Erlebniswith al which it was and which it drags behind it. It
will be happy as presenceto being; that is, asfuture Presence of the For-itself to aco-
future being. So that what has been given me as the meaning of the present For-itself
isordinarily the co-future being in so far asit will be revealed to the future For-itself
as that to which this For-itself will be present. For the For-itself is the thetic
consciousness of theworld intheform of presence and non-thetic self-consciousness.
Thus what is ordinarily revealed to consciousness is the future world without
consciousness being aware that it is the world in so far as it will appear to a
consciousness, theworld in so far asit is posited as future by the presence of a For-
itself to come. Thisworld has meaning asfutureonly in so far as| am present to it as
another who | will be, in another position, physical, emotional, social, etc. Yetitisthis
whichisat the end of my present For-itself and beyond being-in-itself, and thisisthe
reason why we have atendency first to present the future as a state of the world and
to makeit appear subsequently on the ground of the world. If | write, | am conscious
of the words as written and as about to be written. The words aone seem to be the
future which awaits me. But the very fact that they appear asto bewritten impliesthat
writing, as a non-thetic self-consciousness, is the possibility which | am. Thus the
Future asthe future presence of aFor-itself to abeing dragsbeing-in-itself dongwith
it into the future. This being to which the For-itself will be present is the meaning of
the in-itself co-present with the present For-itself, as the future is the meaning of the
For-itself. The Futureis presence to a co-future being because the For-itself can exist
only outsideitself at the side of being and because the futureis afuture For-itself. But
thus through the Future a particular future arrivesin the World; that is, the For-itself
isits meaning as Presence to being which is beyond being. Through the For-itself, a
Beyond of being is revealed next to which the For-itself has to be what it is. Asthe
saying goes, “| must become what | was;” but | must become what | was-in aworld
that has become and in aworld that has become fromthe standpoint of what it is. This
means that | give to the world its own possibilities in terms of the state which |
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apprehend on it. Determinism appears on the ground of the futurizing project of
myself. Thusthefuturewill be distinguished from theimaginary, wheresimilarly | am
what | am not, where similarly | find my meaning in a being which | have to be but
wherethisFor-itself which | have to be emerges on the ground of the nihilation of the
world, apart fromthe world of being.

But the Future is not solely the presence of the For-itself to a being situated
beyond being. It is something which waitsfor the For-itself which | am. Thissomething
ismyself. When | say that | will be happy, we understand that it is the present “I,”
dragging its Past after it, who will be happy. Thus the Future is“I” in as much as |
await myself as presence to abeing beyond being. | project myself toward the Future
in order to merge there with that which | lack; that is, with that which if synthetically
added to my Present would make me bewhat | am. Thus what the For-itself hasto be
as presence to being beyond being isits own possibility. The Futureisthe ideal point
where the sudden infinite compression of facticity (Past), of the For-itself (Present),
and of its possible (a particular Future) will at last cause the Self to arise as the
existence in-itself of the For-itself. The project of the For-itself toward the future
which it isis a project toward the In-itself. In this sense the For-itself has to be its
future because it can be the foundation of what it is only before itself and beyond
being. It isthe very nature of the For-itself that it must be “an always future hollow.”
For this reason it will never have become, in the Present, what it had to be, in the
Future. The entire future of the present For-itself fallsinto the Past asthe futurealong
with this For-itself itself. It will be the past future of aparticular For-itself or aformer
future. Thisfutureisnot realized. What isrealized isaFor-itself which is designated
by the Future and which is constituted in connection with this future. For example,
my final position on thetenniscourt has determined on the ground of thefutureall my
intermediary positions, and finally it has been reunited with an ultimate position
identical with what it was in the future as the meaning of my movements. But,
precisely, this“reuniting” ispurely ideal; it isnot really operative. Thefuture does not
alow itself to be rejoined; it slides into the Past as a bygone future, and the Present
For-itself in all itsfacticity is revealed as the foundation of its own nothingness and
onceagain asthelack of anew future. Hence comesthat ontological disillusion which
awaits the For-itself at each emergence into the future. “Under the Empire how
beautiful wasthe Republic!” Evenif my presentisstrictly identical initscontent with
the future toward which | projected myself beyond being, it isnot this present toward
which | was projecting myself; for | was projecting myself toward the future qua
future—that is, asthe point of the reuniting of my being, as the place of the upsurge
of the Saif.
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Now we are better able to raise the question of the being of the Future since this
Futurewhich | haveto beissimply my possibility of presenceto being beyond being.
In this sense the Future is strictly opposed to the Past. The Past is, to be sure, the
being which | am outside of myself, but it is the being which | am without the
possibility of not being it. Thisiswhat we have defined as being its past behind itself.
The being of the Future which | haveto be, on the contrary, is such that | can only be
it; for my freedom gnaws at its being from below. This means that Future constitutes
the meaning of my present For-itself, as the project of its possibility, but that it in no
way predetermines my For-itself which is to-come, since the For-itself is always
abandoned to the nihilating obligation of being the foundation of its nothingness. The
Future can only effect apre-outline of the limitswithin which the For-itself will make
itself beasaflight making itself present to being in the direction of another future. The
futureiswhat | would beif | were not freeand what | can haveto be only becausel am
free. It appears on the horizon to announce to me what | am from the standpoint of
what | shall be. (“What are you doing? | am in the process of tacking up thistapestry,
of hanging this picture on the wall”). Yet at the same time by its nature as a future
present-for-itself, it isdisarmed; for the For-itself which will be, will bein the mode of
determining itself to be, and the Future, then become a past future as a pre-outline of
thisfor-itself, will be able only asthe past to influenceit to be what it makesitself be.
Inaword, | am my Future in the constant perspective of the possibility of not being
it. Hence that anguish which we have described above which springs from the fact that
I am not sufficiently that Future which | haveto be and which givesits meaning to my
present: it isbecause | am abeing whose meaning isaways problematic. In vainwould
the For-itself long to be enchained to its Possibility, asto the being which it isoutside
itself but whichitissurely outsideitself. The For-itself can never beits Future except
problematically, for it is separated from it by a Nothingness which it is. In short the
For-itself isfree, anditsFreedomistoitself itsown limit. To befreeisto be condernned
to befree. Thusthe Future qua Future does not haveto be. It isnotinitself, and neither
isitinthe mode of being of the For-itself sinceit isthe meaning of the For-itself. The
Future is not, it is possibilized.

The Future is the continual possibilization of possibles—as the meaning of the
present For-itself in so far asthismeaning is problematic and as such radically escapes
the present For-itself.

The Futurethus defined does not correspond to ahomogeneous and chronologically
ordered succession of moments to come. To be sure, there is a hierarchy of my
possibles. But this hierarchy does not correspond to the order of universal Temporality
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such as will be established on the bases of original Temporality. | am an infinity of
possihilities, for the meaning of the For-itself is complex and cannot be contained in
oneformula. But aparticular possibility may be more determinant for the meaning of
the present For-itself than another whichisnearer in universal time. For example, the
possihility of going at two o’ clock to see afriend whom | ve not seen for two years—
thisis truly a possible which | am. But the nearer possibilities—the possibilities of
going there in a taxi, by bus, by subway, on foot—all these at present remain
undertermined. | amnot any one of these possibilities. Also there are gapsin the series
of my possihilities. Inthe order of knowledgethe gapswill befilled by the constitution
of an homogeneoustimewithout lacuna; in the order of actionthey will befilled by the
will—that is, by rational, thematizing choice in terms of my possibles, and of
possibilitieswhich are not and will never be my possibilitiesand which | will realizein
the mode of total indifferencein order to be reunited with a possible which | am.



9 Freedom

Sartre is usually misunderstood as having an exaggerated view of human
freedom, no doubt because of the claims in the Existentialism and Humanism
lecture that there is no determinism; we are free, we are freedom, we are
condemned to be free. The only sense in which we are not free, it seems, is
that we are not free not to be free. After the war Sartre caused outrage by
saying that the French people had never been so free as during the Nazi
occupation. In his play Men Without Shadows (Morts sans sepulture, 1946)
French resistance fighters confront their own freedom in being tortured by
Nazi collaborators. How can this be?

In Being and Nothingness Sartre draws a crucial distinction between
freedom and power. Although my freedom is absolute my power may be
severely constrained. There is no situation in which | do not have a choice,
no matter how unpleasant, Indeed in Sartre’s examples, the reality of choice
is frequently agonising; a resistance fighter under torture may choose to
betray comrades or remain silent for a moment longer. Freedom, for Sartre,
is not comfortable. It is a capacity to choose that never leaves us so long as
we exist. Scientific determinism is a theoretical abstraction when put by the
side of the lived reality of human dilemmas. Even if scientific determinism
were true, it would be of no practical help to us in making our commitments.

Sartrean freedom can not be understood without understanding the
situation. (Sartre calls his volumes of literary, political and philosophical
essays that appeared from 1947 Situations.) A human being is not separable
from the human condition. A person divorced from the totality of their situations
is an intellectual abstraction that can only be partly achieved. | am what | am
only in relation to my situations. The totality of situations is the world and the
kind of being that | have is being-in-the-world. What | make myself is
inseparably bound up with my projects, with my surroundings as | take them
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to be. Situations obtain in hierarchies: Sartre’s being about to smoke depends
upon the existence of smoking as a practice in mid-twentieth-century France.
Keeping an appointment depends upon friendships or meetings. These in
turn depend upon the existence of human beings, their projects and
situations. All of these depend fundamentally upon being-in-the-world, the
situation of all situations.

Sartre’s concept of a situation is anti-Cartesian. Descartes thinks a person
could in principle exist in abstraction from their physical and social
environment and it makes sense to specify someone’s mental states without
reference to the ways in which those states are embedded in the world,
without reference to what they are typically or paradigmatically about. Sartre’s
use of ‘situation’ and ‘being-in-the-world’ is sharply opposed to this picture.
As a mental and physical agent what | do only makes sense if | am existentially
related to an external and public world populated by other people who are
similar agents.

In our unreflective taken-for-granted living we do not think of the situation
as constituted by our freedom. It is my acquiescence in authority, rather than
any objective constraint, that determines my behaviour. Once | recognise my
freedom to disobey, to rebel, | am deconditioned. The fixed cognitive
contribution of my acquiescence is stripped from the world and the possibility
of my changing it is opened up.

In Sartre’s existentialism, human being and human situation form a
mutually dependent totality. The relations between a human being and his
or her situation are dialectical or reciprocal. The situation presents the agent
with a range of possibilities. The agent acts to realise some of these
possibilities and this action alters the situation and thereby presents a new
range of possibilities. Agency constitutes both the agent and the situation.
The situation only exists as a situation for some agent. The agent only exists
as an agent in some situation so to be in a situation is to choose oneself in
a situation. It follows that the relation between agent and situation is very
close. The reciprocal relation is not only causal. It is not even only constitutive.
Agent and situation may only be adequately understood as two aspects of
one reality. Sartre does not put it this way, but it is as though the agent is the
inside of the situation and the situation is the outside of the agent.

In order to reconcile this dialectical relation between agent and
environment with Sartre’s absolute libertarianism we need to invoke his
distinction between freedom and power. Although our freedom is absolute,
our power is limited. Although there is no situation in which we do not have
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a choice, there is no situation which does not limit our power. Sartre spells
this out clearly in the 1947 essay Cartesian Freedom (La Liberté Cartésienne
in Situations | ) when he insists that the situation of a person and their
powers can neither increase or limit their freedom. Although what | can do is
limited by where as well as when | am, that | can do something rather than
nothing is in no way affected. | retain the dispositional property of being a
choosing agent even though which choices | may exercise varies from
situation to situation. Clearly some choices may be unpleasant to me but,
logically, an unpleasant choice is nevertheless a choice. The expression ‘I
had no choice’ is misleading.

The theme that freedom is unimpaired by constraints on power pervades
Sartre’s literature. Sometimes his characters are horribly constrained: the
tortured resistance fighters in Men Without Shadows, Mathieu and his
comrades trapped in the clock tower in the 1949 volume of The Roads to
Freedom; Iron in the Soul. As their power is reduced their awareness of
freedom increases.

In Sartre’s existentialism, the recognition of freedom is a lonely first person
singular phenomenon for which recourse to others provides no respite. For
example, also in Iron in the Soul, Sartre has Odette shift swiftly from the first
person plural thought ‘What ought we to want?’ to the first person singular
thought ‘What ought | to want ?’ (p. 185) against the background ‘situation’
of the May 1940 invasion of France. Odette is expressing the ethical tenet of
Being and Nothingness that ‘It is | who sustain values in being'. Sartre did
not write ‘It is we who sustain values in being’. For all his repudiation of
Descartes in ‘Cartesian Freedom’ the primacy and inescapability of the first
person singular exercise of, and confrontation with, freedom remains
thoroughly Cartesian.

Sometimes, the existence of freedom is depicted as dependent upon its
acknowledgement or recognition by the agent. For example, in The Flies
Sartre has Zeus say of Orestes ‘Orestes knows that he is free’ and Aegistheus
replies ‘He knows he is free? Then to lay hands on him, to put him in irons,
is not enough’.t Although, as we shall see, Sartre thinks there is a pervasive
human tendency to deny one’s own freedom, it is the fact of a person’s
freedom not their knowledge of it that makes freedom unconstrained.
Freedom is entailed by knowledge of freedom but not vice versa. An agent
aware of their freedom can act authentically.

Sartre endorses Heidegger's view that we are ‘thrown’ into the world. We
are but we did not choose to be. Seemingly inconconsistently with this, he
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says in Being and Nothingness that in a sense | choose to be born. Clearly,
any kind of Platonic pre-existence is out of the question here. Sartre thinks it
is false that we pre-date (and post-date) our empirical existence. Drawing a
distinction between existence and essence, Sartre means that what my
birth is, or is to me, largely depends on how | freely think of it. Its significance
is the significance | bestow upon it. Freedom does not pre-date existence.
Freedom is existence, and in it existence precedes the essence we freely
choose.

In Being and Nothingness a person is their freedom. Sartre identifies the
upsurge of freedom, choice, and the person himself, as one and the same
being. One existent is subsumed under three descriptions. | do not have my
freedom. | am it. The will has no role in the exercise of Sartrean freedom.
The moment the will operates, the decision is already taken. Sartre’s
libertarianism entails that human actions are unpredictable. The only respect
in which | am not free is that | am not free not to be free. | am not able not to
choose.

We could refrain from action, or omit to act. Would this not be a way of
escaping one’s own freedom? Sartre’s position is that refraining from action
pre-supposes the choice not to act. This is what refraining is. There exists
an infinity of actions | am not performing. | am only refraining from doing
some of them. In Iron in the Soul Sartre has Ivich and Boris agree about the
French soldiers caught up the May 1940 invasion of France ‘they chose to
have this war’ (p. 69). They did nothing to prevent it.

Sartre believes those who live in the developed countries are causally
responsible for the death, by starvation and malnutrition, of those who live in
the Third World. To fail to save life is as causally efficacious and as morally
culpable, as to actively take life. This kind of reasoning leads Sartre to justify
political violence by, or on behalf of, oppressed groups, for example in the
Preface he wrote for Frantz Fanon’s The Wretched of the Earth (Les Damnés
de la Terre, 1961) and to support the Baader Meinhof gang in the early
1970s. Sartre denies that the distinction between our acts and our omissions
marks a distinction between what we are and are not responsible for.

How is Sartre’s libertarianism to be reconciled with his post-war Marxism?
A human individual retains the capacity to choose whatever their situation,
whatever the constraints on their power. Our power is constrained because
we are alienated. He endorses the view of the early Marx that members of
capitalist society are psychologically estranged from their work, the products
of their work, nature, and each other. This alienation is an obstacle to the
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construction of what Sartre would call a free society: a society we would
freely choose rather than historically inherit. Our dispositional capacity to
choose continues to ontologically differentiate us from naturally occurring
objects and artefacts even though we are denied the power to create a free
society in Sartre’s sense.

Freedom is exercised in history. It is not an option for me to freely act in
the situation of a late-nineteenth-century German coal miner if | am a
midtwentieth-century French intellectual. My historical location opens for
me a range of actions | may perform but there is an infinity of actions which
are closed. There is a dialectical dependency between freedom and truth.
There is no truth without freedom and no freedom without truth. A human
being is free but at the same time in bondage; a chooser whose power is
politically and historically constrained. It is only at the moment of death that
a human being is complete. Before death a brave person could become a
coward or a coward could become brave. Only death brings an end to
freedom.

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

Being and doing: freedom

[...] at the outset we can see what is lacking in those tedious discussions between
determinists and the proponents of freewill. Thelatter are concerned to find cases of
decision for which there existsno prior cause, or deliberations concerning two opposed
actswhich are equally possible and possess causes (and motives) of exactly the same
weight. To which the determinists may easily reply that there is no action without a
cause and that the most insignificant gesture (raising the right hand rather than thel eft
hand, etc.) refersto causes and motives which confer its meaning upon it. Indeed the
case could not be otherwise since every action must be intentional; each action must,
infact, have an end and theend in turnisreferred to a cause. Such indeed isthe unity
of thethreetemporal ekstases; the end or temporalization of my futureimpliesacause
(or motive); that is, it pointstoward my past, and the present is the upsurge of the act.
To speak of an act without a cause is to speak of an act which would Jack the
intentional structure of every act; and the proponents of freewill by searching for it on
the level of the act which is in the process of being performed can only end up by
rendering the act absurd. But the determinists in turn are weighting the scale by
stopping their investigation with the mere designation of the cause and motive. The
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essential question in fact lies beyond the complex organization “ cause-intention-act-
end”; indeed we ought to ask how a cause (or motive) can be constituted as such.

Now we havejust seen that if thereisno act without acause, thisisnot in the sense
that we can say that there is no phenomenon without a cause. In order to be a cause,
the cause must be experienced as such. Of course this does not mean that it is to be
thematically conceived and made explicit asin the case of deliberation. But at the very
least it meansthat the for-itself must confer on it its value as cause or motive. And, as
we have seen, this constitution of the cause as such can not refer to another real and
positive existence; that is, to aprior cause. For otherwise the very nature of the act as
engaged intentionally in non-being would disappear. The mative is understood only
by the end; that is, by the non-existent. It isthereforeinitself anégatité. If | accept a
niggardly salary it is doubtless because of fear; and fear isamotive. But it isfear of
dying from starvation; that is, this fear has meaning only outside itself in an end
ideally posited, which is the preservation of alife which | apprehend as “in danger.”
Andthisfear isunderstood inturn only inrelation to the valuewhich I implicitly give
to this life; that is, it is referred to that hierarchal system of ideal objects which are
values. Thusthe motive makesitself understood aswhat it isby means of theensemble
of beings which “are not,” by ideal existences, and by the future. Just as the future
turns back upon the present and the past in order to elucidate them, so it is the
ensemble of my projects which turns back in order to confer upon the motive its
structure as a motive. It is only because | escape the in-itself by nihilating myself
toward my possibilitiesthat thisin-itself can take on value as cause or maotive. Causes
and motives have meaning only inside a projected ensemble which is precisely an
ensemble of non-existents. And this ensemble is ultimately myself as transcendence;
itisMein so far as| have to be myself outside of myself.

If we recall the principle which we established earlier—namely that it is the
apprehension of arevolution as possible which gives to the workman's suffering its
value as a motive—we must thereby conclude that it is by fleeing a situation toward
our possibility of changing it that we organi ze this situation into complexes of causes
and motives. The nihilation by which we achieve a withdrawal in relation to the
situation isthe same asthe ekstasi s by which we project oursel vestoward amodification
of this situation. The result is that it is in fact impossible to find an act without a
motive but that this does not mean that we must conclude that the motive causes the
act; themoativeisanintegral part of the act. For astheresolute project toward achange
is not distinct from the act, the motive, the act, and the end are all constituted in a
single upsurge. Each of thesethree structures claimsthetwo othersasits meaning. But
the organized totality of the threeis no longer explained by any particular structure,
and its upsurge asthe pure temporalizing nihilation of thein-itself isonewith freedom.
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It is the act which decides its ends and its motives, and the act is the expression of
freedom.

We cannot, however, stop with these superficial considerations; if the fundamental
condition of the act is freedom, we must attempt to describe this freedom more
precisely. But at the start we encounter a great difficulty. Ordinarily, to describe
something is a process of making explicit by aiming at the structures of a particular
essence. Now freedom has no essence. It is not subject to any logical necessity; we
must say of it what Heidegger said of the Daseinin general: “In it existence precedes
and commands essence.” Freedom makes itself an act, and we ordinarily attain it
across the act which it organizes with the causes, motives, and ends which the act
implies. But precisely because this act has an essence, it appearsto us as constituted;
if wewish to reach the congtitutive power, we must abandon any hope of finding it an
essence. That would in fact demand a new constitutive power and so on to infinity.
How then are we to describe an existence which perpetually makes itself and which
refusesto be confined in adefinition? The very use of theterm “freedom” isdangerous
if itisto imply that the word refers to a concept as words ordinarily do. Indefinable
and unnamabl e, isfreedom al so indescribable?

Earlier when we wanted to describe nothingness and the being of the phenomenon,
we encountered comparable difficulties. Yet they did not deter us. This is because
there can be descriptionswhich do not aim at the essence but at the existent itself inits
particul arity. To be sure, | could not describe a freedom which would be common to
both the Other and myself; | could not therefore contemplate an essence of freedom.
Onthe contrary, itisfreedom whichisthefoundation of all essencessincemanreveals
intra-mundane essences by surpassing the world toward his own possibilities. But
actually the question is of my freedom. Similarly when | described consciousness, |
could not discuss a nature common to certain individuals but only my particular
consciousness, which like my freedom isbeyond essence, or—aswe have shownwith
considerable repetition—for which to beisto have been. | discussed this consciousness
so asto touch it in its very existence as a particular experience—the cogito. Husserl
and Descartes, as Gaston Berger has shown, demand that the cogito releaseto them a
truth as essence: with Descartes we achieve the connection of two simple natures;
with Husserl we grasp the eidetic structure of consciousness.? But if in consciousness
itsexistence must precedeits essence, then both Descartes and Husserl have committed
an error. What we can demand from the cogito isonly that it discover for usafactual
necessity. It is also to the cogito that we appeal in order to determine freedom asthe
freedom whichisours, asapurefactual necessity; that is, asacontingent existent but
one which | am not able not to experience. | am indeed an existent who learns his
freedom through his acts, but | am also an existent whose individual and unique
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existencetemporalizesitself asfreedom. Assuch | am necessarily aconsciousness (of)
freedom since nothing existsin consciousness except as the non-thetic consciousness
of existing. Thusmy freedomisperpetually in questionin my being; itisnot aquality
added on or aproperty of my nature. It isvery exactly the stuff of my being; and asin
my being, my being isin question, | must necessarily possess acertain comprehension
of freedom. It is this comprehension which we intend at present to make explicit.

In our attempt to reach to the heart of freedom we may be helped by the few
observations which we have made on the subject in the course of thiswork and which
we must summarize here. In the first chapter we established the fact that if negation
comesinto theworld through human-reality, thelatter must be abeing who can realize
a nihilating rupture with the world and with himself; and we established that the
permanent possibility of this rupture is the same as freedom. But on the other hand,
we stated that this permanent possibility of nihilating what | am in the form of
“having-been” implies for man a particular type of existence. We were able then to
determine by means of analyses like that of bad faith that human redlity is its own
nothingness. For thefor-itself, to beisto nihilatethein-itself whichitis. Under these
conditions freedom can be nothing other than this nihilation. It isthrough thisthat the
for-itself escapesitsbeing asits essence; it isthrough thisthat the for-itself isalways
something other than what can be said of it. For in the final analysis the For-itself is
the one which escapes this very denomination, the one which is already beyond the
name which is given to it, beyond the property which isrecognized in it. To say that
the for-itself hasto be what it is, to say that it iswhat it is not while not being what
itis, tosay that init existence precedes and conditions essence or inversely according
to Hegel, that for it “Wesen ist was gewesen ist”—all thisis to say one and the same
thing: to be aware that man isfree. Indeed by the sole fact that | am conscious of the
causes which inspire my action, these causes are already transcendent objects for my
consciousness; they are outside. In vain shall | seek to catch hold of them; | escape
them by my very existence. | am condemned to exist forever beyond my essence,
beyond the causes and motives of my act. | am condemned to be free. This meansthat
no limits to my freedom can be found except freedom itself or, if you prefer, that we
are not free to cease being free. To the extent that the for-itself wishesto hideitsown
nothingness from itself and to incorporate the in-itself asits true node of being, it is
trying also to hideits freedom from itself.

The ultimate meaning of determinismisto establish within usan unbroken continuity
of existencein itself. The motive conceived as apsychic act—i.e., asafull and given
reality—is, in the deterministic view, artienated without any break with the decision
and the act, both of which are equally conceived as psychic givens. Thein-itself has
got hold of al these “data’; the motive provokes the act as the physical cause its
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effect; everythingisreal, everythingisfull. Thustherefusa of freedom can beconceived
only as an attempt to apprehend oneself as being-in-itself; it amounts to the same
thing. Human reality may be defined as abeing such that initsbeing itsfreedomisat
stake because human reality perpetually tries to refuse to recognize its freedom.
Psychologically in each one of us this amounts to trying to take the causes and
motives as things. We try to confer permanence upon them. We attempt to hide from
ourselves that their nature and their weight depend each moment on the meaning
which | give to them; we take them for constants. This amounts to considering the
meaning which | gaveto them just now or yesterday—which isirremediable because
it is past—and extrapolating from it a character fixed till in the present. | attempt to
persuade myself that the causeis asit was. Thusit would pass whole and untouched
from my past consciousness to my present consciousness. It would inhabit my
consciousness. Thisamountsto trying to give an essenceto thefor-itself. Inthe same
way people will posit ends as transcendences, which is not an error. But instead of
seeing that the transcendences there posited are maintained in their being by my own
transcendence, people will assume that | encounter them upon my surging up in the
world; they comefrom God, from nature, from “my” nature, from society. These ends
ready made and pre-human will therefore define the meaning of my act even beforel
conceive it, just as causes as pure psychic givens will produce it without my even
being aware of them.

Cause, act, and end constitute a continuum, a plenum. These abortive attempts to
stifle freedom under the weight of being (they collapse with the sudden upsurge of
anguish before freedom) show sufficiently that freedom in its foundation coincides
with the nothingness which is at the heart of man. Human-redlity isfree becauseit is
not enough. It isfree becauseit is perpetually wrenched away from itself and because
it has been separated by a nothingness from what it is and from what it will be. It is
free, findly, becauseits present beingisitself anothingnessin theform of the“ reflection-
reflecting.” Man is free because heis not himself but presence to himself. The being
which is what it is can not be free. Freedom is precisely the nothingness which is
made-to-be at the heart of man and which forces human-reality to make itself instead
of to be. Aswe have seen, for human reality, to beisto choose oneself; nothing comes
toit either from the outside or from within which it can receive or accept. Without any
help whatsoever, it is entirely abandoned to the intolerable necessity of making itself
be—down to the slightest detail. Thusfreedom isnot abeing; it isthe being of man—
i.e., hisnothingnessof being. If we start by conceiving of man asaplenum, itisabsurd
totry tofind in him afterwards moments or psychic regionsin which hewould befree.
Aswell look for emptiness in a container which one has filled beforehand up to the
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brim! Man can not be sometimes slave and sometimes free; he iswholly and forever
freeor heisnot freeat all.

These observations can lead us, if we know how to use them, to new discoveries.
They will enable usfirst to bring to light the relations between freedom and what we
call the “will.” Thereis afairly common tendency to seek to identify free acts with
voluntary actsand to restrict the deterministic explanation to theworld of the passions.
In short the point of view of Descartes. The Cartesian will is free, but there are
“passions of the soul.” Again Descarteswill attempt aphysiological interpretation of
these passions. Later there will be an attempt to instate a purely psychological
determinism. Intellectualistic analyses such as Proust, for example, attempts with
respect to jealousy or snobbery can serve as illustrations for this concept of the
passiona “mechanism.” In this case it would be necessary to conceive of man as
simultaneously free and determined, and the essential problem would be that of the
relations between this unconditioned freedom and the determined processes of the
psychic life: how will it master the passions, how will it utilize them for its own
benefit? A wisdom which comesfrom ancient times—the wisdom of the Stoics—wiill
teach us to come to terms with these passions so as to master them; in short it will
counsel us how to conduct ourselves with regard to affectivity as man does with
respect to nature in general when he obeys it in order better to control it. Human
reality therefore appears as a free power besieged by an ensemble of determined
processes. Onewill distinguish wholly free acts, determined processes over which the
free will has power, and processes which on principle escape the human-will.

It isclear that we shall not be ableto accept such aconception. But let ustry better
to understand the reasonsfor our refusal. Thereis one objection whichisobviousand
which we shall not waste time in developing; thisis that such atrenchant duality is
inconceivable at the heart of the psychic unity. How in fact could we conceive of a
being which could be one and which nevertheless on the one hand would be congtituted
as a series of facts determined by one another—hence existents in exteriority—and
which on the other hand would be constituted as a spontaneity determining itself to be
and revealing only itself? A priori this spontaneity would be capable of no action on
a determinism aready constituted. On what could it act? On the object itself (the
present psychic fact)? But how could it modify an in-itself which by definitionisand
can beonly what itis? On the actual law of the process? Thisis self-contradictory. On
the antecedents of the process? But it amounts to the same thing whether we act on
the present psychic fact in order to modify it initself or act uponitin order to modify
its consequences. And in each case we encounter the same impossibility which we
pointed out earlier. Moreover, what instrument would this spontaneity have at its
disposal? If the hand can clasp, it is because it can be clasped. Spontaneity, since by
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definition it isbeyond reach can not in turn reach; it can produce only itself. And if it
could dispose of a special instrument, it would then be necessary to conceive of this
asof anintermediary nature between freewill and determined passions—whichisnot
admissible. For different reasonsthe passions could get no hold upon thewill. Indeed
it is impossible for a determined process to act upon a spontaneity, exactly asit is
impossible for objects to act upon consciousness. Thus any synthesis of two types of
existents is impossible; they are not homogeneous; they will remain each onein its
incommunicable solitude. The only bond which anihilating spontaneity could maintain
with mechanical processes would be the fact that it produces itself by an internal
negation directed toward these existents. But then the spontaneity will exist precisely
only in so far as it denies concerning itself that it is these passions. Henceforth the
ensembl e of the determined pa???will of necessity be apprehended by spontaneity as
a pure transcendent; that is, as what is necessarily outside, as what is not it.® This
internal negation would therefore have for its effect only the dissolution of the pa???
intheworld, and the pa???would exist as some sort of object in the midst of theworld
for afree spontaneity which would be simultaneously will and consciousness. This
discussion shows that two solutions and only two are possible: either man iswholly
determined (whichisinadmissible, especially because adetermined consciousness—
i.e., aconsciousness externally motivated— becomesitself pure exteriority and ceases
to be consciousness) or else maniswholly free.

But these observationsare still not our primary concern. They have only anegative
bearing. The study of thewill should, on the contrary, enable usto advance further in
our understanding of freedom. And thisiswhy the fact which strikes usfirst isthat if
the will is to be autonomous, then it is impossible for us to consider it as a given
psychic fact; that is, in-itself. It can not belong to the category defined by the
psychologist as“ states of consciousness.” Here as everywhere el se we assert that the
state of consciousness is a pure idol of a positive psychology. If the will is to be
freedom, then it is of necessity negativity and the power of nihilation. But then weno
longer can see why autonomy should be preserved for the will. In fact it is hard to
conceive of those holes of nihilation which would be the volitions and which would
surge up in the otherwise dense and full web of the passions and of the pa??? in
general. If the will is nihilation, then the ensemble of the psychic must likewise be
nihilation. Moreover—and we shall soon return to this point—where do we get the
idea that the “fact” of passion or that pure, simple desire is not nihilating? Is not
passion first aproject and an enterprise? Doesit not exactly posit astate of affairsas
intolerable? And isit not thereby forced to effect awithdrawal in relation to this state
of affairsand to nihilateit by isolating it and by considering it inthelight of an end—
i.e., of anon-being? And does not passion have its own ends which are recognized
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precisely at the same moment at which it positsthem asnon-existent? Andif nihilation
is precisely the being of freedom, how can we refuse autonomy to the passions in
order to grant it to the will?

But this is not all: the will, far from being the unique or at least the privileged
manifestation of freedom, actually—Iike every event of the for-itself—must
presuppose the foundation of an original freedom in order to be able to constitute
itself aswill. Thewill in fact is posited as a reflective decision in relation to certain
ends. But it does not create these ends. It israther amode of being in relation to them:
it decreesthat the pursuit of these endswill bereflective and deliberative. Passion can
posit the same ends. For example, if | am threatened, | can run away at top speed
because of my fear of dying. This passiona fact nevertheless posits implicitly as a
supreme end the value of life. Another person in the same situation will, on the
contrary, understand that he must remain at his post even if resistance at first appears
moredangerousthan flight; he“will stand firm.” But hisgoal, although better understood
and explicitly posited, remains the same asin the case of the emotional reaction. Itis
simply that the methods of attaining it are more clearly conceived; certain of them are
rejected as dubious or inefficacious, others are more solidly organized. Thedifference
here depends on the choice of means and on the degree of reflection and of making
explicit, not on the end. Yet the one who flees is said to be “passionate,” and we
reserve the term “voluntary” for the man who resists. Therefore the question is of a
difference of subjective attitude in relation to a transcendent end. But if we wish to
avoid the error which we denounced earlier and not consider these transcendent ends
as pre-human and as an a priori limit to our transcendence, then we are indeed
compelled to recognize that they are the temporalizing projection of our freedom.
Human reality can not receiveits ends, aswe have seen, either from outside or from a
so-called inner “nature.” It chooses them and by this very choice confers upon them
atranscendent existence asthe external limit of its projects. From thispoint of view—
and if it is understood that the existence of the Dasein precedes and commands its
essence—human reality in and through its very upsurge decides to define its own
being by itsends. It istherefore the positing of my ultimate ends which characterizes
my being and which isidentical with the sudden thrust of the freedom which ismine.
And thisthrust isan existence; it has nothing to do with an essence or with aproperty
of abeing which would be engendered conjointly with anidea.

Thus since freedom is identical with my existence, it is the foundation of ends
which | shall attempt to attain either by the will or by passionate efforts. Thereforeit
can not be limited to voluntary acts. Volitions, on the contrary, like passions are
certain subjective attitudes by which we attempt to attain the ends posited by original
freedom. By original freedom, of course, we should not understand a freedom which
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would be prior to the voluntary or passionate act but rather a foundation which is
strictly contemporary with the will or the passion and which these manifest, each in
its own way. Neither should we oppose freedom to the will or to passion as the
“profound self” of Bergson is opposed to the superficia self; the for-itself iswholly
selfnessand can not havea* profound self,” unlessby thiswe mean certain transcendent
structures of the psyche. Freedom is nothing but the existence of our will or of our
passionsin so far asthisexistenceisthe nihilation of facticity; that is, the existence of
abeing whichisits being in the mode of having to beit. We shall return to this point.
Inany caselet usremember that the will is determined within the compass of motives
and ends already posited by the for-itself in atranscendent projection of itself toward
its possibles. If this were not so, how could we understand deliberation, which is an
evaluation of meansin relation to already existing ends?

If these ends are already posited, then what remainsto be decided at each moment
isthe way in which | shall conduct myself with respect to them; in other words, the
attitude which | shall assume. Shall | act by valition or by passion? Who can decide
except me?Infact, if weadmit that circumstances decide for me (for example, | canact
by volition when faced with aminor danger but if the peril increases, | shall fall into
passion), we thereby suppress al freedom. It would indeed be absurd to declare that
the will is autonomous when it appears but that external circumstances strictly
determine the moment of its appearance. But, on the other hand, how can it be
maintained that awill which does not yet exist can suddenly decideto shatter thechain
of the passions and suddenly stand forth on the fragments of these chains? Such a
conception would lead us to consider the will as a power which sometimes would
manifest itself to consciousness and at other times would remain hidden, but which
would in any case possess the permanence and the existence “in-itself” of aproperty.
This is precisely what isinadmissible. It is, however, certain that common opinion
conceives of themoral life asastruggle between awill-thing and passi on-substances.
Thereishereasort of psychological Manichagism whichisabsolutely insupportable.

Actually it is not enough to will; it is necessary to will to will. Take, for example,
agivensituation: | canreact to it emotionally. We have shown el sewhere that emotion
is not a physiological tempest;* it is a reply adapted to the situation; it is a type of
conduct, themeaning and form of which arethe object of anintention of consciousness
which aims at attaining a particular end by particular means. In fear, fainting and
cataplexie® aim at suppressing the danger by suppressing the consciousness of the
danger. There is an intention of losing consciousness in order to do away with the
formidable world in which consciousness is engaged and which comes into being
through consciousness. Therefore we have to do with magical behavior provoking the
symbolic satisfactions of our desires and revealing by the same stroke a magical
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stratum of the world. In contrast to this conduct voluntary and rational conduct will
consider the situation scientifically, will reject the magical, and will apply itself to
realizing determined seriesand instrumental complexeswhichwill enableusto resolve
the problems. It will organize a system of means by taking its stand on instrumental
determinism. Suddenly it will reveal atechnical world; that is, aworld in which each
instrumental-complex refersto another larger complex and so on. But what will make
me decideto choose the magical aspect or thetechnical aspect of theworld? It can not
betheworlditself, for thisin order to be manifested waitsto be discovered. Therefore
it isnecessary that the for-itself in its project must choose being the one by whom the
world isrevealed as magical or rational; that is, thefor-itself must asafree project of
itself givetoitself magical or rational existence. Itisresponsiblefor either one, for the
for-itself can beonly if it has chosen itself. Therefore thefor-itself appearsasthe free
foundation of its emotions as of its volitions. My fear is free and manifests my
freedom; | have put all my freedom into my fear, and | have chosen myself asfearful
inthisor that circumstance. Under other circumstances| shall exist as deliberate and
courageous, and | shall have put all my freedom into my courage. In relation to
freedom thereisno privileged psychic phenomenon. All my “modes of being” manifest
freedom equally since they are all ways of being my own nothingness.

Notes

1 Jean-Paul Sartre Altona and Other Plays: Altona, Men Without Shadows, TheFlies
(Penguin, in association with Hamish Hamilton, Harmondsworth, 1962) p. 292.

2 Gaston Berger, Le Cogito chez Husser| et chez Descartes, 1940.

3 l.e, isnot spontaneity. Tr.

4 Esguissed unethéorie phénoménol ogique des émotions, Hermann, 1939. In English,
The Emotions: Outline of a Theory. Tr. by Bernard Frechtman. Philosophical
Library, 1948.

5 A wordinvented by Preyer to refer to a sudden inhibiting numbness produced by
any shock. Tr.



10 Responsibility

Sartre maintains that ethical values are invented, not discovered. He thinks
there is no God so no divine authority on the distinction between right and
wrong, and it is an act of bad faith to endorse a pre-established value
system such as Christianity, humanism, or Communism. Rather, each
person is radically free to create their own values through action. Ethics is
something that exists only within the world of things human. Indeed, in the
Existentialism and Humanism Lecture (Chapter 2 above) he says there is
no universe except the human universe and we can not escape human
subjectivity. We can not look outside our lives to answer the question of how
to live. We can only do that by freely choosing how to live.

Superficially, Sartre might appear to be a naive relativist about morality.
Relativism in morality is the thesis that it makes no sense to speak of some
actions as right and some wrong, only of some individual or some society
holding them to be right or wrong. Relativism embodies a mistake. From
the obvious and uncontroversial historical truth that value systems vary from
person to person and from society to society it is invalidly concluded that
these systems can not themselves be right or wrong. It is important to refute
relativism because, although it is sometimes misidentified as a liberal and
tolerant doctrine, it in fact precludes our condemning individuals or regimes
that practice genocide, torture, arbitrary imprisonment and other atrocities.
On the relativist view these practices are, so to speak, ‘right for them but
wrong for us’; a putative claim that makes no sense.

Sartre’s moral philosophy opens a conceptual space between absolute
God-given morality on the one hand and naive relativism on the other. He
insists that values belong only to the human world, and that we are
uncomfortably free to invent them, yet he provides us with strict criteria for
deciding between right and wrong.
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The essential concept in the establishment of this middle path is
responsibility. To say that someone is responsible for what they do is to say
that they do it, they could have refrained from doing it, and they are answerable
to others for doing it. (This last component of ‘responsibility’ is apparent in
the word’s etymology. It means ‘answerability’.) It is a consequence of Sartre’s
theses that existence precedes essence in the case of humanity, and people
have an ineliminable freedom, that we are responsible for what we are. We
are nothing else but what we make of ourselves. It follows that everyone is
wholly and solely responsible for everything they do.

Responsibility for Sartre includes another, crucial, dimension. In choosing
for myself | am implicitly choosing for others. By joining a trade union, by
joining the communist party, by getting married, by becoming a Christian, by
fighting in the French resistance, by anything | do, | am implicitly prescribing
the same course of action to the rest of humanity. To put it another way, all my
actions are recommendations. By acting | set an example for all similarly
placed others to follow. | am obliged at every instant to perform actions
which are examples.

This implicit recommendation to others is called in moral philosophy
‘universalisability’, and finds its most sophisticated expression in Kant's
ethical works, the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (Grundlegungzur
Metaphysik der Sitten, 1785) and the Critique of Practical Reason (Kritik der
Praktischen Vernunft, 1788). Kant, like Sartre, tries to found an objective
morality that does not rely on theological premises. In Sartre’s texts,
universalisability admits of two interpretations, one causal the other logical.

On the causal interpretation we take literally Sartre’s notion of setting an
example. By joining a trade union | may cause others to join a trade union,
and so my responsibility is in a direct sense a responsibility for what | make
others do, not just for what | do myself.

On the logical interpretation, in order to be consistent we have to accept
that persons similarly placed to ourselves should do as we do. A person is
only one person amongst others and it would be inconsistent to maintain
that one person but not others should follow a course of action where all
those people are similarly placed. There would be something incoherent
about someone who freely chose to join a trade union, or who became a
convert to Christianity, but disapproved of people making just those choices.
Of course Sartre accepts that that may happen. One form of religious or
political commitment might be suitable for one person but not another but,
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prima facie, if it is right for one person to do something then it is right for any
similar and similarly placed person to do the same. Being just one person
rather than another can not make a moral difference.

The causal and the logical interpretations are mutually consistent. For
any action, say joining the French resistance, it may both be causally
efficacious in encouraging others to join, and exhibit the rule that if | join then
I do not judge similarly placed others to be under no obligation to join, on
pain of inconsistency.

Consistency is a condition for ethics according to Sartre. Acting immorally,
that is, in a way that can not be universalised, results in incoherence.
Following Kant, Sartre says the act of lying implies the universal value which
it denies. Not only is there no lying without truth-telling but lying can not be
universalised. The implicit recommendation to everyone to lie could never
be adopted. If there was no truth-telling the distinction between lies and
truth would break down and there could be no lying either. Because
consistency is a constraint on morality what can not be universalised is
immoral. In fashioning myself | fashion humanity as a whole.

Universalisability provides us with a test to distinguish between the
rightness and the wrongness of our actions. If an action cannot be
consistently universalised then it is immoral. If the action can be consistently
universalised it is not immoral. In trying to resolve a moral dilemma, we
have to ask what the consequences would be of everyone adopting our
action as a rule.

Realising the full burden of our responsibility to humanity provokes in us
the deepest sense of dread and anxiety. This discomfort is why we plunge
ourselves into bad faith. Facing our freedom requires facing our responsibility.
We can hardly bear to face our responsibility so we deny our freedom.

We are free and responsible despite our refusal to accept these objective
facts about us. They endure through our pretence so we are in anguish.

In this way, Sartre emerges as a moral objectivist despite his rejection of
theological premises for ethics. His moral philosophy is in many ways a
humanistic transformation of Christian ethics. To take one conspicuous
example, instead of being responsible before God a person is responsible
before humanity. Instead of God watching our every action everything happens
to each person as though the whole human race was watching what they
are doing. Sartre’s humanity, like Christian humanity, is a fallen humanity,
but Sartre’s Fall is a secular Fall. We are not fallen from any perfect natural
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state; we fall short of our own possibilities of acting freely and responsibly.
To admit this freedom is to become committed (engagé).

The section called ‘Freedom and Responsibility’ is taken from Being and
Nothingness. The section called ‘The Good and Subjectivity’ is from
Notebooks for an Ethics.

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

Being and doing: freedom
Freedom and responsibility

Although the considerations which are about to follow are of interest primarily to the
ethicigt, it may nevertheless be worthwhile after these descriptions and argumentsto
return to the freedom of the for-itself and to try to understand what the fact of this
freedom represents for human destiny.

The essential consequence of our earlier remarksisthat man being condemned to be
free carries the weight of the whole world on his shoulders; heis responsible for the
world and for himself asaway of being. We aretaking theword “responsibility” inits
ordinary sense as“ consciousness (of) being theincontestabl e author of an event or of
an object.” In this sense the responsibility of the for-itself is overwhelming since het
isthe one by whom it happensthat thereisaworld; since heisal so the onewho makes
himself be, then whatever may bethe situation in which hefinds himself, thefor-itself
must wholly assume this situation with its peculiar coeffecient of adversity, even
though it beinsupportable. He must assume the situati on with the proud consciousness
of being the author of it, for the very worst disadvantages or the worst threats which
can endanger my person have meaning only in and through my project; anditisonthe
ground of the engagement which | am that they appear. It is therefore senseless to
think of complaining since nothing foreign has decided what wefeel, what welive, or
what we are.

Furthermore this absolute responsibility is not resignation; it issimply the logical
requirement of the consequences of our freedom. What happens to me happens
through me, and | can neither affect myself with it nor revolt against it nor resign
myself to it. Moreover everything which happens to me is mine. By this we must
understand first of all that | am always equal to what happensto me qua man, for what
happens to a man through other men and through himself can be only human. The
most terrible situations of war, the worst tortures do not create a non-human state of
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things; thereis no non-human situation. Itisonly through fear, flight, and recourseto
magical types of conduct that | shall decide on the non-human, but this decision is
human, and | shall carry the entire responsibility for it. But in addition the situationis
mine because it is the image of my free choice of myself, and everything which it
presents to meis mine in that this represents me and symbolizes me. Isit not | who
decidethe coefficient of adversity inthingsand even their unpredictability by deciding
myself?

Thus there are no accidents in a life; a community event which suddenly bursts
forth and involvesmein it does not come from the outside. If | am mobilized inawar,
thiswar ismy war; itisin my image and | deserveit. | deserveit first because| could
aways get out of it by suicide or by desertion; these ultimate possibles are those
which must always be present for uswhen thereisaquestion of envisaging asituation.
For lack of getting out of it, | have chosen it. This can be dueto inertia, to cowardice
intheface of public opinion, or because| prefer certain other valuesto the value of the
refusal to join in the war (the good opinion of my relatives, the honor of my family,
etc.). Anyway you look at it, itisamatter of achoice. Thischoicewill berepeated |ater
on again and again without abreak until the end of the war. Therefore we must agree
with the statement by J. Romains, “In war thereare noinnocent victims.”? If therefore
| have preferred war to death or to dishonor, everything takes place as if | bore the
entire responsibility for thiswar. Of course others have declared it, and one might be
tempted perhapsto consider me asasimple accomplice. But this notion of complicity
hasonly ajuridical sense, and it doesnot hold here. For it depended on methat for me
and by me this war should not exist, and | have decided that it does exist. There was
no compulsion here, for the compulsion could have got no hold on afreedom. | did not
have any excuse; for aswe have said repeatedly in thisbook, the peculiar character of
human-reality isthat it iswithout excuse. Thereforeit remainsfor meonly tolay claim
to this war.

But in addition the war is mine because by the sole fact that it arisesin a situation
which | cause to be and that | can discover it there only by engaging myself for or
againgtit, | can nolonger distinguish at present the choicewhich | make of myself from
the choice which | make of thewar. To livethiswar isto choose myself throughiit and
to choose it through my choice of myself. There can be no question of considering it
as “four years of vacation” or asa“reprieve,” asa“recess,” the essential part of my
responsibilities being elsewherein my married, family, or professional life. Inthiswar
which | have chosen | choose myself from day to day, and | make it mine by making
myself. If itisgoing to befour empty years, thenitis| who bear the responsibility for
this.
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Finally, aswe pointed out earlier, each person isan absol ute choice of self fromthe
standpoint of aworld of knowledgesand of techniques which this choice both assumes
and illumines; each person is an absol ute upsurge at an absolute date and is perfectly
unthinkable at another date. It is therefore a waste of timeto ask what | should have
been if this war had not broken out, for | have chosen myself as one of the possible
meanings of the epoch which imperceptibly led to war. | am not distinct from this
same epoch; | could not be transported to another epoch without contradiction. Thus
| amthiswar which restricts and limits and makes comprehensible the period which
preceded it. In this sense we may define more precisely the responsibility of the for-
itself if to the earlier quoted statement, “There are no innocent victims,” we add the
words, “We have the war we deserve.” Thus, totally free, undistinguishable from the
period for which | have chosen to be the meaning, as profoundly responsible for the
war asif | had myself declared it, unableto live without integrating it in my situation,
engaging myself init wholly and stamping it with my seal, | must be without remorse
or regretsas | am without excuse; for from theinstant of my upsurgeinto being, | carry
the weight of the world by myself a one without anything or any person being ableto
lightenit.

Yet thisresponsibility isof avery particular type. Someonewill say, “| did not ask
to be born.” Thisis a naive way of throwing greater emphasis on our facticity. | am
responsible for everything, in fact, except for my very responsibility, for | am not the
foundation of my being. Therefore everything takesplaceasif | were compelled to be
responsible. | am abandoned in the world, not in the sense that | might remain
abandoned and passive in a hostile universe like a board floating on the water, but
rather in the sense that | find myself suddenly alone and without help, engaged in a
world for which | bear the whol e responsibility without being able, whatever | do, to
tear myself away from this responsibility for an instant. For | am responsible for my
very desire of fleeing responsibilities. To make myself passivein the world, to refuse
to act upon things and upon Othersis till to choose myself, and suicide is one mode
among others of being-in-the-world. Yet | find an absolute responsibility for the fact
that my facticity (here the fact of my birth) is directly inapprehensible and even
inconceivable, for thisfact of my birth never appears asabrutefact but always across
a projective reconstruction of my for-itself. | am ashamed of being born or | am
astonished at it or | rejoice over it, or in attempting to get rid of my lifel affirmthat |
live and | assume thislife as bad. Thusin a certain sense | choose being born. This
choiceitself isintegrally affected with facticity since | am not able not to choose, but
this facticity in turn will appear only in so far as | surpass it toward my ends. Thus
facticity is everywhere but inapprehensible; | never encounter anything except my
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responsibility. That iswhy | can not ask, “ Why was | born?’ or curse the day of my
birth or declare that | did not ask to be born, for these various attitudes toward my
birth—i.e., toward the fact that | realize a presence in the world—are absolutely
nothing else but ways of assuming this birth in full responsibility and of making it
mine. Here again | encounter only myself and my projects so that finally my
abandonment—i.e., my facticity—consistssimply in the fact that | am condemned to
be wholly responsible for myself. | am the being which isin such away that in its
beingitsbeingisinquestion. Andthis“is’ of my beingisaspresent and inapprehensible.

Under these conditions since every event in the world can be revealed to me only
as an opportunity (an opportunity made use of, lacked, neglected, etc.), or better yet
since everything which happensto us can be considered as a chance (i.e., can appear
tousonly asaway of realizing thisbeing whichisin questionin our being) and since
othersastranscendences-transcended are themsel ves only opportunities and chances,
the responsibility of the for-itself extendsto the entire world as apeopled-world. Itis
precisely thusthat the for-itself apprehendsitself in anguish; that is, asabeing which
is neither the foundation of its own being nor of the Other’s being nor of thein-itselfs
whichformtheworld, but abeing whichiscompelled to decide the meaning of being-
within it and everywhere outside of it. The one who realizesin anguish his condition
as being thrown into aresponsibility which extends to his very abandonment has no
longer either remorse or regret or excuse; heisno longer anything but afreedom which
perfectly reveas itself and whose being resides in this very revelation. But as we
pointed out at the beginning of thiswork, most of thetimewefreeanguishinbad faith.

NOTEBOOKSFOR AN ETHICS

The Good and Subjectivity
16 December 453

The Good has to be done. This signifiesthat it is the end of an act, without a doubt.
But also that it does not exist apart from the act that does it. A Platonic Good that
would exist in and by itself makes no sense. One would like to say that it is beyond
Being, in fact it would be a Being and, as such, in the first place it would leave us
completely indifferent, we would slide by it without knowing what to make of it; for
another thing it would be contradictory asan aberrant synthesis of being and ought-to-
be. Andinparallel to the Christian Good, which has over the former the superiority of
emanating from a subjectivity, if it does perhaps escape contradiction, it would still
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not be able to move us, for God does not do the Good: heisit. Otherwise would we
have to refuse to attribute perfection to the divine essence?

What we can take from the examination of thisideathat “the Good hasto be done”
isthat the agent of Good is not the Good. Nor ishe Evil, which will lead usback in an
indirect way to posing the problem of the being of the Good. He is poor over against
the Good, heisits disgraced creator, for his act does not turn back on him to qualify
him. No doubt, if he does it often, it will be said that he is good or just. But “good”
does not mean: one who possesses the Good, but: one who does it. Just does not
mean; who possessesjustice, but: who rendersit. Sotheoriginal relation of mantothe
Good is the same type as transcendence, that is, the Good presents itself as what has
to be posited as an objective reality through the effort of a subjectivity. The Good is
necessarily that toward which wetranscend ourselves, it isthe noemaof that particular
noesisthat isan act. The relation between acting subjectivity and the Good is astight
asthe intentional relation that links consciousness to its object, or the one that binds
man to the world in being-in-the-world.

The Good cannot be conceived apart from an acting subjectivity, and yet it is
beyond this subjectivity. Subjectiveinthat it must always emanate from a subjectivity
and never impose itself on this subjectivity from the outside, it is objective in that it
is, initsuniversal essence, strictly independent of this subjectivity. And, reciprocally,
any act whatsoever originally presupposes a choice of the Good. Every act, in effect,
presupposes a separation and awithdrawal of the agent in relation to thereal and an
evaluating appraisal of what is in the name of what should be. So man has to be
considered as the being through which the Good comesinto the world. Not inasmuch
as consciousness can be contempl ative but inasmuch asthe human reality isaproject.

This explains why many people are tempted to confuse the Good with what takes
the most effort. An ethics of effort would be absurd. In what way would effort be a
sign of the Good? It would cost me morein effort to strangle my son than to livewith
him on good terms. Isthiswhy | should strangle him? And if between equally certain
paths that both lead to virtue | choose the more difficult, have | not confused means
and ends? For what isimportant isto act, not to act with difficulty. And if | consider
effort asakind of ascetic exercise, | amyielding first to anaturalistic ethics of exercise,
of thegymnastics of the soul. | havethethinglike [ choisiste] ideaof profiting froman
acquisition, like the gymnast who does fifteen repetitions today so asto be ableto do
twenty theday after tomorrow. But in ethicsthereisneither trampoline nor acquisition.
Everything is always new. Hero today, coward tomorrow if heisnot careful. It isjust
that, if effort hasthis pricein the eyes of so many (aside from an old Christian aroma
of mortification), it isbecausein forcing myself | experience my act to agreater degree
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initsrelation to the Good. Theless| make an effort, the more the Good toward which
| strive seemsto megiven, to exist inthe manner of athing. Themorel makean effort,
themorethis Good that oscillates and fades and bumps along from obstacleto obstacle
issomething | feel myself to be making. It isin effort that the relation of subjectivity
to the Good gets uncovered for me. By escaping destruction, | sense that the Good
runstherisk of being destroyed a ong with me; each time one of my attempts miscarries,
| sense that the Good is not done, that it is called into question. Effort reveals the
essentia fragility of the Good and the primordial importance of subjectivity.

Thus it matters little whether the Good is. What is necessary is that it be through
us. Not that there is here some turning back of subjectivity onitself or that it wantsto
participate in the Good it posits. Reflective reversals take place after the fact and
manifest nothing other than akind of flight, a preference for oneself. Rather, simply,
subjectivity finds its meaning outside of itself in this Good that never is and that it
perpetualy realizes. It chooses itself in choosing the Good and it cannot be that in
choosingitself it does not choose the Good that definesit. For it isawaysthrough the
transcendent that | define myself.

Thus, when someone accuses us of favoring whims, they arefollowing the prejudice
that would have it that man is initialy fully armed, fully ready, and that thus he
chooses his Good afterwards, which would leave him afreedom of indifferencefaced
with contrary possibilities. But if man qualifies himself by his choice, caprice no
longer hasameaningfor, insofar asit isproduced by an already constituted personality
thatis“intheworld,” it getsinserted within an already existing choice of oneself and
the Good. It is an instantaneous attention to the instant. But for there to be attention
to the instant, there must be a duration that temporalizes itself, that is, an original
choice of the Good and of myself in the face of the Good.

Thisiswhat allows usto comprehend that so many people devoted to the Good of
acause do not willingly accept that this Good should be realized apart from them and
by ways that they have not thought of. | will go so far asto sacrifice myself entirely
so that the person | love finds happiness, but | do not wish that it come to him by
chance and, so to speak, apart from me.

In truth, there is incertitude about subjectivity. What is certain is that the Good
must be done by some human reality. But isit a question of my individual reality, of
that of my party, or of that of concrete humanity? In truth, the Good being universal,
if | could melt into the human totality as into an indissoluable synthesis, the ideal
would be that the Good was the result of the doing of this totality. But, on the one
hand, this concrete humanity isin reality a detotalized totality, that is, it will never
exist asasynthesis—it is stopped along the way. With the result that the very ideal of



200 Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Writings

ahumanity doing the Good isimpossible. But, what ismore, the quality of universality
of the Good necessarily implies the positing of the Other. If the Other and | were to
melt into asingle human reality, humanity conscious of being auniqueand individual
historical adventure could no longer posit the Good except as the object of its own
will. Or to rediscover the universal structure of the Good, it will have to postulate
other human realities, on the Moon or on the planet Mars and therefore, once again,
Another person.

Notethat the universal structure of the Good is necessary asthat which givesit its
transcendence and its objectivity. To posit the Good in doing it is to posit Others as
having to do it. We cannot escape this. Thus, to conclude, it is concrete subjectivity
(the isolated subject or the group, the party) that has to do the Good in the face of
others, for others, and in demanding from the diversity of others that they do it too.
The notion of Good demands the plurality of consciousnesses and even the plurality
of commitments.

If indeed, without going so far as to presuppose the synthetic totalization of
consciousnesses and the end of History, we simply imagine a unanimous accord
occurring about the nature of the Good to be done and furthermore an identity of
actions, the Good preserves its universality, but it loses its reality of “having-to-be-
done,” for it has at present, for each concrete subjectivity, an outside. It isalwaysfor
me what | haveto do, but it is also what everyone else does. Which is to say that it
appears as natural and as supernatural at the same time. This is, in one sense, the
ambiguousreality of what are called customs. So the Good is necessarily the quest of
concrete subjectivities existing in the world amidst other hostile or merely diversely
oriented subjectivities. Not only isit my ideal, it is also my ideal that it become the
ideal of others. Itsuniversality isnot defacto, itisdejurelikeitsother characteristics.

Monday 17 December

It follows

1st, that no man wants the Good for the sake of the Good,;

2nd, no man wants to do the Good so as to profit from it egoistically (amour-

propre).

In both cases it is wrong to assume that man is initially fully made and that
afterward he enters into a centripetal or centrifugal relation with the Good. Instead,
sinceitisfromthisrelation (whichisthe original choice) that both man and the Good
are born, we can set aside both hypotheses. The interested man of the ethics of
interest, for example, chooses, dueto motivating factorsthat haveto do with existential
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psychoanalysis, both to be interested and that the Good be his interest. He defines
himself by thisinterest in the very moment that he definesthe world and ethicsby this
interest. For me, hewill never be an interested man, but rather aman who chooses to
be interested. And we shall truly know what this interest is when we have made
explicit the metaphysical reasons one might have for reducing the human condition to
interest. At thelevel of hischoice, theinterested man is disinterested; that is, he does
not explain himself in terms of an interest.

Analyze (existential psychoanalysis):

( pleasure

interest

Ethics of will to power

virtueduty

\ love

Study afew types of value:

( nobility

valuesof life grace
generosity

valuesof action devotion

frankness—purity—innocence

From thisit also necessarily follows that the person is inseparable from the Good
he has chosen. The person is the agent of this Good. Take this Good away from him,
heisnothing at all, just asif you were to take the world away from consciousness, it
would no longer be consciousness of anything, therefore no longer consciousness at
all. But the person does not cling to his Good to preserve himself. Instead it isin
projecting himself toward his Good that he makes and preserves himself. Thus the
person isthe bridge between being and the ought-to-be. But as such, heisnecessarily
unjustifiable. Thisis why he chooses to hypostasize the essential characteristics of
hisGood in order to givethis Good an ontological priority over himself. Then, existing
asthe servant of thisapriori Good, man exists by right. Heisin some way raised up
by the Good to serveit. We seethis clearly in religion—for God has raised up man to
reflect hisglory.

Paulhan speaks of theillusion of totality that makes us believe in the presence of
the armadillo when we see the armadillo.* But thisillusion of totality isnot just afact
of knowing something. We find it in every domain. Everything we experience, we
experience asthough it were our wholelife and thisiswhy across our experienceswe
grasp a meaning of the human condition. This sad street, with its large barracklike
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buildings, which | am walking along, extendsout of sight for me, itismy life, itislife.
And my solitude at Bordeaux was solitude, the forlornness of man.

Difficulty: therearetwo orders. Themanin hell and the saved man. Onceweallow
that freedom is built up on the ground of the passions, this difficulty no longer exists:
thereis natural man with his determinism, and freedom appears when he escapesthe
infernal circle. Butif youarenot aStoic, if you think that manisfreeeveninhell, how
then can you explain that thereisahell?

To put it another way, why does man almost alwaysfirst choose hell, inauthenticity?
Why issalvation thefruit of anew beginning neutralizing thefirst one? L et usconsider
this. What we are here calling inauthenticity is in fact the initial project or original
choice man makes of himself in choosing his Good. His project is inauthentic when
man’sproject isto rejoin an In-itself-for-itself and to identify it with himself; in short,
to be God and his own foundation, and when at the same time he posits the Good as
preestablished. This project is first in the sense that it is the very structure of my
existence. | exist asachoice. But asthischoiceisprecisaly the positing of atranscendent,
it takes place on the unreflective plane. | cannot appear at first on the reflective plane
since reflection presupposes the appearance of the reflected upon, that is, of an
Erlebnisthat isgiven dwaysas having been there before and on the unreflective plane.
Thus| am free and responsible for my project with the reservation that it is precisely
as having been therefirst.

Infact, itisnot aquestion of arestriction on freedom since, in reality, itisjust the
forminwhich it isfreedom that is the object of this reservation. Being unreflective,
thisfreedom does not posit itself asfreedom. It positsitsobject (the act, the end of the
act) and itishaunted by itsvalue. At thislevel it realizesitself therefore asachoice of
being. Anditisinitsvery existencethat itissuch. Nor isit aquestion of adeterminism
or of an obligation, but rather that freedom realizes itself in the first place on the
unreflective plane. And thereisno sensein asking if it might first realize itself on the
reflective plane since this by definition implies the unreflective. It would be equally
usel essto speak of aconstraint onthe mind of amathematician because he, being able
to conceiveof acircleor asquare, cannot conceive of asguarecircle. Itisnot aquestion
of alimit which freedom trips over, but rather, in freely making itself, it does so
unreflectively, and asit isanihilating escape from being toward the I n-itself-for-itself
and aperpetua nihilation, it cannot do anything unlessit positsthe In-itself-for-itself
asthe Good existing as selbstandig.

Whence the real problem: “can one escape from hell?’ cannot be posed on any
other level than the reflective level. But since reflection emanates from an already
congtituted freedom, there is already a question of salvation, depending on whether



Responsibility 203

reflection will take up for its own account the initial project of freedom or not take it
up, whether it will be apurifying reflection refusing to “ go along with” thisproject. It
is obvious that we are here in the presence of afree choice among aternatives of the
type that classical psychology has habituated usto consider. “ Mitmachen oder nicht
mitmachen” [totake or not to take part]. Except the two terms here do not exist before
the decision. And as they take their source from the nonthetic consciousness that
freedom has of itself, it is clear that accessory reflection isjust the prolongation of the
bad faith found nonthetically within the primitive project, whereas pure reflection is
a break with this projection and the constitution of afreedom that takes itself as its
end. Thisiswhy, although it would be much more advantageousto live on the plane of
freedom that takes itself for its end, most people have a difficulty. . . .

Notes

1 | amshifting to the personal pronoun here since Sartreis describing the for-itself
in concrete personal termsrather than as ametaphysical entity. Strictly speaking,
of course, thisishis position throughout, and the French “ il” isindifferently “he’
or “it.” Tr.

2 J. Romains: Les hommes de bonne volonté; “Prélude & Verdun.”

3 Sartre left for his second trip to the United States on 12 December 1945 (The
Writings of Jean-Paul Sartre, p. 13). He traveled across the Atlantic by Liberty
ship, a voyage that took eighteen days; hence this document, the second part of
which isdated 17 December, must have been written during that voyage.

4 Jean Paulhan, Entretien sur desfaits Divers (Paris. Gallimard, 1945), pp. 24-25.



11 Bad faith

The reality of our freedom is so unbearable that we refuse to face it. Instead
of realising our identities as free conscious subjects we pretend to ourselves
that we are mechanistic, determined objects. Refusing to freely make
ourselves what we are, we masquerade as fixed essences by the adoption
of hypocritical social roles and inert value systems. This denial of freedom
is called by Sartre ‘bad faith’ (mauvaise foi). Almost a secularisation of the
Christian Fall, bad faith is pervasive.

It is depicted in merciless detail in Sartre’s fiction and in the chapter on
bad faith from Being and Nothingness, partly reprinted below, which contains
the locus classicus: a café waiter whose exaggerated movements and
affected manner make it clear that he is playing at being a café waiter.
Several kinds of bad faith are displayed by the waiter. He behaves
mechanically as though he were a thing rather than a person. He is acting a
role, playing a part. His relationship to himself is as false as that of an actor
to his part in a play. His behaviour is a display before others, a set of routines
which make him comfortable in his own eyes and in the eyes of others.

In another of Sartre’s examples, the soldier at attention is in bad faith
when he turns himself into a mechanical soldier-thing with a fixed unseeing
gaze. A woman on a date with a certain man for the first time is presented
with the moment of choice. The man takes her hand. For her to leave her
hand in his is to choose a sexual direction for the relationship. To withdraw
it is to reject this possibility. Instead of choosing, instead of exercising her
real choice, she refuses to face it, leaving her hand to rest, neither accepting
nor rejecting: a thing.

Sartre’s philosophical literature is strewn with characters in bad faith:
Goetz in The Devil and the Good Lord, Hugo in Dirty Hands, the bourgeoisie
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of Bouville in Nausea and Kean in the play of that name. In the biographies
Baudelaire and Saint Genet: Comedian and Martyr the self-justifying
bourgeois hypocrisy of the nineteenth-century poet is contrasted with the
recognition of freedom by the thieving and streetfighting proletarian
homosexual playwright from Brest. Genet’s disreputable and criminal
behaviour is eulogised by Sartre as a model of good faith — the real exercise
of freedom. Baudelaire’s law abiding conformity is condemned as the denial
of freedom — bad faith. Sartre’s distinction between the moral and the immoral
cuts across socially acceptable legal and ethical mores. The moral is the
free and authentic; the immoral is the conformist, the obsequious, the
inauthentic.

Sartre says bad faith is a lie to oneself. This raises the philosophical
paradox of self-deception because | know | am free but | hide my freedom
from myself. In some sense, | both know and do not know | am free. How is
this possible?

Sartre rejects one solution straight away: the psychoanalytical idea that
there exists both a conscious and an unconscious mind. The Freudian
allows that we know something unconsciously but remain ignorant of it and
deny it consciously, and so dissolves the paradox of self-deception. Sartre
can not possibly follow this route because it is a central tenet of his theory of
consciousness that no unconscious exists. Sartre’s phenomenology implies
that every mental state is necessarily a conscious state.

Sartre’s solution is as follows. The respect in which | know | am free is
different from the respect in which | do not know | am free. | know that | am
free in that | have the capacity to make choices. However, | mask this capacity
from myself by the adoption of everyday roles, by conforming to the fixed
image others have of me, by pretending to be a mechanism or a thing. | am
fully possessed of the propositional knowledge of my own capacity to act
freely but behave rigidly to prevent the realisation of that capacity. | pretend |
am not free.

In bad faith | am in relation to myself as the actor is to Hamlet. We are all
actors. An actor knows he is an actor but in so far as he performs he is not
his real self. In bad faith | know | am free but adopt a role which masks my
freedom. Bad faith is a representation for others and for myself. Paradoxically,
human reality is what it is not (its authentic self-defining project) and is not
what it is (its hypocritical social role).

Sartre distinguishes between two kinds of people in bad faith. One kind
he calls ‘cowards’ (‘les laches’). They hide from their freedom in a facade of
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solemnity or with deterministic excuses. Those who deny not only their own
freedom but that of others Sartre calls ‘swine’ (‘les salauds’). In Nausea, for
example, Roquentin concludes his tour of the portraits of the bourgeois
officials in the city museum with the comment ‘you bastards’ (‘salauds’).
They felt they had the natural or God-given right to exist, to occupy their social
location of wealth and privilege and suppress the freedom of others. The
denial of freedom is immoral because it is inauthentic and hypocritical.
Freedom brings with it a heavy and terrible responsibility described in the
last chapter. Bad faith is also therefore an evasion of responsibility.

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

Bad faith

I. Bad faith and falsehood

The human being is not only the being by whom négatités are disclosed in the world;
he is also the one who can take negative attitudes with respect to himself. In our
Introduction we defined consciousness as“abeing such that initsbeing, itsbeing isin
questionin so far asthisbeingimpliesabeing other thanitself.” But now that we have
examined themeaning of “the question,” we can at present also writetheformulathus:
“Consciousnessisabeing, the nature of which isto be conscious of the nothingness of
its being.” In a prohibition or a veto, for example, the human being denies a future
transcendence. But thisnegation isnot explicative. My consciousnessis not restricted
to envisioning a négatité. It constitutes itself in its own flesh as the nihilation of a
possibility which another human reality projects as its possibility. For that reason it
must arise in the world as a Not; it is as a Not that the dave first apprehends the
master, or that the prisoner who is trying to escape sees the guard who is watching
him. There are even men (e.g., caretakers, overseers, gaolers) whose social redity is
uniquely that of the Not, who will live and die, having forever been only a Not upon
the earth. Others so asto make the Not a part of their very subjectivity, establish their
human personality as a perpetua negation. Thisisthe meaning and function of what
Scheler calls“the man of resentment”—in reality, the Not. But there exist more subtle
behaviors, the description of which will lead us further into the inwardness of
consciousness. Irony isone of these. Inirony aman annihilates what he positswithin
one and the same act; he leads usto believe in order not to be believed; he affirmsto
deny and deniesto affirm; he creates apositive object but it hasno being other than its
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nothingness. Thus attitudes of negation toward the self permit us to raise a new
question: What are we to say is the being of man who has the possibility of denying
himself? But it is out of the question to discuss the attitude of “self-negation” in its
universality. The kinds of behavior which can be ranked under this heading are too
diverse; we risk retaining only the abstract form of them. It is best to choose and to
examine one determined attitude whichisessential to human reality and whichissuch
that consciousness instead of directing its negation outward turns it toward itself.
This attitude, it seems to me, is bad faith (mauvaise foi).

Frequently thisisidentified with falsehood. We say indifferently of a person that
he shows signs of bad faith or that he liesto himself. We shall willingly grant that bad
faithisalieto oneself, on condition that we distinguish thelieto oneself fromlyingin
general. Lying is anegative attitude, we will agree to that. But this negation does not
bear on consciousness itself; it aims only at the transcendent. The essence of thelie
impliesin fact that the liar actually isin complete possession of the truth which heis
hiding. A man does not lie about what heisignorant of; he does not lie when he spreads
an error of which he himself isthe dupe; hedoesnot liewhen heis mistaken. Theideal
description of theliar would beacynical consciousness, affirming truth within himself,
denying it in hiswords, and denying that negation as such. Now this doubly negative
attitude rests on the transcendent; the fact expressed is transcendent since it does not
exist, and the original negation rests on a truth; that is, on a particular type of
transcendence. Asfor theinner negation which | effect correlatively with the affirmation
for mysdlf of thetruth, thisrestsonwords; that is, on an event in theworld. Furthermore
the inner disposition of the liar is positive; it could be the object of an affirmative
judgment. Theliar intends to deceive and he does not seek to hide thisintention from
himself nor to disguise the translucency of consciousness; on the contrary, he has
recourse to it when there is a question of deciding secondary behavior. It explicitly
exercisesaregulatory control over all attitudes. Asfor hisflaunted intention of telling
the truth (“I’d never want to deceive you! Thisis true! | swear it!”)—all this, of
course, isthe object of aninner negation, but alsoit isnot recognized by theliar ashis
intention. It is played, imitated, it is the intention of the character which he playsin
the eyes of his questioner, but this character, precisely because he does not exist, isa
transcendent. Thus the lie does not put into the play the inner structure of present
consciousness; al the negationswhich constituteit bear on objects which by thisfact
are removed from consciousness. The lie then does not require specia ontological
foundation, and the explanationswhich the existence of negation in general requiresare
valid without change in the case of deceit. Of course we have described theided lie;
doubtlessit happens often enough that the liar ismore or lessthevictim of hislie, that
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he half persuades himself of it. But these common, popular forms of the lie are aso
degenerate aspects of it; they represent intermediaries between falsehood and bad
faith. Thelieisabehavior of transcendence.

Thelieisaso anorma phenomenon of what Heidegger calls the“ Mit-sein.” * It
presupposes my existence, the existence of the Other, my existence for the Other, and
the existence of the Other for me. Thus there is no difficulty in holding that the liar
must make the project of theliein entire clarity and that he must possess acomplete
comprehension of the lie and of the truth which heis atering. It is sufficient that an
overall opacity hide hisintentions from the Other; it is sufficient that the Other can
taketheliefor truth. By thelie consciousness affirmsthat it exists by nature as hidden
from the Other; it utilizes for its own profit the ontological duality of myself and
myself in the eyes of the Other.

The situation can not be the same for bad faith if this, aswe have said, isindeed a
lieto oneself. To be sure, the one who practices bad faith is hiding adispleasing truth
or presenting astruth apleasing untruth. Bad faith then hasin appearancethe structure
of falsehood. Only what changes everything is the fact that in bad faith it is from
myself that | am hiding the truth. Thus the duality of the deceiver and the deceived
does not exist here. Bad faith on the contrary impliesin essence the unity of asingle
consciousness. This does not mean that it can not be conditioned by the Mit-sein like
all other phenomenaof human reality, but the Mit-sein can call forth bad faith only by
presenting itself as a situation which bad faith permits surpassing; bad faith does not
come from outside to human reality. One does not undergo his bad faith; one is not
infected with it; it is not a state. But consciousness affectsitself with bad faith. There
must be an origina intention and a project of bad faith; this project implies a
comprehension of bad faith as such and apre-refl ective apprehension (of ) consciousness
asaffecting itself with bad faith. It followsfirst that the onetowhom thelieistold and
the one who lies are one and the same person, which means that | must know in my
capacity as deceiver the truth which is hidden from me in my capacity as the one
deceived. Better yet | must know the truth very exactly in order to conceal it more
carefully—and this not at two different moments, which at a pinch would allow usto
reestablish a semblance of duality—but in the unitary structure of a single project.
How then can the lie subsist if the duality which conditions it is suppressed?

To thisdifficulty is added another which is derived from the total translucency of
consciousness. That which affectsitself with bad faith must be conscious (of) its bad
faith since the being of consciousnessis consciousness of being. It appears then that
I must bein good faith, at least to the extent that | am conscious of my bad faith. But
then thiswhole psychic systemisannihilated. Wemust agreeinfact that if | deliberately
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and cynically attempt to lieto mysdlf, | fail completely in thisundertaking; theliefalls
back and collapses beneath my look; it isruined frombehind by the very consciousness
of lying to myself which pitilessly constitutesitself well within my project asitsvery
condition. We have here an evanescent phenomenon which existsonly in and through
itsown differentiation. To be sure, these phenomena are frequent and we shall seethat
thereisinfact an“evanescence’ of bad faith, which, itisevident, vacillates continually
between good faith and cynicism: Even though the existence of bad faith is very
precarious, and though it belongsto the kind of psychic structureswhich we might call
“metastable,? it presents nonethel ess an autonomous and durable form. It can even be
the normal aspect of life for avery great number of people. A person can live in bad
faith, which does not mean that he does not have abrupt awakeningsto cynicismor to
good faith, but which impliesaconstant and particular style of life. Our embarrassment
then appears extreme since we can neither reject nor comprehend bad faith.

To escape from these difficulties people gladly have recourse to the unconscious.
In the psychoanalytical interpretation, for example, they use the hypothesis of a
censor, conceived as aline of demarcation with customs, passport division, currency
control, etc., to reestablish the duality of the deceiver and the deceived. Here instinct
or, if you prefer, original drivesand complexes of drives constituted by our individual
history, make up reality. It is neither true nor false since it does not exist for itself. It
simply is, exactly likethistable, whichisneither truenor falseinitself but simply real.
As for the conscious symbols of the instinct, this interpretation takes them not for
appearances but for real psychic facts. Fear, forgetting, dreams exist redly in the
capacity of concrete facts of consciousness in the same way as the words and the
attitudes of theliar are concrete, really existing patterns of behavior. The subject has
the same rel ation to these phenomena as the deceived to the behavior of the deceiver.
He establishes them in their reality and must interpret them. There is atruth in the
activitiesof thedeceiver; if the deceived could reattach them to the situation where the
deceiver establishes himself and to his project of thelie, they would become integral
parts of truth, by virtue of being lying conduct. Similarly there is a truth in the
symbolic acts; it iswhat the psychoanalyst discovers when he reattaches them to the
historical situation of the patient, to the unconscious complexes which they express,
to the blocking of the censor. Thus the subject deceives himself about the meaning of
his conduct, he apprehends it in its concrete existence but not in its truth, simply
because he cannot deriveit from an original situation and from a psychic constitution
whichremain aliento him.

By thedistinction between the“id” and the*ego,” Freud has cut the psychic whole
into two. | amthe ego but | amnot theid. | hold no privileged position in relation to
my unconscious psyche. | am my own psychic phenomenain so far as | establish



210 Jean-Paul Sartre: Basic Witings

themintheir consciousreality. For examplel am theimpulseto steal thisor that book
from this bookstall. | am an integral part of the impulse; | bring it to light and |
determine myself hand-in-hand with it to commit the theft. But | am not those
psychic facts, in so far as | receive them passively and am obliged to resort to
hypotheses about their origin and their true meaning, just as the scholar makes
conjectures about the nature and essence of an external phenomenon. This theft, for
example, which | interpret as an immediate impulse determined by the rarity, the
interest, or the price of the volume which | am going to steal—it isin truth a process
derived from self-punishment, which is attached more or less directly to an Oedipus
complex. Theimpulsetoward the theft contains atruth which can be reached only by
more or less probable hypotheses. The criterion of this truth will be the number of
conscious psychic factswhich it explains; from amore pragmatic point of view it will
be also the success of the psychiatric cure which it allows. Finally the discovery of
this truth will necessitate the cooperation of the psychoanalyst, who appears as the
mediator between my unconscious drives and my conscious life. The Other appears
as being ableto effect the synthesi s between the unconsci ous thesis and the conscious
antithesis. | can know myself only through the mediation of the other, which means
that | stand in relation to my “id,” in the position of the Other. If | have a little
knowledge of psychoanalysis, | can, under circumstances particularly favorable, try
to psychoanalyze myself. But this attempt can succeed only if | distrust every kind
of intuition, only if | apply to my case from the outside, abstract schemes and rules
aready learned. Asfor the results, whether they are obtained by my efforts alone or
with the cooperation of atechnician, they will never have the certainty which intuition
confers; they will possess simply the always increasing probability of scientific
hypotheses. The hypothesis of the Oedipus complex, like the atomic theory, is
nothing but an “experimental idea;” asPiercesaid, itisnot to bedistinguished fromthe
totality of experiences which it allowsto be realized and the results which it enables
usto foresee. Thus psychoanalysis substitutes for the notion of bad faith, the idea of
aliewithout aliar; it allows me to understand how it is possible for me to be lied to
without lying to myself sinceit placesmein the samerelation to myself that the Other
isinrespect to me; it replacesthe duality of the deceiver and the deceived, the essential
condition of thelie, by that of the“id” andthe“ego.” Itintroducesinto my subjectivity
the deepest intersubjective structure of the Mit-sein. Can this explanation satisfy us?

Considered more closely the psychoanalytic theory is not as simple as it first
appears. Itisnot accurateto hold that the “id” is presented asathing in relation to the
hypothesis of the psychoanaly<t, for athing isindifferent to the conjectureswhich we
make concerning it, while the “id” on the contrary is sensitive to them when we
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approach the truth. Freud in fact reports resistance when at the end of the first period
the doctor isapproaching the truth. Thisresistanceis objective behavior apprehended
fromwithout: the patient shows defiance, refusesto speak, givesfantastic accounts of
his dreams, sometimes even removes himself completely from the psychoanalytic
treatment. It isafair question to ask what part of himself can thusresist. It can not be
the“Ego,” envisaged asapsychic totality of thefacts of consciousness; this could not
suspect that the psychiatrist is approaching the end since the ego’s relation to the
meaning of its own reactions is exactly like that of the psychiatrist himself. At the
very most it is possible for the ego to appreciate objectively the degree of probability
in the hypotheses set forth, as a witness of the psychoanalysis might be able to do,
according to the number of subjective facts which they explain. Furthermore, this
probability would appear to the ego to border on certainty, which he could not take
offence at since most of thetimeit ishe who by a conscious decisionisin pursuit of
the psychoanalytic therapy. Are we to say that the patient is disturbed by the daily
revelations which the psychoanalyst makes to him and that he seeks to remove
himself, at the sametime pretending in hisown eyesto wish to continue the treatment?
Inthiscaseitisno longer possible to resort to the unconsciousto explain bad faith; it
isthere in full consciousness, with al its contradictions. But thisis not the way that
the psychoanalyst means to explain this resistance; for him it is secret and deep, it
comesfrom afar; it hasitsrootsin the very thing which the psychoanalyst istrying to
makeclear.

Furthermore it is equally impossible to explain the resistance as emanating from
the complex which the psychoanal yst wishesto bring to light. The complex assuchis
rather the collaborator of the psychoanalyst sinceit aims at expressing itself in clear
consciousness, sinceit playstrickson the censor and seeksto eludeit. The only level
on which we can locate the refusal of the subject is that of the censor. It alone can
comprehend the questions or the revelations of the psychoanalyst as approaching
moreor lessnear tothereal driveswhich it strivesto repress—it alone becauseit alone
knows what it is repressing.

If we reject the language and the materialistic mythology of psychoanaysis, we
perceive that the censor in order to apply its activity with discernment must know
what itisrepressing. Infact if we abandon all the metaphorsrepresenting therepression
astheimpact of blind forces, we are compelled to admit that the censor must choose
and in order to choose must be aware of so doing. How could it happen otherwise that
the censor alowslawful sexual impulsesto passthrough, that it permits needs (hunger,
thirst, sleep) to be expressed in clear consciousness? And how are we to explain that
it canrelax itssurveillance, that it can even be deceived by the disguises of theinstinct?
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But it is not sufficient that it discern the condemned drives; it must also apprehend
them as to be repressed, which implies in it at the very least an awareness of its
activity. Inaword, how could the censor discern theimpul ses needing to be repressed
without being conscious of discerning them? How can we conceive of a knowledge
whichisignorant of itself? To know isto know that one knows, said Alain. Let us say
rather: All knowing is consciousness of knowing. Thus the resistance of the patient
implies on the level of the censor an awareness of the thing repressed as such, a
comprehension of the end toward which the questions of the psychoanalyst are
leading, and an act of synthetic connection by which it compares the truth of the
repressed complex to the psychoanalytic hypothesis which aims at it. These various
operations in their turn imply that the censor is conscious (of) itself. But what type
of self-consciousness can the censor have? It must be the consciousness (of) being
conscious of the drive to be repressed, but precisely in order not be conscious of it.
What does this mean if not that the censor isin bad faith?

Psychoanalysishas not gained anything for ussincein order to overcome bad faith,
it has established between the unconscious and consciousness an autonomous
consciousnessin bad faith. The effort to establish averitable duality and even atrinity
(Es, Ich, Ueberich expressing themselves through the censor) has resulted in amere
verbal terminology. The very essence of the reflexive idea of hiding something from
oneself impliesthe unity of one and the same psychic mechanism and consequently a
doubleactivity in the heart of unity, tending on the one hand to maintain and locate the
thing to be concealed and on the other hand to repress and disguiseit. Each of thetwo
aspects of this activity is complementary to the other; that is, it implies the other in
itsbeing. By separating consciousness from the unconscious by means of the censor,
psychoanalysis has not succeeded in dissociating the two phases of the act, since the
libido is a blind conatus toward conscious expression and since the conscious
phenomenon is a passive, faked result. Psychoanalysis has merely localized this
double activity of repulsion and attraction on the level of the censor.

Furthermore the problem still remains of accounting for the unity of the total
phenomenon (repression of the drive which disguisesitself and “ passes’ in symbolic
form), to establish comprehensible connections among its different phases. How can
the repressed drive “disguise itself” if it does not include (1) the consciousness of
being repressed, (2) the consciousness of having been pushed back becauseit iswhat
itis, (3) aproject of disguise? No mechanistic theory of condensation or of transference
can explain these modifications by which thedriveitself isaffected, for thedescription
of the process of disguiseimpliesaveiled appeal to finality. And similarly how arewe
to account for the pleasure or the anguish which accompanies the symbolic and
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conscious satisfaction of the drive if consciousness does not include—beyond the
censor— an obscure comprehension of the end to be attained as simultaneously
desired and forbidden. By rejecting the conscious unity of the psyche, Freud isobliged
toimply everywhere amagic unity linking distant phenomenaacross obstacles, just as
sympathetic magic unites the spellbound person and the wax image fashioned in his
likeness. The unconscious drive (Trieb) through magic is endowed with the character
“repressed” or “condemned,” which completely pervadesit, colorsit, and magically
provokes its symbolism. Similarly the conscious phenomenon is entirely colored by
its symbolic meaning although it can not apprehend this meaning by itself in clear
CONSCi OUSNESS.

Asidefromitsinferiority in principle, the explanation by magic doesnot avoid the
coexistence—on the level of the unconscious, on that of the censor, and on that of
consciousness—of two contradictory, complementary structures which reciprocally
imply and destroy each other. Proponents of the theory have hypostasized and
“reified” bad faith; they have not escaped it. This is what has inspired a Viennese
psychiatrist, Steckel, to depart from the psychoanalytical tradition and to writein La
femme frigide:® “Every time that | have been able to carry my investigations far
enough, | have established that the crux of the psychosiswas conscious.” In addition
the cases which he reportsin hiswork bear witnessto a pathological bad faith which
the Freudian doctrine can not account for. There is the question, for example, of
women whom marital infidelity has madefrigid; that is, they succeed in hiding from
themselves not complexes deeply sunk in half physiological darkness, but acts of
conduct which are objectively discoverable, which they can not fail to record at the
moment when they perform them. Frequently in fact the husband reveals to Steckel
that his wife has given objective signs of pleasure, but the woman when questioned
will fiercely deny them. Here we find a pattern of distraction. Admissions which
Steckel was able to draw out inform us that these pathologically frigid women apply
themselves to becoming distracted in advance from the pleasure which they dread;
many for example at the time of the sexua act, turn their thoughts away toward their
daily occupations, make up their household accounts. Will anyone speak of an
unconscious here? Yet if the frigid woman thus distracts her consciousness from the
pleasure which she experiences, it isby no meanscynically and in full agreement with
herself; itisin order to proveto herself that sheisfrigid. We havein fact to deal with
a phenomenon of bad faith since the efforts taken in order not to be present to the
experienced pleasure imply the recognition that the pleasure is experienced; they
imply it in order to deny it. But we are no longer on the ground of psychoanalysis.
Thus on the one hand the explanation by means of the unconscious, due to the fact
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that it breaks the psychic unity, can not account for the facts which at first sight it
appeared to explain. And on the other hand, there exists an infinity of types of
behavior in bad faith which explicitly reject this kind of explanation because their
essence implies that they can appear only in the translucency of consciousness. We
find that the problem which we had attempted to resolve is still untouched.

I1. Patternsof bad faith

If wewishto get out of thisdifficulty, we should examine more closely the patterns of
bad faith and attempt a description of them. This description will permit us perhaps
to fix more exactly the conditions for the possibility of bad faith; that is, to reply to
the question we raised at the outset: “What must be the being of man if heisto be
capable of bad faith?”

Take the example of awoman who has consented to go out with a particular man
for thefirst time. She knows very well the intentions which the man who is speaking
to her cherishesregarding her. She knows also that it will be necessary sooner or later
for her to make adecision. But she does not want to realize the urgency; she concerns
herself only with what isrespectful and discreet in the attitude of her companion. She
does not apprehend this conduct as an attempt to achieve what we call “the first
approach;” that is, she does not want to see possibilities of temporal devel opment
which his conduct presents. She restricts this behavior to what isin the present; she
does not wish to read in the phrases which he addresses to her anything other than
their explicit meaning. If he saysto her, “I find you so attractivel” she disarms this
phrase of its sexual background; she attaches to the conversation and to the behavior
of the speaker, theimmediate meanings, which sheimaginesas objective qualities. The
man who is speaking to her appearsto her sincere and respectful asthetableisround
or square, asthewall coloring isblueor gray. The qualitiesthus attached to the person
sheislistening to arein thisway fixed in apermanencelikethat of things, whichisno
other than the projection of the strict present of the qualities into the temporal flux.
Thisis because she does not quite know what she wants. Sheis profoundly aware of
the desire which she inspires, but the desire cruel and naked would humiliate and
horrify her. Yet she would find no charm in arespect which would be only respect. In
order to satisfy her, there must be a feeling which is addressed wholly to her
personality—i.e., to her full freedom—and which would bearecognition of her freedom.
But at the same time this feeling must be wholly desire; that is, it must address itself
to her body as object. This time then she refuses to apprehend the desire for what it
is; she does not even give it a name; she recognizes it only to the extent that it
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transcends itself toward admiration, esteem, respect and that it iswholly absorbed in
the morerefined formswhich it produces, to the extent of no longer figuring anymore
as a sort of warmth and density. But then suppose he takes her hand. This act of her
companion risks changing the situation by calling for animmediate decision. To leave
the band there is to consent in herself to flirt, to engage herself. To withdraw it isto
break the troubled and unstable harmony which givesthe hour itscharm. Theaimisto
postpone the moment of decision as long as possible. We know what happens next;
the young woman leaves her hand there, but she does not notice that sheisleavingit.
She does not notice because it happens by chance that she is at this moment all
intellect. She draws her companion up to the most lofty regions of sentimental
specul ation; she speaksof Life, of her life, she shows herself in her essential aspect—
apersonality, aconsciousness. And during this time the divorce of the body from the
soul isaccomplished; the hand restsinert between the warm hands of her companion—
neither consenting nor resisting—athing.

We shall say that thiswoman isin bad faith. But we seeimmediately that she uses
various proceduresin order to maintain herself in this bad faith. She has disarmed the
actions of her companion by reducing them to being only what they are; that is, to
existing in the mode of thein-itself. But she permits herself to enjoy hisdesire, to the
extent that shewill apprehend it asnot being what it is, will recognizeitstranscendence.
Finally while sensing profoundly the presence of her own body—to the degree of
being disturbed perhaps—she realizes herself as not being her own body, and she
contemplatesit as though from above as a passive object to which events can happen
but which can neither provoke them nor avoid them because all its possibilities are
outside of it. What unity do wefind inthese various aspects of bad faith?Itisacertain
art of forming contradictory concepts which unite in themselves both an ideaand the
negation of that idea. The basic concept which isthus engendered, utilizesthe double
property of the human being, whoisat once afacticity and atranscendence. Thesetwo
aspects of human reality are and ought to be capable of avalid coordination. But bad
faith does not wish either to coordinate them nor to surmount themin asynthesis. Bad
faith seeks to affirm their identity while preserving their differences. It must affirm
facticity as being transcendence and transcendence as being facticity, in such away
that at the instant when a person apprehends the one, he can find himself abruptly
faced with the other.

We can find the prototype of formulae of bad faith in certain famous expressions—
which have beenrightly conceived to produce their whole effect in aspirit of bad faith.
Take for examplethetitle of awork by Jacques Chardonne, Love Is Much Morethan
Love* We see here how unity is established between present love in its facticity—
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“the contact of two skins,” sensuality, egoism, Proust’'smechanism of jealousy, Adler’s
battle of the sexes, etc.—and love as transcendence—Mauriac’'s “river of fire,” the
longing for the infinite, Plato’s eros, Lawrence's deep cosmic intuition, etc. Here we
leavefacticity to find oursel ves suddenly beyond the present and the factual condition
of man, beyond the psychological, in the heart of metaphysics. On the other hand, the
title of aplay by Sarment, | Am Too Great for Myself,® which also presents characters
in bad faith, throws usfirst into full transcendence in order suddenly to imprison us
within the narrow limits of our factual essence. Wewill discover thisstructureagainin
the famous sentence: “He has becomewhat hewas” or initsno lessfamous opposite:
“Eternity at last changes each man into himself.” It is well understood that these
various formulae have only the appearance of bad faith; they have been conceivedin
this paradoxical form explicitly to shock themind and discountenanceit by an enigma.
But it is precisely this appearance which is of concern to us. What counts hereisthat
the formulae do not constitute new, solidly structured ideas; on the contrary, they are
formed so asto remainin perpetua disintegration and so that we may dideat any time
from naturalistic present to transcendence and vice versa.

We can see the use which bad faith can make of these judgmentswhich all aim at
establishing that | am not what | am. If | were only what | am, | could, for example,
serioudly consider an adverse criticism which someone makes of me, question myself
scrupulously, and perhaps be compelled to recognize the truth in it. But thanks to
transcendence, | am not subject to all that | am. | do not even haveto discussthejustice
of the reproach. As Suzanne says to Figaro, “To prove that | am right would be to
recognizethat | can bewrong.” | am on aplane where no reproach can touch mesince
what | really am ismy transcendence. | flee from myself, | escape myself, | leave my
tattered garment in the hands of the fault-finder. But the ambiguity necessary for bad
faith comesfromthefact that | affirm herethat | am my transcendence in the mode of
being of athing. Itisonly thus, infact, that | can feel that | escapeall reproaches. Itis
inthe sensethat our young woman purifiesthe desire of anything humiliating by being
willing to consider it only as pure transcendence, which she avoids even naming. But
inversely “I Am Too Great for Myself,” while showing our transcendence changed
into facticity, isthe source of aninfinity of excusesfor our failuresor our weaknesses.
Similarly the young coquette maintains transcendence to the extent that the respect,
the esteem manifested by the actions of her admirer are already on the plane of the
transcendent. But she arreststhistranscendence, shegluesit downwith al thefacticity
of the present; respect is nothing other than respect, it isan arrested surpassing which
no longer surpasses itself toward anything.

But although this metastable concept of “transcendence-facticity” is one of the
most basic instruments of bad faith, it is not the only one of its kind. We can equally
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well use ancther kind of duplicity derived from human reality which we will express
roughly by saying that itsbeing-for-itself implies complementarily abeing-for-others.

Upon any one of my conductsit is aways possible to converge two looks, mine and
that of tile Other. The conduct will not present exactly the same structurein each case.

But aswe shall seelater, as each look perceivesit, thereis between these two aspects
of my being, no difference between appearance and being—asif | wereto my self the
truth of myself and asif the Other possessed only adeformed image of me. The equal

dignity of being, possessed by my being-for-others and by my being-for-myself
permits a perpetually disintegrating synthesis and a perpetual game of escape from
the for-itself to the for-others and from the for-others to the for-itself. We have seen
al so the use which our young lady made of our being-in-the-midst-of-the-world—i.e.,
of our inert presence as a passive object among other objects—in order to relieve
herself suddenly from the functions of her being-in-the-world—that is, fromthe being
which causesthereto be aworld by projecting itself beyond theworld toward itsown
possihilities. Let us note finally the confusing syntheses which play on the nihilating
ambiguity of thesetemporal ekstases, affirming at oncethat | amwhat | have been (the
man who deliberately arrests himself at one period in hislife and refuses to take into
consideration thelater changes) and that | am not what | have been (the man who inthe
face of reproaches or rancor dissociates himself from his past by insisting on his
freedom and on his perpetual re-creation). In al these concepts, which have only a
transitive role in the reasoning and which are eliminated from the conclusion (like
hypochondriacs in the calculations of physicians), we find again the same structure.
We haveto deal with human reality asabeing which iswhat it isnot and whichisnot
what it is.

But what exactly is necessary in order for these concepts of disintegration to be
ableto receive even apretence of existence, in order for them to be able to appear for
aninstant to consciousness, even in aprocess of evanescence?A quick examination of
theideaof sincerity, theantithesisof bad faith, will be very instructiveinthisconnection.
Actually sincerity presents itself as a demand and consequently is not a state. Now
what istheideal to be attained in this case? It is hecessary that a man be for himself
only what he is. But is this not precisely the definition of the in-itself—or if you
prefer—the principle of identity? To posit asanideal the being of things, isthisnot to
assert by the same stroke that this being does not bel ong to human reality and that the
principle of identity, far from being a universal axiom universally applied, isonly a
synthetic principle enjoying a merely regional universality? Thus in order that the
concepts of bad faith can put us under illusion at |east for an instant, in order that the
candor of “pure hearts’ (cf. Gide, Kessel) can have validity for human reality as an
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ideal, the principle of identity must not represent a constitutive principle of human
reality and human reality must not be necessarily what it is but must be able to be
what it is not. What does this mean?

If maniswhat heis, bad faithisfor ever impossible and candor ceasesto be hisideal
and becomesinstead hisbeing. But isman what heis? And moregeneraly, how can he
be what he is when he exists as consciousness of being? If candor or sincerity isa
universal value, it is evident that the maxim “ one must be what oneis’ doesnot serve
solely asaregulating principlefor judgments and concepts by which | expresswhat |
am. It posits not merely an ideal of knowing but anideal of being; it proposes for us
an absol ute equivalence of being with itself as a prototype of being. Inthissenseitis
necessary that we make ourselves what we are. But what are we then if we have the
constant obligation to make ourselveswhat we are, if our mode of being ishaving the
obligation to be what we are?

Let usconsider thiswaiter in the café. His movement is quick and forward, alittle
too precise, alittle too rapid. He comes toward the patrons with a step a little too
quick. He bends forward allittle too eagerly; hisvoice, his eyes express an interest a
little too solicitous for the order of the customer. Finally there he returns, trying to
imitatein hiswalk theinflexible stiffness of somekind of automaton while carrying his
tray with the recklessness of atight-rope-walker by puttingitin aperpetually unstable,
perpetually broken equilibriumwhich he perpetually reestablishesby alight movement
of the arm and hand. All his behavior seems to us a game. He applies himself to
chaining hismovements asif they were mechanisms, the one regulating the other; his
gesturesand even hisvoice seem to be mechanisms; he gives himself the quicknessand
pitiless rapidity of things. He is playing, he is amusing himself. But what is he
playing? We need not watch long before we can explain it: heis playing at being a
waiter in acafé. Thereisnothing thereto surprise us. The gameisakind of marking out
and investigation. The child playswith hisbody in order to exploreit, to take inventory
of it; the waiter in the café plays with his condition in order to realize it. This
obligationisnot different from that which isimposed on all tradesmen. Their condition
is wholly one of ceremony. The public demands of them that they redlize it as a
ceremony; there is the dance of the grocer, of thetailor, of the auctioneer, by which
they endeavour to persuade their clientele that they are nothing but a grocer, an
auctioneer, atailor. A grocer who dreams is offensive to the buyer, because such a
grocer isnot wholly agrocer. Society demandsthat helimit himself to hisfunction as
agrocer, just asthe soldier at attention makeshimself into a soldier-thing with adirect
regard which doesnot see at all, whichisno longer meant to see, sinceitistheruleand
not theinterest of the moment which determinesthe point he must fix hiseyeson (the
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sight “fixed at ten paces’). There are indeed many precautions to imprison aman in
what heis, asif welived in perpetual fear that he might escape fromit, that he might
break away and suddenly elude his condition.

Inaparallé situation, from within, the waiter in the café can not beimmediately a
caféwaiter inthe sensethat thisinkwell isaninkwell, or theglassisaglass. Itisby no
meansthat he can not form reflective judgments or concepts concerning his condition.
He knows well what it “means:” the obligation of getting up at five o’clock, of
sweeping the floor of the shop before the restaurant opens, of starting the coffee pot
going, etc. Heknowstherightswhichit allows: theright to thetips, theright to belong
toaunion, etc. But all these concepts, all these judgmentsrefer to the transcendent. It
is a matter of abstract possibilities, of rights and duties conferred on a “person
possessing rights.” And it is precisely this person who | haveto be (if | am thewaiter
in question) and who | am not. It is not that | do not wish to be this person or that |
want this person to be different. But rather there is no common measure between his
being and mine. Itisa*“representation” for others and for myself, which meansthat |
can be he only in representation. But if | represent myself ashim, | am not he; | am
separated from him as the object from the subject, separated by nothing, but this
nothing isolates me from him. | can not be he, | can only play at being him; that is,
imagineto myself that | am he. And thereby | affect him with nothingness. In vain do
| fulfill the functions of acaféwaiter. | can be he only in the neutralized mode, asthe
actor is Hamlet, by mechanically making the typical gestures of my state and by
aiming at myself as an imaginary café waiter through those gestures taken as an
“analogue.”” What | attempt to realizeisabeing-in-itself of the caféwaiter, asif it were
not just in my power to confer their value and their urgency upon my duties and the
rights of my position, asif it were not my free choice to get up each morning at five
0’ clock or to remain in bed, even though it meant getting fired. Asif from the very fact
that | sustain thisrole in existence | did not transcend it on every side, asif | did not
constitute myself as one beyond my condition. Yet there is no doubt that | amin a
sense a café waiter— otherwise could | not just as well call myself adiplomat or a
reporter? But if | am one, this can not be in the mode of being in-itself. | am awaiter
in the mode of being what | am not.

Furthermore we are dealing with more than mere social positions; | am never any
one of my attitudes, any one of my actions. The good speaker isthe one who plays at
speaking, because he can not be speaking. The attentive pupil who wishes to be
attentive, his eyes riveted on the teacher, his ears open wide, so exhausts himself in
playing the attentive tole that he ends up by no longer hearing anything. Perpetually
absent to my body, to my acts, | am despite myself that “ divine absence” of which
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Valéry speaks. | can not say either that | amhere or that | amnot here, inthe sensethat
we say “that box of matchesison thetable;” thiswould be to confuse my “being-in-
the-world” with a*“being-in the midst of the world.” Nor that | am standing, nor that
| am seated; this would be to confuse my body with the idiosyncratic totality of
which it isonly one of the structures. On all sides | escape being and yet—I am.

Notes

1 A"being-with” othersin the world. Tr.

2 Sartre's own word, meaning subject to sudden changes or transitions. Tr.
3 N.RF

4 L’amour, ¢’ est beaucoup plus que |’ amour.

5 Jesuistrop grand pour moi.

6 Il estdevenucequ'il était. Tel qu’enlui-mémeenfin|’ éternitéle change.
7 Cf.L'Imaginaire. Conclusion.



12 Others

The distinction between being-for-itself and being-in-itself, although mutually
exclusive, is not collectively exhaustive. There exists a third manner of being
called ‘being-for-others’ (I'étre-pour-autrui). Being-for-others is exhibited by
exactly the same beings whose being is being-for-itself: human beings. In
being-for-others | am in a state that entails the existence of someone else.
Under the heading of ‘Being-for-others’ Sartre attempts a refutation of
solipsism, offers a phenomenology of the body, and a rather pessimistic
ontology of human relations. | say something about each of these in turn.

Solipsism is the doctrine that only my mind exists. Putative refutations of
solipsism usually either maintain, inductively, that other people have minds
because they look and behave like me and | have a mind, or, it is argued that
the formulation of solipsism as a theory presupposes its falsity. For example,
Hegel argues in The Phenomenology of Spirit that one consciousness
being a self-consciousness depends upon an encounter with another
consciousness. Solipsism presupposes self-consciousness, so solipsism
presupposes at least one other consciousness and so is false. Wittgenstein
in Philosophical Investigations (1953) argues that solipsism presupposes
a logically private language for its formulation. A logically private language is
impossible because any language presupposes a public language. A public
language presupposes other language users, therefore solipsism may be
formulated just on condition it is false.

Sartre takes neither of these routes. His refutation is based upon human
emotion, paradigmatically, shame. Sartre invites us to imagine that listening
through a door and looking through a keyhole | suddenly hear footsteps
behind me. | am under the gaze of the other. | feel shame. Shame however
is shame before another. In this situation it is not a psychological option for
me to sincerely doubt that other people exist or have minds.
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Sartre’s phenomenology of the body is a description of the asymmetries
which obtain between one’s own body, the body that | am, and the bodies of
others: the bodies | may observe or encounter in a third person way. My own
body is not for me a thing. It is a thing from the perspective of another, and
another’s body is a thing from my perspective, but my own body is not
presented to me as an object in the world; as something | could encounter
or straightforwardly observe.

Sartre is not denying that each of us experiences his own body. | have a
limited visual perspective onto the front of my body from the shoulders
downwards. However, | can not see my own head and back. | also have a
kinaesthetic awareness of the relative positions of the parts of my body, but
not of their locations in the world.

As subject the body cannot be object and as object the body cannot be
subject. For example, the eyes that are seeing can not see themselves.
Although | can see using my eyes | can not see my seeing. There could be
a human being, or an operation on a human being, such that one of the two
eyes could watch the other while the other watched objects in the world.
Nevertheless, in such a case, | am adopting the standpoint of the other in
relation to one of my eyes. The eye that sees still does not see the eye that
sees.

Similarly, my hand may touch objects in the world, and | may touch one of
my hands with the other. However, my hand can not touch itself, or, at least,
the part that is touching is not touching itself. Sartre says ‘we are dealing
with two essentially different orders of reality. To touch and to be touched’
(Being and Nothingness, p. 304). Always, being the subject of an experience
precludes being simultaneously the object of that same experience.

We see here a new level on which being-for-itself and being in itself are
incommensurable. My body as | experience it is pour-soi. My body as
experienced by another is en-soi. There are not two numerically distinct
bodies, but there are two radically distinct modes of being exhibited by one
and the same body: subjective and objective, free and mechanical, lived
and observed.

This is a dualism of perspectives, not a dualism of entities. The
phenomenology of the human body derived from being one is radically
distinct from that derived from observing one, encountering one as a thing
in the external world.
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What is the relation between conscious and this body that | am? Sartre’s
view is that being-for-itself is primordial with regard to both consciousness
and the body. Unless there were the subjective type of being called ‘Being-
for-itself’ there could not obtain the distinction between consciousness and
the body.

By ‘being-for-others’ Sartre means my mode of being, my overall state of
experience, when | take myself to be as others perceive me, or when | make
myself be as others perceive me, or both. My taking myself to be an object or
‘thing’ in the world is a paradigm case of being-for-others. It is adopting
towards myself the kind of perspective that others have on me. Being-for-
others is therefore a kind of bad faith. It is not a false belief about myself
because there is a way in which | appear to others and this is thinkable by
me. However, it is not how | am and it is not how | experience myself to be. To
this extent it is inauthentic and unreal. It does not correspond to my own
lived experience.

Consciously or not, the phenomenology of human relations that Sartre
offers essentially operates with the parameters of Hegel's Master and Slave
Dialectic in the 1807 The Phenomenology of Spirit. There self-conscious
beings are depicted as mutually constituting through a struggle for
recognition: a power struggle where one party may bestow or withhold
psychological identity from another, a complex dialectic where the freedom
of one is sought in the control of the other.

Sartre says that his descriptions of human relations have to be understood
with in the perspective of conflict. The possibility, if not the actuality, of conflict
is a necessary condition for there being any human relations whatsoever.
Conflict is ultimately conflict over freedom. In trying to define my own essence
through the exercise of free choice | try to repress the freedom of the other.
Simultaneously, the other is doing the same. It follows that the perverse
form of bad faith called ‘being a swine’ (‘salaud’) is at the root of human
relations.

It is Sartre’s view that there is no human encounter where one party does
not psychologically dominate the other: one is master and one is slave. If
two strangers pass in the street ‘the look’ (‘le regard’) of one will make the
other uncomfortably subservient.

This is not simply a psychological generalisation. Sartre has philosophical
premises for why it should be so. He subscribes to the Hegelian doctrine
that my being what | am is partly due to the recognition or acceptance by
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others of what | am. This is a kind of bad-faith according to Sartre because
| really or authentically am what my freedom makes me. Nevertheless, my
being a waiter, a woman, a soldier, a leader, or my adopting any role, depends
upon the acquiescence of others. The other holds the secret of what | am. It
follows that the other may choose to bestow or withhold his recognition of
what | am. My psychological security, my social identity as a person, is
subject to the freedom of the other. The other ‘has a hold’ over me.

For this reason | try to deny the freedom of the other and the other tries to
deny mine. In denying each other's freedom we are exercising our own.
This is the antagonistic power-struggle that pervades all human relations
according to Sartre. It has no optimistic resolution.

Why, we might object, should not conflict be overcome in love? Why should
not two human beings, who perhaps care more for each other than they do
for themselves, feel secure in each other’s freedom and not threaten one
another’s psychological security? Sartre’s reply is that love is a conflict.

Love is a conflict because the love of the lover can always be withdrawn.
There is no absolute security in love and it is in the nature of love not to
require such absolute security. Love presupposes freedom. Love is freely
bestowed and freely withheld. The lover wants the object of their love to love
them, but to love them freely. The lover would not feel loved if who they loved
was forced to love them. To be loved is to be freely loved. However, to love
freely implies the possibility of not loving, and to be loved freely implies the
possibility of not being loved. To be truly loved involves the perpetual possibility
of that love being withdrawn. Love implies insecurity.

Love presupposes freedom but freedom does not presuppose love, and
freedom for Sartre is in many ways a terrible thing. Indeed the layers of
human interaction in which each of us is implicated accentuate our bad
faith. Our being-for-others hides our freedom from ourselves, and this is as
true of loving relationships as much as sadistic ones. Sartre thinks the
dialectic of freedom and domination is more fundamental than the moral
distinction between acts of love and acts of sadism. In the 1944 play No Exit
(Huis Clos), which is set in hell, Joseph Garcin says ‘I'enfer, c’est les Autres’,
‘Hell is other people'.

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS
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Concrete relations with others

[...] sincetheoriginal bond with the Other first arisesin connection with therelation
between my body and the Other’s body, it seemed clear to us that the knowledge of
the nature of the body was indispensable to any study of the particular relations of
my being with that of the Other. These particular relations, in fact, on both sides
presuppose facticity; that is, our existence as body in the midst of the world. Not that
the body is the instrument and the cause of my relations with others. But the body
constitutes their meaning and marks their limits. It is as body-in-situation that |
apprehend the Other’s transcendence-transcended, and it is as body-in-situation that
| experience myself in my alienation for the Other’s benefit. Now we can examine
these concrete relations since we are cognizant of what the body is. They are not
simple specifications of the fundamental relation. Although each one of themincludes
withinit theoriginal relation with the Other asits essential structure and itsfoundation,
they are entirely new modes of being on the part of thefor-itself. In fact they represent
thevariousattitudes of thefor-itself in aworld wherethere are Others. Therefore each
relationinitsownway presentsthe bilateral relation: for-itself-for-others, in-itself. If
then we succeed in making explicit the structures of our most primitiverelationswith
the Other-in-the-world, we shall have completed our task. At the beginning of this
work, we asked, “What are the relations of the for-itself with the in-itself?’ We have
learned now that our task is more complex. Thereisarelation of the for-itself with the
in-itself in the presence of the Other. When we have described this concrete fact, we
shall bein aposition to form conclusions concerning the fundamental relations of the
three modes of being, and we shall perhaps be able to attempt a metaphysical theory
of beingingeneral.

Thefor-itself asthe nihilation of thein-itself temporalizesitself asaflight toward.
Actually it surpasses its facticity (i.e., to be either given or past or body) toward the
in-itself which it would be if it were able to be its own foundation. This may be
trandated into terms already psychologica—and hence inaccurate although perhaps
clearer—by saying that the for-itself attempts to escape its factual existence(i.e,, its
being there, asanin-itself for which it isin no way the foundation) and that thisflight
takes place toward an impossible future always pursued where the for-itself would be
an in-itself-for-itself—i.e., an in-itself which would be to itself its own foundation.
Thus the for-itself is both a flight and a pursuit; it flees the in-itself and at the same
time pursuesit. Thefor-itself isapursued-pursuing. But in order to lessen the danger
of a psychological interpretation of the preceding remarks, let us note that the for-
itself isnot first in order to attempt later to attain being; in short we must not conceive
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of it as an existent which would be provided with tendencies asthis glassis provided
with certain particular qualities. This pursuing flight isnot given whichisadded onto
the being of the for-itself. The for-itself is this very flight. The flight is not to be
distinguished from the original nihilation. To say that the for-itself is a pursued-
pursuing, or that it isin the mode of having to beits being, or that itisnot what it is
andiswhat it is not—each of these statementsis saying the samething. Thefor-itself
isnot thein-itself and can not beit. But itisarelationto thein-itself. Itiseventhe sole
relation possibleto thein-itself. Cut off on every sideby thein-itself, thefor-itself can
not escape it because the for-itself is nothing and it is separated from the in-itself by
nothing. The for-itself is the foundation of all negativity and of al relation. The for-
itselfisrelation.

Such being the case, the upsurge of the Other touchesthefor-itself initsvery heart.
By the Other and for the Other the pursuing flight isfixed in in-itself. Already thein-
itself was progressively recapturing it; already it was at once aradical negation of fact,
an absolute positing of value and yet wholly paralyzed with facticity. But at least it
was escaping by temporalization; at least its character asatotality detotalized conferred
on it a perpetual “elsewhere.” Now it is this very totality which the Other makes
appear before him and which he transcends toward his own “elsewhere.” It is this
totality which is totalized. For the Other | am irremediably what | am, and my very
freedom is a given characteristic of my being. Thus the in-self recaptures me at the
threshold of the future and fixes mewholly in my very flight, which becomes aflight
foreseen and contemplated, agiven flight. But thisfixed flight isnever theflight which
I am for myself; it is fixed outside. The objectivity of my flight | experience as an
aienationwhich | can neither transcend nor know. Yet by the solefact that | experience
it and that it confers on my flight that in-itself which it flees, | must turn back toward
it and assume attitudes with respect to it.

Suchistheorigin of my concreterelationswith the Other; they arewholly governed
by my attitudes with respect to the object which | am for the Other. And as the
Other’s existence reveal s to me the being which | am without my being able either to
appropriatethat being or even to conceiveit, thisexistence will motivate two opposed
attitudes: First— The Other looks at me and as such he holds the secret of my being,
he knows what | am. Thus the profound meaning of my being is outside of me,
imprisoned in an absence. The Other hasthe advantage over me. Thereforeinsofar as
| am fleeing the in-itself which | am without founding it, | can attempt to deny that
being whichisconferred on mefrom outside; that is, | can turn back upon the Other so
as to make an object out of him in turn since the Other’s object-ness destroys my
object-ness for him. But on the other hand, in so far as the Other as freedom is the
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foundation of my being-in-itself, | can seek to recover that freedom and to possessit
without removing from it its character as freedom. In fact if | could identify myself
with that freedom which isthe foundation of my being-in-itself, | should beto myself
my own foundation. To transcend the Other’s transcendence, or, on the contrary, to
incorporate that transcendence within me without removing from it its character as
transcendence—such are the two primitive attitudes which | assume confronting the
Other. Here again we must understand the words exactly. It isnot true that | first am
and then later “seek” to make an object of the Other or to assimilate him; but to the
extent that the upsurge of my being is an upsurge in the presence of the Other, to the
extent that | am apursuing flight and apursued-pursuing, | an—at the very root of my
being—the project of assimilating and making an object of the Other. | am the proof of
the Other. That isthe origina fact. But this proof of the Other isin itself an attitude
toward the Other; that is, | can not be in the presence of the Other without being that
“in-the-presence’ in theform of having to beit. Thus again we are describing thefor-
itself’s structures of being although the Other’s presence in the world is an absolute
and self-evident fact, but acontingent fact—that is, afact impossible to deduce from
the ontological structures of the for-itself.

These two attempts which | am are opposed to one another. Each attempt is the
death of the other; that is, the failure of the one motivates the adoption of the other.
Thus there is no dialectic for my relations toward the Other but rather a circle—
athough each attempt is enriched by the failure of the other. Thuswe shall study each
onein turn. But it should be noted that at the very core of the one the other remains
alwayspresent, precisely because neither of thetwo can be held without contradiction.
Better yet, each of them isin the other and endangers the death of the other. Thuswe
can never get outside the circle. We must not forget these facts as we approach the
study of these fundamental attitudes toward the Other. Since these attitudes are
produced and destroyed in acircle, it is as arbitrary to begin with the one aswith the
other. Nevertheless sinceit is necessary to choose, we shall consider first the conduct
in which the for-itself tries to assimilate the Other’s freedom.

I. Firgtattitudetoward others: love, language, masochism

Everything which may be said of mein my relations with the Other appliesto him as
well. While | attempt to free myself from the hold of the Other, the Other istrying to
free himself from mine; while | seek to enslave the Other, the Other seeksto enslave
me. We are by no means dealing with unilateral relationswith an object-in-itself, but
with reciprocal and moving relations. Thefollowing descriptions of concrete behavior
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must therefore be envisaged within the perspective of conflict. Conflictistheoriginal
meaning of being-for-others.

If we start with the first revelation of the Other as alook, we must recognize that
we experience our inapprehensible being-for-othersin the form of apossession. | am
possessed by the Other; the Other’s ook fashions my body in its nakedness, causes
it to be born, sculpturesit, producesit asit is, seesit as| shall never seeit. The Other
holds a secret—the secret of what | am. He makes me be and thereby he possess me,
and this possession is nothing other than the consciousness of possessing me. | in the
recognition of my object-state have proof that he hasthis consciousness. By virtue of
consciousness the Other is for me simultaneously the one who has stolen my being
from me and the one who causes “thereto be” abeing whichismy being. Thus| have
a comprehension of this ontological structure: | am responsible for my being-for-
others, but | am not the foundation of it. It appears to me therefore in the form of a
contingent given for which | am neverthel ess responsibl e; the Other founds my being
in so far asthisbeing isin the form of the “thereis.” But heisnot responsible for my
being although he founds it in complete freedom—in and by means of his free
transcendence. Thus to the extent that | am revealed to myself as responsible for my
being, | lay claimtothisbeing which | am; that is, | wishto recover it, or, more exactly,
| am the project of the recovery of my being. | want to stretch out my hand and grab
hold of this being which is presented to me as my being but at a distance—like the
dinner of Tantalus; | want to found it by my very freedom. For if in one sense my
being-as-object isan unbearabl e contingency and the pure“possession” of myself by
another, still in another sense this being stands as the indication of what | should be
obliged to recover and found in order to be the foundation of myself. But this is
conceivable only if | assimilate the Other’s freedom. Thus my project of recovering
myself is fundamentally a project of absorbing the Other.

Nevertheless this project must leave the Other’s nature intact. Two consequences
result: (1) | do not thereby cease to assert the Other—that is, to deny concerning
myself that | am the Other. Since the Other isthe foundation of my being, he could not
be dissolved in me without my being-for-others disappearing. Therefore if | project
therealization of unity with the Other, thismeansthat | project my assimilation of the
Other’s Otherness as my own possibility. In fact the problem for me is to make
myself be by acquiring the possibility of taking the Other’s point of view on myself.
It isnot amatter of acquiring a pure, abstract faculty of knowledge. It is not the pure
category of the Other which | project appropriating to myself. This category is not
conceived nor even conceivable. But on the occasion of concrete experience with the
Other, an experience suffered and realized, it is this concrete Other as an absolute
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reality whom in his otherness | wish to incorporate into myself. (2) The Other whom
| wish to assimilate is by no means the Other-as-object. Or, if you prefer, my project
of incorporating the Other in no way corresponds to a recapturing of my for-itself as
myself and to asurpassing of the Other’stranscendence toward my own possibilities.
For meit is not a question of obliterating my object-state by making an object of the
Other, which would amount to releasing myself from my being-for-others. Quite the
contrary, | want to assimilate the Other asthe Other-looking-at-me, and this project of
assimilation includes an augmented recognition of my being-looked-at. In short, in
order to maintain before me the Other’s freedom which is looking at me, | identify
myself totally with my being-looked-at. And since my being-as-object is the only
possible relation between me and the Other, it isthis being-as-object which alone can
serve me as an instrument to effect my assimilation of the other freedom.

Thus as areaction to the failure of the third ekstasis, the for-itself wishes to be
identified with the Other’s freedom asfounding its own being-in-itself. To be other to
oneself—the ideal aways aimed at concretely in the form of being this Other to
oneself—is the primary value of my relations with the Other. This means that my
being-for-others is haunted by the indication of an absolute-being which would he
itself asother and other asitself and which by freely giving toitself its being-itself as
other and its being-other asitself, would be the very being of the ontological proof—
that is, God. This ideal can not be realized without my surmounting the original
contingency of my relationsto the Other; that is, by overcoming the fact that thereis
no relation of internal negativity between the negation by which the Other is made
other than | and the negation by which | am made other than the Other. We have seen
that this contingency isinsurmountable; it is the fact of my relations with the Other,
just asmy body isthe fact of my being-in-the-world. Unity with the Other istherefore
infact unrealizable. It isalso unrealizablein theory, for the assimilation of thefor-itself
and the Other in a single transcendence would necessarily involve the disappearance
of the characteristic of otherness in the Other. Thus the condition on which | project
the identification of myself with the Other isthat | persist in denying that | am the
Other. Finaly thisproject of unification isthe source of conflict sincewhilel experience
myself asan object for the Other and while| project assimilating himin and by means
of thisexperience, the Other apprehends me as an object in the midst of theworld and
does not project identifying me with himself. It would therefore be necessary—since
being-for-othersincludesadoubleinternal negation—to act upon theinternal negation
by which the Other transcends my transcendence and makes me exist for the Other;
that is, to act upon the Other’s freedom.
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This unrealizable ideal which haunts my project of myself in the presence of the
Other isnot to beidentified with lovein so far asloveisan enterprise; i.e., an organic
ensemble of projects toward my own possibilities. But it is the ideal of love, its
motivation and its end, its unique value. Love asthe primitive relation to the Other is
the ensemble of the projects by which | aim at realizing this value.

These projects put mein direct connection with the Other’s freedom. It isin this
sensethat loveisaconflict. We have observed that the Other’ sfreedomisthefoundation
of my being. But precisely because | exist by meansof the Other’sfreedom, | have no
security; | am in danger in this freedom. It moulds my being and makes me be, it
confers values upon me and removes them from me; and my being receivesfromit a
perpetual passive escape from self. Irresponsible and beyond reach, this protean
freedominwhich | have engaged myself canin turn engage mein athousand different
waysof being. My project of recovering my being can herealized only if | get hold of
thisfreedom and reduceit to being afreedom subject to my freedom. At the sametime
itisthe only way in which | can act on the free negation of interiority by which the
Other constitutes me as an Other; that isthe only way inwhich | can prepare the way
for a future identification of the Other with me. This will be clearer perhaps if we
study the problem from apurely psychological aspect. Why doesthe lover want to be
loved? If Love were in fact a pure desire for physical possession, it could in many
cases be easily satisfied. Proust’s hero, for example, who installs his mistressin his
home, who can see her and possess her at any hour of the day, who has been able to
make her compl etely dependent on him economically, ought to befreefromworry. Yet
we know that he is, on the contrary, continually gnawed by anxiety. Through her
consciousness Albertine escapes Marcel even when heisat her side, and that iswhy
he knows relief only when he gazes on her while she sleeps. It is certain then that the
lover wishes to capture a “ consciousness.” But why does he wish it? And how?

The notion of “ownership,” by which love is so often explained, is not actually
primary. Why should | want to appropriate the Other if it were not precisely that the
Other makes me be? But this implies precisely a certain mode of appropriation; it is
the Other’s freedom as such that we want to get hold of. Not because of adesire for
power. Thetyrant scornslove, heiscontent with fear. If he seekstowintheloveof his
subjects, it isfor political reasons; and if he finds a more economical way to enslave
them, he adopts it immediately. On the other hand, the man who wants to be loved
does not desire the enslavement of the bel oved. Heis not bent on becoming the object
of passionwhich flowsforth mechanically. He does not want to possess an automaton,
and if we want to humiliate him, we need only try to persuade him that the beloved's
passionistheresult of apsychological determinism. Thelover will then feel that both
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hislove and hisbeing are cheapened. If Tristan and I soldefall madly inlove because of
alove potion, they are lessinteresting. Thetotal enslavement of the beloved killsthe
loveof thelover. Theend issurpassed; if the beloved istransformed into an automaton,
thelover finds himself alone. Thusthelover does not desire to possessthe beloved as
one possesses a thing; he demands a special type of appropriation. He wants to
possess a freedom as freedom.

Onthe other hand, thelover can not be satisfied with that superior form of freedom
whichisafreeand voluntary engagement. Who would be content with alovegiven as
pure loyalty to a sworn oath? Who would be satisfied with the words, “1 love you
because | havefreely engaged myself to loveyou and because | do not wish to go back
onmy word.” Thusthelover demands apledge, yet isirritated by a pledge. Hewants
to beloved by afreedom but demands that this freedom as freedom should no longer
be free. Hewishesthat the Other’sfreedom should determineitself to become love—
and this not only at the beginning of the affair but at each instant—and at the same
time he wants this freedom to be captured by itself, to turn back upon itself, asin
madness, as in a dream, so as to will its own captivity. This captivity must be a
resignation that isboth freeand yet chained in our hands. Inloveitisnot adeterminism
of the passions which we desire in the Other nor a freedom beyond reach; it is a
freedom which playsthe role of adeterminism of the passions and whichiscaught in
itsown role. For himself the lover does not demand that he be the cause of thisradical
modification of freedom but that he bethe unique and privileged occasion of it. Infact
he could not want to be the cause of it without immediately submerging thebelovedin
the midst of the world as atool which can be transcended. That is not the essence of
love. On the contrary, in Love the Lover wants to be “the whole World” for the
beloved. This means that he puts himself on the side of the world; he is the one who
assumes and symbolizes the world; heisathiswhich includes all other thises. Heis
and consentsto be an object. But on the other hand, he wantsto be the object in which
the Other’s freedom consents to lose itself, the object in which the Other consentsto
find his being and his raison d’étre as his second facticity— the object-limit of
transcendence, that toward which the Other’s transcendence transcends all other
objects but which it canin no way transcend. And everywhere he desiresthe circle of
the Other’s freedom; that is, at each instant as the Other’s freedom accepts this limit
to his transcendence, this acceptance is already present as the motivation of the
acceptance considered. It isin the capacity of an end already chosen that the lover
wishes to be chosen as an end. This allows us to grasp what basicaly the lover
demands of the bel oved; he does not want to act on the Other’s freedom but to exist a
priori astheobjectivelimit of thisfreedom; that is, to be given at one stroke along with
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itandinitsvery upsurge asthelimit which the freedom must accept in order to befree.
By thisvery fact, what he demandsisaliming, agluing down of the Other’s freedom
by itself; thislimit of structureisin fact agiven, and the very appearance of the given
asthe limit of freedom means that the freedom makes itself exist within the given by
being its own prohibition against surpassing it. This prohibition is envisaged by the
lover simultaneously as something lived—that is, something suffered (inaword, asa
facticity) and as something freely consented to. It must be freely consented to since it
must be effected only with the upsurge of afreedom which choosesitself asfreedom.
But it must be only what islived since it must be an impossibility always present, a
facticity which surges back to the heart of the Other’s freedom. This is expressed
psychologically by the demand that the free decision to love me, which the beloved
formerly has taken, must dlip in as a magically determining motivation within his
present free engagement.

Now we can grasp the meaning of thisdemand, thefacticity whichisto beafactual
limit for the Other in my demand to be loved and which isto result in being his own
facticity—thisis my facticity. It isin so far as| am the object which the Other makes
comeinto being that | must be the inherent limit to his very transcendence. Thus the
Other by his upsurge into being makes me be as unsurpassable and absolute, not asa
nihilating For-itself but as abeing-for-others-in-the-midst-of-the-world. Thusto want
to beloved isto infect the Other with one's own facticity; it isto wish to compel him
to recreate you perpetualy as the condition of a freedom which submits itself and
which is engaged; it is to wish both that freedom found fact and that fact have pre-
eminence over freedom. If thisend could be attained, it would result in the first place
in my being secure within the Other’s consciousness. First because the motive of my
uneasiness and my shame is the fact that | apprehend and experience myself in my
being-for-others as that which can always be surpassed towards something else, that
whichisthe pure object of avaluejudgment, apure means, apuretool. My uneasiness
stems from the fact that | assume necessarily and freely that being which another
makes me be in an absolute freedom. “God knows what | am for him! God knows
what he thinks of me!” This means“ God knowswhat he makesmebe.” | am haunted
by thisbeing which | fear to encounter someday at the turn of apath, thisbeing which
is so strange to me and which is yet my being and which | know that | shall never
encounter in spite of all my effortsto do so. But if the Other loves me then | become
the unsurpassable, which means that | must be the absolute end. In this sense | am
saved from instrumentality. My existencein the midst of the world becomesthe exact
correlate of my transcendence-for-myself since my independence is absolutely
safeguarded. The object which the Other must make me beisan object-transcendence,
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an absolute center of reference around which all the instrumental-things of theworld
areordered as pure means. At the sametime, asthe absolute limit of freedom—i.e., of
the absolute source of all values—I| am protected against any eventual deval orization.
| am the absolute value. To the extent that | assume my being-for-others, | assume
myself as value. Thus to want to be loved is to want to be placed beyond the whole
system of values posited by the Other and to be the condition of all valorization and
the objective foundation of all values. This demand is the usua theme of lovers
conversations, whether as in La Porte Etroite, the woman who wants to be loved
identifies herself with an ascetic morality of self-surpassing and wishesto embody the
ideal limit of this surpassing—or asmore usually happens, thewoman inlove demands
that the beloved in his acts should sacrifice traditional morality for her and is anxious
to know whether the beloved would betray hisfriends for her, “would steal for her,”
“wouldkill for her,” etc.

From this point of view, my being must escape the look of the beloved, or rather it
must be the object of alook with another structure. | must no longer be seen on the
ground of theworld asa*“this’ among other “thises,” but the world must be revealed
in terms of me. In fact to the extent that the upsurge of freedom makes aworld exist,
I must be, asthe limiting-condition of this upsurge, the very condition of the upsurge
of aworld. | must be the onewhose function isto maketreesand water exist’ to make
cities and fields and other men exist, in order to give them later to the Other who
arranges them into a world, just as the mother in matrilineal communities receives
titles and the family name not to keep them herself but to transfer them immediately
to her children. In one sense if | am to be loved, | am the object through whose
procuration theworld will exist for the Other; in another sense | am theworld. Instead
of beinga“this’ detaching itself onthe ground of theworld, | am the ground-as-object
on which the world detaches itself. Thus | am reassured; the Other’s look no longer
paralyzesmewith finitude. It no longer fixesmy beinginwhat | am. | can no longer be
looked at asugly, assmall, as cowardly, sincethese characteristics necessarily represent
afactual limitation of my being and an apprehension of my finitude asfinitude. To be
sure, my possibles remain transcended possibilities, dead-possibilities; but | possess
all possibles. | am all the dead-possibilitiesin theworld; hencel ceaseto bethe being
who is understood from the standpoint of other beings or of its acts. In the loving
intuition which | demand, | am to be given asan absolutetotality intermsof which all
itspeculiar actsand all beings areto be understood. One could say, dightly modifying
afamous pronouncement of the Stoics, that “the beloved canfail in threeways.”t The
ideal of the sageand theideal of the man who wantsto beloved actually coincideinthis
that both want to be an object-as-totality accessible to a global intuition which will
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apprehend the beloveds or the sage’s actions in the world as partial structures which
are interpreted in terms of the totality. Just as wisdom is proposed as a state to be
attained by an absolute metamorphosis, so the Other’s freedom must be absolutely
metamorphosed in order to allow me to attain the state of being loved.

Uptothispoint our description would fall into linewith Hegel’sfamous description
of the Master and Slave relation. What the Hegelian Master isfor the Slave, thelover
wants to be for the beloved. But the analogy stops here, for with Hegel the master
demandsthe Slave'sfreedom only laterally and, so to speak, implicitly, whilethelover
wantsthe beloved'sfreedom first and foremost. In thissenseif | amto beloved by the
Other, thismeansthat | am to be freely chosen asbeloved. Aswe know, in the current
terminology of love, the beloved is often called the chosen one. But this choice must
not berelative and contingent. Thelover isirritated and feelshimself cheapened when
hethinksthat the bel oved has chosen him fromamong others. “ Theniif | had not come
into a certain city, if | had not visited the home of so and so, you would never have
known me, you wouldn’'t have loved me?’ This thought grieves the lover; his love
becomes one love among others and is limited by the beloved's facticity and by his
own facticity as well as by the contingency of encounters. It becomes love in the
world, an object which presupposes the world and which in turn can exist for others.
What heis demanding he expresses by the awkward and vitiated phrases of “fatalism.”
Hesays, “Wewere madefor each other,” or again he usesthe expression “ soul mate.”
But we must trandate all this. The lover knows very well that “being made for each
other” refersto an original choice. Thischoice can be God's, since heisthe beingwho
is absolute choice, but God here represents only the farthest possible limit of the
demand for an absolute. Actually what the lover demands is that the beloved should
make of him an absolute choice. This means that the beloved’s being-in-the-world
must be a being-as-loving. The upsurge of the beloved must be the beloved's free
choice of the lover. And since the Other is the foundation of my being-as-object, |
demand of him that the free upsurge of his being should have his choice of me ashis
unique and absolute end; that is, that he should choose to be for the sake of founding
my object-state and my facticity.

Thus my facticity is saved. It is no longer this unthinkable and insurmountable
givenwhich | amfleeing; it isthat for which the Other freely makeshimself exist; itis
as an end which he has given to himsdlf. | have infected him with my facticity, but as
itisintheform of freedom that he has beeninfected with it’ herefersit back to me as
afacticity taken up and consented to. He isthe foundation of it in order that it may be
his end. By means of thislove | then have a different apprehension of my aienation
and of my own facticity. My facticity—as for-others—is no longer afact but aright.
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My existenceis because it is given a name. | am because | give myself away. These
beloved veins on my hands exist— beneficently. How good | am to have eyes, hair,
eyebrows and to lavish them away tirelessly in an overflow of generosity to this
tireless desire which the Other freely makes himself be. Whereas before being loved
we were uneasy about that unjustified, unjustifiable protuberance which was our
existence, whereaswefelt ourselves* detrop,” wenow feel that out existenceistaken
up and willed eveninitstiniest detail s by an absol ute freedom which at the sametime
our existence conditions and which we ourselves will with our freedom. Thisis the
basisfor thejoy of love when thereisjoy: wefedl that our existenceisjustified.

By the sametoken if the beloved can love us, heiswholly ready to be assimilated
by our freedom; for this being-loved which we desireis aready the ontological proof
applied to our being-for-others. Our objective essense implies the existence of the
Other, and conversely it isthe Other’sfreedom which founds our essence. If we could
manage to interiorize the whole system, we should be our own foundation.

Such then isthereal goal of the lover in so far as hisloveisan enterprise—i.e., a
project of himself. This project is going to provoke a conflict. The beloved in fact
apprehends the lover as one Other-as-object among others; that is, he perceives the
lover on the ground of the world, transcends him, and utilizes him. The beloved isa
look. He can not therefore employ his transcendence to fix an ultimate limit to his
surpassings, nor can he employ his freedom to captivate itself. The beloved can not
will to love. Therefore the lover must seduce the beloved, and hislove canin no way
be distinguished from the enterprise of seduction. In seduction | do not try to revea
my subjectivity to the Other. Moreover | could do so only by looking at the other; but
by thislook | should cause the Other’s subjectivity to disappear, and it is exactly this
which | want to assimilate. To seduce isto risk assuming my object-state completely
for the Other; it isto put myself beneath hislook and to make him look at me; itisto
risk the danger of being-seen in order to effect anew departure and to appropriate the
Other in and by means of my object-ness. | refuseto leave the level on which | make
proof of my object-ness; it is on this level that | wish to engage in battle by making
myself afascinating object. In Part Two we defined fascination asastate. Itis, we said,
the non-theti c consciousness of being nothing inthe presence of being. Seductionaims
at producing in the Other the consciousness of his state of nothingness as he confronts
the seductive object. By seduction | aim at constituting myself as a fullness of being
and at making myself recognized as such. To accomplish this| constitute myself asa
meaningful object. My actsmust point in two directions: On the one hand, toward that
which is wrongly called subjectivity and which is rather a depth of objective and
hidden being; the act is not performed for itself only, but it points to an infinite,
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undifferentiated series of other real and possible actswhich | give as constituting my
objective, unperceived being. Thus| try to guide the transcendence which transcends
me and to refer it to the infinity of my dead-possibilities precisely in order to be the
unsurpassable and to the exact extent to which the only unsurpassable istheinfinite.
On the other hand, each of my actstriesto point to the great density of possible-world
and must present me as bound to the vastest regions of the world. At the same time |
present the world to the beloved, and | try to constitute myself as the necessary
intermediary between her and the world; | manifest by my acts infinitely varied
examples of my power over the world (money, position, “connections,” etc.). In the
first case | try to congtitute myself as an infinity of depth, in the second case to
identify myself with the world. Through these different procedures | propose myself
as unsurpassable. This proposal could not be sufficient initself; itisonly abesieging
of the Other. It can not take on value as fact without the consent of the Other’s
freedom, which | must capture by making it recognizeitself asnothingnessin theface
of my plenitude of absolute being.

Someone may observe that these various attempts at expression pre-suppose
language. We shall not disagree with this. But we shall say rather that they are
language or, if you prefer, afundamental mode of language. For while psychological
and historical problemsexist with regard to the existence, thelearning and the use of a
particular language, thereisno special problem concerning what iscalled thediscovery
or invention of language. L anguageis not aphenomenon added on to being-for-others.
It is originally being-for-others; that is, it is the fact that a subjectivity experiences
itself asan object for the Other. In auniverse of pure objectslanguage could under no
circumstances have been “invented” sinceit presupposesan original relation to another
subject. Intheintersubjectivity of thefor-others, it isnot necessary to invent language
becauseit isaready given in the recognition of the Other. | amlanguage. By the sole
fact that whatever | may do, my acts freely conceived and executed, my projects
launched toward my possihilities have outside of them a meaning which escapes me
and which | experience. Itisin this sense—and in this sense only—that Heidegger is
right in declaring that | amwhat | say.? Language is not an instinct of the constituted
human creature, nor isit aninvention of our subjectivity. But neither doesit need to be
referred to the pure “being-outside-of-self” of the Dasein. It forms part of the human
condition; itisoriginally the proof which afor-itself can make of itsbeing for-others,
andfinally it isthe surpassing of this proof and the utilization of it toward possibilities
which are my possibilities; that is, toward my possibilities of being thisor that for the
Other. Languageistherefore not distinct from the recognition of the Other’s existence.
The Other’s upsurge confronting me as alook makes|anguage arise as the condition of



Others 237

my being. This primitive language is not necessarily seduction; we shall see other
formsof it. Moreover we have noted that thereisanother primitive attitude confronting
the Other and that the two succeed each other in acircle, each implying the other. But
conversely seduction does not presuppose any earlier form of language; it is the
completeredlization of language. Thismeansthat language can berevea ed entirely and
at one stroke by seduction as a primitive mode of being of expression. Of course by
languagewe mean al| the phenomenaof expression and not the arti culated word, which
is a derived and secondary mode whose appearance can be made the object of an
historical study. Especially in seduction language does not aim at giving to be known
but at causing to experience.

But in thisfirst attempt to find afascinating language | proceed blindly sincel am
guided only by the abstract and empty form of my object-statefor the Other. | can not
even conceive what effect my gestures and attitudes will have since they will always
be taken up and founded by a freedom which will surpass them and since they can
have ameaning only if thisfreedom confers one on them. Thusthe “meaning” of my
expressions always escapes me. | never know exactly if | signify what | wish to
signify nor evenif | amsignifying anything. It would be necessary that at the precise
instant | should read in the Other what on principle is inconceivable. For lack of
knowingwhat | actually expressfor the Other, | constitute my language asanincomplete
phenomenon of flight outside myself. Assoon as| expressmyself, | can only guessat
themeaning of what | express—i.e., themeaning of what | am—sincein thisperspective
to expressand to be are one. The Other isalwaysthere, present and experienced asthe
onewho givesto languageits meaning. Each expression, each gesture, eachwordison
my sideaconcrete proof of the alienating reality of the Other. It isonly the psychopath
who can say, someone has stolen my thought” —asin cases of psychoses of influence,
for example.® The very fact of expression isastealing of thought since thought needs
the cooperation of an alienating freedom in order to be constituted as an object. That
iswhy thisfirst aspect of language—in so far asit is| who employ it for the Other—
issacred. The sacred object is an object which isin the world and which pointsto a
transcendence beyond theworld. Language reveal sto methefreedom (thetranscendence)
of the one who listensto mein silence.

But at the same moment | remain for the Other ameaningful object— that which |
have always been. Thereisno path which departing from my object-state can lead the
Other to my transcendence. Attitudes, expressions, and words can only indicate to
him other attitudes, other expressions, and other words. Thus language remains for
him asimple property of amagical object—and thismagical object itself. Itisan action
at adistance whose effect the Other exactly knows. Thus the word is sacred when |
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employ it and magic when the Other hearsit. Thus | do not know my language any
more than | know my body for the Other. | can not hear myself speak nor see myself
smile. The problem of language is exactly parallel to the problem of bodies, and the
description which isvalid in one caseisvalid in the other.

Fascination, however, even if it were to produce a state of being-fascinated in the
Other could not by itself succeed in producing love. We can be fascinated by an orator,
by an actor, by atightrope-walker, but this does not mean that we love him. To be sure
we can not take our eyes off him, but heisstill raised on the ground of theworld, and
fascination does not posit the fascinating object as the ultimate term of the
transcendence. Quite the contrary, fascination is transcendence. When then will the
beloved becomein turn thelover?

The answer is easy: when the bel oved projects being loved. By himself the Other-
as-object never has enough strength to produce love. If love has for its ideal the
appropriation of the Other qua Other (i.e., as a subjectivity which is looking at an
object) thisideal can be projected only in terms of my encounter with the Other-as-
subject, not with the Otheras-object. If the Other tries to seduce me by means of his
object-state, then seduction can bestow upon the Other only the character of aprecious
object “to be possessed.” Seduction will perhaps determine me to risk much to
conquer the Other-as-object, but this desire to appropriate an object in the midst of
theworld should not be confused with love. Lovetherefore can be bornin the beloved
only from the proof which he makes of hisalienation and hisflight toward the Other.
Still the beloved, if suchisthe case, will betransformed into alover only if he projects
being loved; that is, if what he wishes to overcome is not a body but the Other’s
subjectivity as such. In fact the only way that he could conceive to realize this
appropriation isto make himself beloved. Thusit seemsthat to loveisin essencethe
project of making oneself beloved. Hence thisnew contradi ction and this new conflict:
each of theloversisentirely the captive of the Other inasmuch as each wishesto make
himself loved by the Other to the exclusion of anyone else; but at the sametime each
one demands from the other alove which is not reducible to the “project of being-
loved.” What he demandsin fact isthat the Other without originally seeking to make
himself be loved should have at once a contemplative and affective intuition of his
beloved asthe objectivelimit of hisfreedom, astheineluctable and chosen foundation
of histranscendence, asthetotality of being and the supremevalue. Lovethus exacted
fromthe other could not ask for anything; it isapure engagement without reciprocity.
Yet thislove can not exist except in the form of a demand on the part of the lover.

The lover is held captive in awholly different way. He is the captive of hisvery
demand sinceloveisthedemand to beloved; heisafreedomwhich willsitself abody



Others 239

and which demands an outside, hence afreedom which imitates the flight toward the
Other, afreedom which quafreedom laysclaimtoitsalienation. Thelover’sfreedom,
in hisvery effort to make himself be loved as an object by the Other, is alienated by
slipping into the body-for-others; that is, it isbrought into existence with adimension
of flight toward the Other. It isthe perpetual refusal to posit itself as pure selfness, for
this affirmation of self asitself would involve the collapse of the Other asalook and
theupsurge of the Other-as-object—hence astate of affairsin which thevery possibility
of being loved disappears since the Other is reduced to the dimension of objectivity.
Thisrefusal therefore constitutes freedom as dependent on the Other; and the Other
as subjectivity becomesindeed an unsurpassablelimit of the freedom of the for-itself,
the goal and supreme end of the for-itself since the Other holds the key to its being.
Herein fact we encounter thetrueideal of love'senterprise: alienated freedom. But it
isthe onewho wantsto beloved who by the mere fact of wanting someonetolovehim
aienates hisfreedom.

My freedom is alienated in the presence of the Other’s pure subjectivity which
founds my objectivity. It can never be alienated before the Other-as-object. In this
forminfact thebeloved' saienation, of which thelover dreams, would be contradictory
sincethe beloved can found the being of thelover only by transcending it on principle
toward other objects of the world; therefore this transcendence can constitute the
object which it surpasses both as a transcended object and as an object limit of all
transcendence. Thus each one of the lovers wants to be the object for which the
Other’sfreedomisalienated inan original intuition; but thisintuition which would be
love in the true sense is only a contradictory ideal of the for-itself. Each one is
aienated only to the exact extent to which he demandsthe aienation of the other. Each
one wants the other to love him but does not take into account the fact that to loveis
to want to be loved and that thus by wanting the other to love him, he only wantsthe
other to want to be loved in turn. Thus love relations are a system of indefinite
reference—anal ogousto the pure “ reflection-reflected” of consciousness—under the
ideal standard of thevalue“love’; that is, in afusion of consciousnessesin which each
of them would preserve his othernessin order to found the other. This state of affairs
isduetothefact that consciousnesses are separated by an insurmountabl e nothingness,
anothingness which isboth the internal negation of the one by the other and afactual
nothingness between the two internal negations. Love is a contradictory effort to
surmount the factual negation while preserving theinternal negation. | demand that the
Other love me and | do everything possible to realize my project; but if the Other
lovesme, heradically deceivesmeby hisvery love. | demanded of him that he should
found my being as a privileged object by maintaining himself as pure subjectivity
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confronting me; and as soon as he loves me he experiences me as subject and is
swallowed up in his objectivity confronting my subjectivity.

The problem of my being-for-othersremainstherefore without solution. Thelovers
remain each one for himself in atotal subjectivity; nothing comes to relieve them of
their duty to make themselvesexist each onefor himself; nothing comesto relievetheir
contingency nor to save them from facticity. At least each one has succeeded in
escaping danger from the Other’sfreedom—but atogether differently than he expected.
He escapes not because the Other makes him be asthe object-limit of histranscendence
but because the Other experiences him as subjectivity and wishes to experience him
only as such. Again the gain is perpetually compromised. At the start, each of the
consciousnesses can at any moment freeitsalf fromitschainsand suddenly contemplate
the other as an object. Then the spell is broken; the Other becomes one mean among
means. He isindeed an object for-others as the lover desires but an object-as-tool, a
perpetually transcended object. The illusion, the game of mirrors which makes the
concrete reality of love, suddenly ceases. Later in the experience of love each
consciousness seeks to shelter its being-for-others in the Other’s freedom. This
supposes that the Other is beyond the world as pure subjectivity, as the absolute by
which the world comes into being. But it suffices that the lovers should be looked at
together by a third person in order for each one to experience not only his own
objectivation but that of the other aswell. Immediately the Other isno longer for me
the absolute transcendence which founds me in my being; he is a transcendence-
transcended, not by me but by another. My original relation to him—i.e., my relation
of being the beloved for my lover, is fixed as a dead-possibility. It is no longer the
experienced relation between alimiting object of all transcendence and the freedom
whichfoundsit; itisalove-as-object whichiswhally alienated toward thethird. Such
is the true reason why lovers seek solitude. It is because the appearance of a third
person, whoever he may be, isthe destruction of their love. But factual solitude (e.g.
weareaonein my room) isby no meansatheoretical solitude. Evenif nobody seesus,
weexist for all consciousnesses and we are conscious of existing for all. Theresultis
that love as afundamental mode of being-for-others holds in its being-for-others the
seed of its own destruction.

We have just defined the triple destructibility of love: in the first placeiit is, in
essence, a deception and a reference to infinity since to love is to wish to be loved,
hence to wish that the Other wish that | love him. A preontological comprehension of
this deception is given in the very impulse of love—hence the lover’s perpetual
dissatisfaction. It does not come, asis so often said, from the unworthiness of being
loved but from an implicit comprehension of the fact that the amorousintuitionisas
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afundamental-intuition, anideal out of reach. Themorel amloved, themorel lose my
being, the more | am thrown back on my own responsibilities, on my own power to
be. In the second place the Other’s awakening is always possible; at any moment he
can make me appear as an object—hence the lover’s perpetual insecurity In the third
place love is an absolute which is perpetually made relative by others. One would
haveto bealoneintheworld with the beloved in order for loveto preserveitscharacter
asan absolute axis of reference—hencethelover’s perpetual shame (or pride—which
here amounts to the same thing).

Thusitisuselessfor meto havetried tolose myself in objectivity; my passion will
have availed me nothing. The Other has referred me to my own unjustifiable
subjectivity—either by himself or through others. This result can provoke a total
despair and a new attempt to realize the identification of the Other and myself. Its
ideal will then be the opposite of that which we have just described; instead of
projecting the absorbing of the Other while preserving in him his otherness, | shall
project causing myself to be absorbed by the Other and losing myself in his subjectivity
in order to get rid of my own. This enterprise will be expressed concretely by the
masochistic attitude. Since the Other is the foundation of my being-for-others, if |
relied on the Other to makemeexigt, | should no longer he anything more than abeing-
in-itself founded in its being by a freedom. Here it is my own subiectivity which is
considered as an obstacleto the primordial act by which the Other would found mein
my being. It is my own subjectivity which above all must be denied by my own
freedom. | attempt therefore to engage myself wholly in my being-as-object. | refuse
to be anything more than an object. | rest upon the Other, and as | experience this
being-as-object in shame, | will and | love my shame as the profound sign of my
objectivity. Asthe Other apprehends me as object by meansof actual desire, | wishto
bedesired, | make myself in shame an object of desire.

Thisattitudewould resemblethat of loveif instead of seekingto exist for the Other
as the object-limit of his transcendence, | did not rather insist on making myself be
treated as one object among others, as an instrument to be used. Now it is my
transcendence which is to be denied, not his. This time | do not have to project
capturing his freedom; on the contrary | hope that thisfreedom may be and will itself
toberadically free. Thusthe more| shall feel myself surpassed toward other ends, the
more | shall enjoy the abdi cation of my transcendence. Finally | project being nothing
morethan an object; that is, radically anin-itself. But inasmuch as afreedom which will
have absorbed minewill bethefoundation of thisin-itself, my being will becomeagain
the foundation of itself. Masochism, like sadism, is the assumption of guilt. | am
guilty due to the very fact that | am an object, | am guilty toward myself since |
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consent to my absolute alienation. | am guilty toward the Other, for | furnish himwith
the occasion of being guilty—that is, of radically missing my freedom as such.
Masochism is an attempt not to fascinate the Other by means of my objectivity but
to cause myself to be fascinated by my objectivity-for-others; that is, to cause myself
to be constituted as an object by the Other in such a way that | non-thetically
apprehend my subjectivity asanothing in the presence of thein-itself which | represent
to the Other’s eyes. Masochism is characterized as a species of vertigo, vertigo not
before a precipice of rock and earth but before the abyss of the Other’s subjectivity.

But masochism is and must be itself a failure. In order to cause myself to be
fascinated by my self-as-object, | should necessarily have to be able to realize the
intuitive apprehension of this object such as it is for the Other, a thing which is on
principleimpossible. Thus| am far from being able to be fascinated by this alienated
Me, which remains on principleinapprehensible. It is useless for the masochist to get
down on hisknees, to show himself inridicul ous positions, to cause himself to be used
as asimple lifeless instrument. It is for the Other that he will be obscene or simply
passive, for the Other that he will undergo these postures; for himself he is forever
condemned to give them to himself . It is in and through his transcendence that he
disposes of himself as a being to be transcended. The more he tries to taste his
objectivity, the more he will be submerged by the consciousness of his subjectivity—
hence his anguish. Even the masochist who pays awoman to whip him istreating her
as an instrument and by this very fact posits himself in transcendence in relation to
her.

Thus the masochist ultimately treats the Other as an object and transcends him
toward his own objectivity. Recall, for example, the tribulations of Sacher Masoch,
whoin order to make himself scorned, insulted, reduced to ahumiliating position, was
obliged to make use of the great |ove which women bore toward him; that is, to act
upon them just in so far asthey experienced themselves as an object for him. Thusin
every way the masochist’s objectivity escapes him, and it can even happen—in fact
usually does happen—that in seeking to apprehend his own objectivity he finds the
Other’s objectivity, which in spite of himself frees his own subjectivity. Masochism
therefore is on principle a failure. This should not surprise us if we realize that
masochismisa“vice’ and that viceis, on principle, thelove of failure. But thisisnot
the place to describe the structures peculiar to vice. It is sufficient here to point out
that masochismisaperpetua effort to annihilate the subject’s subjectivity by causing
it to be assimilated by the Other; this effort is accompanied by the exhausting and
delicious consciousness of failuresothat finally itisthefailureitself which the subject
ultimately seeks as his principa goal.
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Notes

1 Literally, “can tumblethreetimes.” Tr.

2 Thisformulation of Heidegger’s positionisthat of A. deWaehlens. La philosophie
de Martin Heidegger. Louvain, 1942, p. 99. Cf. also Heidegger’s text, which he
quotes: “ Diese Bezeugung meint nicht hier einen nachtraglichen und bei her laufenden
Ausdruck des Menschseins, sonder sie macht das Dasein des Menschen mit usw.
(Holderlin und das Wesen der Dichtung, p. 6.)

(“Thisaffirmation does not mean here an additional and supplementary expression

of human existence, but it does in the process make plain the existence of man.”
Douglas Scott’strand ation. Existence and Being, Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1949,
p. 297.)

3 Furthermore the psychosis of influence, like the majority of psychoses, is a
specia experience translated by myths, of a great metaphysical fact—here the
fact of alienation. Even amadman in his own way realizes the human condition.



13 Psychoanalysis

The Viennese doctor Sigmund Freud (1856-1939) designed psychoanalysis
as a scientific cure for neurotic disorders through the patient talking to a
trained ‘analyst’. It has become a Weltanschauung whose scientific status
is controversial. Psychoanalysis entails the anti-Cartesian tenet that | may
be in mental states of which | am wholly or partly unaware. My actions are
the product of a power struggle between ego, superego and id and are the
expression of libido and childhood trauma. Cure or explanation entails
making the unconscious conscious.

Sartre invents a kind of explanation called ‘existential psychoanalysis’
even though he insists that the unconscious does not exist because the
idea of an unconscious mental state is contradictory. Part of a state’s being
mental is its being conscious. How is this psychoanalysis without the
unconscious possible?

To decide this, we need to examine what Sartre endorses and repudiates
in classical or Freudian psychoanalysis. Sartre and Freud agree that the
explanation of human action has to be holistic not atomistic. Any piece of
behaviour, no matter how trivial, is revelatory and symbolic of the person as
a totality, in terms of whom it has to be deciphered. A person can not be
understood as an aggregate of empirical components. Nevertheless, both
Sartre and Freud reject any fixed, a priori view of human nature whether
biological, historical or theological. A person can not be usefully studied in
abstraction from their life, including their lived situations.

Sartre’s rejection of the unconscious is not so Cartesian as might appear.
From the fact that my mental states are conscious it does not follow that |
know what they are. Even if my attitudes towards my hopes, fears and
intentions are conscious | may misunderstand or be ignorant of their contents.

Sartre replaces the Freudian concept of libido with his own concept of the
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project. Existential psychoanalysis entails the disclosure of a person’s
fundamental or original project. Sartre knows that each of us has many
empirical aims, hopes and fears. Indeed, the possible projects of an
individual form an infinite set. By the fundamental or original project Sartre
means the unity of my deeds that fuses them into my biography. My original
project does not predate my biography. Sartre denies that my actions are
inwardly or mentally rehearsed before | perform them. Indeed, there is no
unconscious mind or noumenal realm where this could be executed. My
original project is who | am making myself through living. Sartre says the
original project is the project of being. It is the desire to be. What is the
desire to be?

Sartre partly means the desire to live rather than die. He also means the
desire of being-for-itself to be someone, to be something. Ultimately, the
original project is the inevitably frustrated desire of being-for-itself to be a
synthesis of being-for-itself and being-in-itself; the desire, in fact, to be God.
Existentially, it is the pattern of the uncomfortable exercise of free self-
definition. If there is an a priori (but not chronologically prior) tenet of existential
psychoanalysis it is the original project.

Because the being of being-for itself is not distinguishable from choice,
existential psychoanalysis must uncover what Sartre calls ‘the original
choice’. In a fashion reminiscent of Hindu and Buddhist doctrines of karma
(kama) Sartre holds that who | am here and now is a direct consequence of
my previous subjective choices. Existential psychoanalysis explains why |
am who | am through bringing to knowledge the choice original to my present
condition. As in classical psychoanalysis, | can in principle psychoanalyse
myself but this is difficult because it requires the detachment involved in
treating oneself as another. Whether self-administered or not, existential
psychoanalysis like classical analysis aims at a therapeutic self-knowledge.

Sartre deploys the techniques of existential psychoanalysis with
increasing sophistication in his biographies of Baudelaire (1947), Jean
Genet (1952) and Flaubert (1972). His ambition in writing the Flaubert is to
totally explain another human being. The Idiot of the Family is a
methodological culmination of Sartre’s work, drawing on the phenomenology
of The Psychology of the Imagination, the Marxist existentialism of Search
for a Method and Critique of Dialectical Reason as well as the existential
psychoanalysis of Being and Nothingness. The title is taken from Gustave
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Flaubert’s father’s judgement on his young son: ‘You will be the idiot of the
family’. Sartre’s biography seeks to uncover Flaubert's self-constitution as
a writer within his lived historical situation. Although in Being and
Nothingness Sartre only claims to have shown the possibility of existential
psychoanalysis and admits that the discipline has not yet found its Freud,
Sartre thought that in the concrete case of his writing on Flaubert one person
had wholly explained another.

Two extracts follow, one from Sketch For a Theory of the Emotions, the
other from the chapter called ‘Existential Psychoanalysis’ from Being and
Nothingness. In Sketch For a Theory of the Emotions we see the Sartre of
1939 distancing himself from classical psychoanalysis through the example
of emotion. In Being and Nothingness Sartre argues the merits of
psychoanalysis over empiricist and positivist psychology and then argues
the merits of his own psychoanalysis over Freud’s.

SKETCH FORATHEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

The psychoanalytic theory

We cannot understand an emotion unlesswelook for itssignification. And this, by its
nature, is of afunctional order. We are therefore led to speak of afinality of emotion.
Thisfinality we can grasp very concretely by the objective examination of emotional
behaviour. Here there is no question at al of a more or less obscure theory about
emotion and instinct based upon a priori principlesor postul ates. Simple consideration
of thefactsbringsusto an empirical intuition of thefinalist meaning of emotion. If we
try on the other hand to fix, in a complete intuition, the essence of emation as an
interpsychological fact, we seethat thisfinality isinherent inits structure. And all the
psychologistswho have rejected upon the peripheric theory of James have been more
or lessaware of thisfinalistic signification—thisiswhat Janet, for instance, decorates
with the name of “psychic”; it isthisthat psychologists or physiologists like Cannon
and Sherrington try to reintroduce into their descriptions of the emotional facts with
their hypothesis of a cerebral sensibility; it is this, again, that we find in Wallon or,
more recently, among the form psychologists. This finality presupposes a synthetic
organization of behaviourswhich could only bethe“unconscious’ of psychoanalysis,
or consciousness. And it would be easy enough, if need be, to produce apsychoanalytic
theory of emotional finality. One could show, without great difficulty, that anger or
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fear are means employed by unconscious urges to achieve symbolic satisfaction, to
break out of a state of unbearable tension. One could thus account for this essential
characteristic of emotion—that it is “suffered”, that it surprises, develops of itself
according to its own laws, and that conscious efforts cannot modify its course to any
very appreciable extent. Thisdissociation between the organized character of emotion—
the organizing theme being rel egated to the unconscious—and itsineluctable character,
whichit would not have for the consciousness of the subject, would render something
like the same servicein the psychological domain as the Kantian distinction between
the empirical and the noumenal doesin the domain of metaphysic.

It is certainly true that psychoanalysis was the first to lay the emphasis upon the
signification of psychic facts: that is, it was thefirst to insist upon the fact that every
state of consciousness stands for something other thanitself. For example: thisclumsy
theft perpetrated by a sexual-obsessive is not simply a clumsy theft. It refers to
something else from the moment that we begin to consider it in the psychoanalyst’s
way as a phenomenon of self-punishment. Then it refers to the primary complex for
which the patient is seeking to justify himself through self-punishment. We can see
that a psychoanalytic theory of the emotions would be possible. Does it not already
exist? Thereisthat woman with aphobiafor laurel. If she seesaclump of laurels, she
faints. The psychoanalyst discovers that in her childhood there was a painful sexual
incident associated with laurel bushes. What will be the corresponding emotion? A
phenomenon of refusal, and of censorship. Not refusal of thelaure itself, but arefusal
to relive the memory connected with laurels. Here the emotion is a flight from the
revelation to follow, as sleep is sometimes aflight from adecision to be taken, and as
theillnesses of certain young women are, according to Stekel, aflight before marriage.
Naturally, emotion is not aways an escape. We aready have indications from the
psychoanalysts of an interpretation of anger as a symbolic gratification of sexual
tendencies. And certainly, none of these interpretations is to be thrust aside. That
anger can signify sadism isin no doubt at al. That fainting away from passive fear
signifiesflight, the quest of arefuge, isalso certain, and we shall try to show thereason
for it. What isin question hereisthe principleitself of psychoanalytic explanation—
that is what we want to envisage here.

The psychoanalytic interpretation conceives the conscious phenomenon as the
symbolic realization of adesire repressed by the censor. Note that, for consciousness,
thedesireisnot implicated initssymbolicrealization. In sofar asit existsby andin our
consciousnessit isonly what it givesitself out to be: emotion, desire for sleep, theft,
laurel-phobia, etc. If it were otherwise, if we had any consciousness, even only implicit,
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of the real desire, we should be cheating, and that is not what the psychoanalyst
means. It followsthat the signification of our conscious behaviour lieswholly outside
that behaviour itself or, if oneprefersit so, what issignified isentirely cut off fromthe
signifying. Thisbehaviour of the subject is, initself just what it is (if by “initself” we
mean for itself), but it can be deciphered by the appropriate techniques as one would
decipher agiven language. In aword, the consciousfact isrelated to what it signifies,
asathing which isthe effect of acertain event isrelated to that event: as, for example,
the ashes of afire extinct upon amountain are related to the human beingswho lit the
fire. Their presenceisnot contained in the remaining cinders, but connected with them
by a relation causality: the relation is external, the ashes of the fire are passive
considered in that causal relation, as every effect is in relation to its cause. A
consciousness which had not acquired the necessary technical knowledge could not
grasp these remains as signs. At the sametime, the remains are what they are; that is,
they existinthemselves, irrespective of al significant interpretation: they arefragments
of half-calcinated wood, and that is all.

Can we admit that a fact of consciousness could be like athing in relation to its
signification—that is, receiveitsmeaning from outsidelike an external quality—as, for
instance, this having been burnt by men who wanted to warm themselvesis a quality
external to the burnt wood? It would seem, first and foremost, that the effect of such
an interpretation isto make consciousnessinto athing in relation to what is signified:
it is to admit that consciousness can constitute itself into a meaning without being
aware of themeaning that it congtitutes. Thereisaflagrant contradictioninthis, unless
we are to regard consciousness as an existent of the same type as a stone, or a pond.
But in that case we must finally give up the Cartesian cogito and treat consciousness
asasecondary and passive phenomenon. In so far asaconsciousness makesitsalfitis
never “nothing but” what it appears to be. If, then, it has a signification, it must
contain thiswithin itself as a structure of consciousness. This does not mean that the
signification must be perfectly explicit. There are many possible degrees of
condensation and of clarity. It only means that we should not interrogate the
consciousness from outside, as one would study the remains of the fire or the
encampment, but from within; that we should look into it for the signification. The
consciousness, if the cogito is to be possible, isitself the fact, the signification and
what issignified.

Truth to tell, what makes an exhaustive refutation of psychoanalysis so difficultis
that the psychoanalyst himself does not regard the signification as conferred entirely
from outside the consciousness. For him, thereisawaysan internal analogy between
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the consciousfact and thedesireit expresses, sincethe consciousfact is symbolical of
the expressed complex. And for the psychoanalyst this symbolic character isobviously
not external to the fact itself, but is constitutive of it. Upon this point we arein full
agreement with him. That the symbolization is constitutive of the symbolic
consciousness can be in no doubt whatever to anyone who believes in the absolute
value of the Cartesian cogito. But thisneedsto berightly understood: if symbolization
isconstitutiveit islegitimate to see animmanent bond of comprehension between the
symbolization and the symbol. Only, we must agree upon this, that consciousness
congtitutes itself by symbolization. In that case there is nothing behind it, and the
rel ation between symbol, symbolized and symbolization isan intra-structural bond of
consciousness. But if we go onto say that the consciousnessis symbolizing under the
causal compulsion of a transcendent fact—which is the repressed desire—we are
falling back upon the theory previously indicated, which treats the relation of the
signified to the signifying as a causal relation. The profound contradiction in all
psychoanalysisisthat it presents at the same time a bond of causality and a bond of
understanding between the phenomenathat it studies. Thesetwo types of relationship
areincompatible. Thetheorist of psychoanalysis also establishestranscendent relations
of rigid causality between the factsunder observation (apincushionin adream aways
signifies awoman’s breasts, entry into a carriage signifies the sexual act), whilst the
practitioner assures himself of success by studying mainly the facts of conscious
understanding; that is, by flexible research into the intra-conscious relation between
symbolization and symbol.

For our part, we do not reject the findings of psychoanalysis when they are
obtained by the understanding. Welimit ourselvesto the denial that thereisany value
or intelligibility initsunderlying theory of psychic causality. And moreover we affirm
that, in so far as the psychoanalyst is making use of understanding to interpret
consciousness, it would be better to recognize frankly that whatever is going on in
CONSCiousness can receiveits explanation nowhere but from consciousnessitself. And
here we are brought back to our own point of departure: a theory of consciousness
which attributes meaningful character to the emotive factsmust look for that meaning
in the consciousnessitself. In other words, it is the consciousness which makes itsel f
conscious, moved by the inner need for an inner signification.

And indeed, theadvocates of psychoanalysisare at the sametimeraising adifficulty
of principle. If consciousness organizes emotion asaspecial type of response adapted
toan external situation, how doesit manageto have no consciousness of thisadaptation?
And it must be granted that their theory renders a perfect account of this discrepancy
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between the signification and the consciousness—which need not astonish us since
that isjust what it was madefor. Better still, they will say, inthe majority of caseswe
are struggling, in our conscious spontaneity, against the development of emotional
manifestations; we are trying to master our fear, to calm our anger, to restrain our
weeping. Thus we have not only no consciousness of any finality of emotion, we are
also rejecting emotion with al our strength and it invades us in spite of ourselves. A
phenomenological description of emotion ought to resolve their contradictions.

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

Doing and having
Existential psychoanalysis

Itisnot enoughinfact to draw up alist of behavior patterns, of drivesand inclinations,
it is necessary also to decipher them; that is, it is necessary to know how to question
them. Thisresearch can be conducted only according to the rules of a specific method.
It is this method which we call existential psychoanalysis.

The principle of this psychoanalysisisthat man is atotality and not a collection.
Consequently he expresses himself asawholein even his most insignificant and his
most superficial behavior. In other words there is not a taste, a mannerism, or an
human act which is not revealing.

Thegoal of psychoanalysisisto decipher the empirical behavior patterns of man;
that isto bring out in the open the revel ations which each one of them containsand to
fix them conceptually.

Its point of departure is experience; its pillar of support is the fundamental,
preontological comprehension which man has of the human person. Although the
majority of people canwell ignoretheindications contained in agesture, aword, asign
and can look with scorn on the revelation which they carry, each human individual
nevertheless possesses a priori the meaning of the revelatory value of these
manifestationsand is capable of deciphering them, at least if heisaided and guided by
a helping hand. Here as elsewhere, truth is not encountered by chance; it does not
belong to adomain where one must seek it without ever having any presentiment of its
location, as one can go to look for the source of the Nile or of the Niger. It belongs a
priori to human comprehension and the essentia task is an hermeneutic; that is, a
deciphering, adetermination, and a conceptualization.

Itsmethod iscomparative. Since each example of human conduct symbolizesinits
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own manner the fundamental choice which must be brought to light, and since at the
sametime each one disguisesthischoice under itsoccasional character anditshistorical
opportunity, only the comparison of these acts of conduct can effect the emergence of
the uniquerevelation which they all expressin adifferent way. Thefirst outline of this
method has been furnished for us by the psychoanalysis of Freud and his disciples.
For thisreason it will be profitable hereto indicate more specifically the pointswhere
existential psychoanalysiswill beinspired by psychoanalysis proper and those where
it will radically differ fromit.

Both kinds of psychoanalysis consider al objectively discernible manifestations
of “psychiclife” as symbols maintaining symbolic relations to the fundamental, total
structures which constitute the individual person. Both consider that there are no
primary givenssuch ashereditary dispositions, character, etc. Existential psychoanaysis
recognizes nothing before the original upsurge of human freedom; empirical
psychoanalysisholdsthat the original affectivity of theindividual isvirgin wax before
its history. The libido is nothing besides its concrete fixations, save for a permanent
possihility of fixing anything whatsoever upon anything whatsoever. Both consider
the human being as a perpetual, searching, historization. Rather than uncovering
static, constant givens they discover the meaning, orientation, and adventures of this
history. Due to this fact both consider man in the world and do not imagine that one
can question the being of a man without taking into account all his situation.
Psychological investigations aim at reconstituting the life of the subject from birth to
the moment of the cure; they utilize all the objective documentation which they can
find; letters, witnesses, intimate diaries, “socia” information of every kind. What
they aim at restoring isless a pure psychic event than atwofold structure: the crucial
event of infancy and the psychic crystallization around thisevent. Here again we have
to dowith asituation. Each “historical” fact from thispoint of view will be considered
at once asafactor of the psychic evolution and as asymbol of that evolution. For itis
nothing in itself. It operates only according to the way in which it is taken and this
very manner of takingit expressessymbolically theinternal disposition of theindividual.

Empirical psychoanalysis and existential psychoanalysis both search within an
existing situation for a fundamental attitude which can not be expressed by simple,
logical definitions because it is prior to al logic, and which requires reconstruction
according to the laws of specific syntheses. Empirical psychoanalysis seeks to
determine the complex, the very name of which indicates the polyvaence of all the
meaningswhich arereferred back toit. Existential psychoanalysis seeksto determine
theoriginal choice. Thisoriginal choice operatingin theface of theworld and being a
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choice of position in the world is total like the complex; it is prior to logic like the
complex. Itisthiswhich decidesthe attitude of the person when confronted with logic
and principles; therefore there can be no possibility of questioning it in conformance
tologic. It bringstogether in aprelogical synthesisthe totality of the existent, and as
such it isthe center of reference for an infinity of polyvalent meanings.

Both our psychoanalyses refuseto admit that the subject isin aprivileged position
to proceed in these inquiries concerning himself. They equally insist on a strictly
objective method, using as documentary evidence the data of reflection aswell asthe
testimony of others. Of course the subject can undertake apsychoanalyticinvestigation
of himself. But in this case he must renounce at the outset all benefit stemming from
his peculiar position and must question himself exactly as if he were someone else.
Empirical psychoanalysis in fact is based on the hypothesis of the existence of an
unconscious psyche, which on principle escapestheintuition of the subject. Existential
psychoanalysis rejects the hypothesis of the unconscious; it makes the psychic act
coextensive with consciousness. But if the fundamental project is fully experienced
by the subject and hence wholly conscious, that certainly does not mean that it must
by the same token be known by him; quitethe contrary. The reader will perhapsrecall
the care we took in the Introduction to distinguish between consciousness and
knowledge. To be sure, aswe have seen earlier, reflection can be considered asaquasi-
knowledge. But what it grasps at each moment is not the pure project of the for-itself
as it is symbolically expressed—often in several ways at once—by the concrete
behavior which it apprehends. It grasps the concrete behavior itself; that is, the
specific dated desire in al its characteristic network. It grasps at once symbol and
symbolization. Thisapprehension, to be sure, isentirely constituted by apreontological
comprehension of the fundamental project; better yet, in so far asreflection isamost
anon-thetic consciousness of itself asreflection, itisthis same project, aswell asthe
non-reflective consciousness. But it does not follow that it commandstheinstruments
and techniques necessary to isolate the choice symbolized, to fix it by concepts, and
tobringit forthinto thefull light of day. It is penetrated by agreat light without being
able to express what this light is illuminating. We are not dealing with an unsolved
riddleasthe Freudiansbelieve; al isthere, luminous; reflectionisin full possession of
it, apprehends all. But this “mystery in broad daylight” is due to the fact that this
possession is deprived of the means which would ordinarily permit analysis and
conceptualization. It grasps everything, all at once, without shading, without relief,
without connections of grandeur—not that these shades, these values, these reliefs
exist somewhere and are hidden from it, but rather because they must be established
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by another human attitude and because they can exist only by means of and for
knowledge. Reflection, unableto serve asthebasisfor existential psychoanalysis, will
then simply furnish us with the brute material s toward which the psychoanalyst must
take an objective attitude. Thus only will he be able to know what he already
understands. Theresult isthat complexes uprooted from the depths of the unconscious,
like projects reveded by existential psychoanalysis, will be apprehended from the
point of view of the Other. Consequently the object thus brought into the light will be
articulated according to the structures of the transcended-transcendence; that is, its
being will be the being-for-others even if the psychoanalyst and the subject of the
psychoanalysis are actually the same person. Thus the project which is brought to
light by either kind of psychoanalysis can beonly thetotality of theindividual human
being, the irreducible element of the transcendence with the structure of being-for-
others. What always escapes these methods of investigation isthe project asit isfor
itself, the complex initsown being. Thisproject-for-itself can be experienced only as
aliving possession; thereisanincompatibility between existencefor-itself and objective
existence. But the object of thetwo psychoanalyses hasin it nonethelessthereality of
a being; the subject’s knowledge of it can in addition contribute to clarify reflection,
and that reflection can then become a possession which will be a quasi-knowing.

At this point the similarity between the two kinds of psychoanalysis ceases. They
differ fundamentally in that empirical psychoanalysis has decided upon its own
irreducible instead of allowing thisto make itself known in a self-evident intuition.
The libido or the will to power in actuality constitutes a psycho-biological residue
which is not clear in itself and which does not appear to us as being beforehand the
irreduciblelimit of theinvestigation. Finally it isexperience which establishesthat the
foundation of complexes is this libido or this will to power; and these results of
empirical inquiry are perfectly contingent, they are not convincing. Nothing prevents
our conceiving apriori of a“human reality” which would not be expressed by thewill
to power, for which the libido would not constitute the original, undifferentiated
project.

On the other hand, the choice to which existential psychoanalysis will lead us,
precisaly becauseitisachoice, accountsfor itsoriginal contingency, for the contingency
of the choiceisthereverse side of itsfreedom. Furthermore, inasmuch asit established
onthelack of being, conceived asafundamental characteristic of being, it receivesits
legitimacy as a choice, and we know that we do not have to push further. Each result
then will be at once fully contingent and legitimately irreducible. Moreover it will
always remain particular; that is, we will not achieve as the ultimate goal of our
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investigation and the foundation of all behavior an abstract, general term, libido for
example, whichwould be differentiated and made concretefirst in complexes and then
in detailed acts of conduct, due to the action of external facts and the history of the
subject. On the contrary, it will be a choice which remains unique and which isfrom
the start absolute concreteness. Details of behavior can express or particularize this
choice, but they can not make it more concrete than it already known in aself-evident
intuition. The libido or the will to power inis. That is because the choice is nothing
other than the being of each human reality; this amounts to saying that a particular
partial behavior is or expresses the original choice of this human reality since for
human reality thereisno difference between existing and choosing for itself. From this
fact we understand that existential psychoanalysis does not have to proceed from the
fundamental “complex,” whichisexactly the choice of being, to an abstraction likethe
libido which would explain it. The complex isthe ultimate choice, it is the choice of
being and makes itself such. Bringing it into the light will revea it each time as
evidently irreducible. It follows necessarily that the libido and the will to power will
appear to existential psychoanalysis neither as general characteristics common to all
mankind nor as irreducibles. At most it will be possible after the investigation to
establish that they express by virtue of particular ensembles in certain subjects a
fundamental choice which can not be reduced to either one of them. We have seenin
fact that desire and sexuality in general express an original effort of the for-itself to
recover itsbeing which has become estranged through contact with the Other. The will
to power also originally supposes being-for-others, the comprehension of the Other,
and the choice of winning its own salvation by means of the Other. The foundation of
this attitude must be an origina choice which would make us understand the radical
identification of being-in-itself-for-itself with being-for-others.

The fact that the ultimate term of this existential inquiry must be a choice,
distinguishes even better the psychoanalysis for which we have outlined the method
and principal features. It thereby abandons the supposition that the environment acts
mechanically on the subject under consideration. The environment can act on the
subject only to the exact extent that he comprehends it; that is, transforms it into a
situation. Hence no objective description of this environment could be of any use to
us. From the start the environment conceived as a situation refers to the for-itself
whichischoosing, just asthe for-itself refers to the environment by the very fact that
thefor-itself isin the world. By renouncing all mechanical causation, we renounce at
the same time all general interpretation of the symbolization confronted. Our goal
could not be to establish empirical laws of succession, nor could we constitute a
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universal symbolism. Rather the psychoanalyst will have to rediscover at each step a
symbol functioning in the particular case which he is considering. If each beingisa
totality, it is not conceivable that there can exist elementary symbolic relationships
(e.g., the faeces = gold, or a pincushion = the breast) which preserve a constant
meaninginall cases; that is, which remain unatered when they passfrom one meaningful
ensembl e to another ensembl e. Furthermore the psychoanalyst will never lose sight of
the fact that the choice isliving and consegquently can be revoked by the subject who
is being studied. We have shown in the preceding chapter the importance of the
instant, which represents abrupt changes in orientation and the assuming of a new
position in the face of an unalterable past. From this moment on, we must always be
ready to consider that symbols change meaning and to abandon the symbol used
hitherto. Thus existential psychoanalysis will have to be completely flexible and
adapt itself to the slightest observable changes in the subject. Our concern hereisto
understand what is individual and often even instantaneous. The method which has
served for one subject will not necessarily be suitable to use for another subject or for
the same subject at alater period.

Precisely because the goal of the inquiry must be to discover a choice and not a
state, the investigator must recall on every occasion that his object is not a datum
buried in the darkness of the unconscious but afree, conscious determination—which
is not even resident in consciousness, but which is one with this consciousnessiitself.
Empirica psychoanalysis, to the extent that its method is better than itsprinciples, is
often in sight of an existential discovery, but it always stops part way. When it thus
approaches the fundamental choice, the resistance of the subject collapses suddenly
and herecognizestheimage of himself which ispresented to him asif hewere seeing
himself in a mirror. This involuntary testimony of the subject is precious for the
psychoanalyst; he seesthere the sign that he hasreached hisgoal; he can passon from
the investigation proper to the cure. But nothing in his principles or in his initial
postulates permits him to understand or to utilize this testimony. Where could he get
any such right? If the complex is really unconscious— that is, if there is a barrier
separating the sign from the thing signified— how could the subject recognizeit? Does
the unconscious complex recognize itself? But haven't we been told that it lacks
understanding? And if of necessity we granted to it the faculty of understanding the
signs, would this not be to make of it by the same token a conscious unconscious?
What is understanding if not to be conscious of what is understood? Shall we say on
the other hand that it i s the subject as conscious who recogni zes the image presented?
But how could he compareit with histrue state since that is out of reach and since he
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has never had any knowledge of it? At most he will be able to judge that the
psychoanalytic explanation of his case is a probable hypothesis, which derives its
probability from the number of behavior patterns which it explains. His relation to
thisinterpretation isthat of athird party, that of the psychoanalyst himself; he hasno
privileged position. And if he believes in the probability of the psychoanalytic
hypothesis, isthissimple belief, which livesin thelimits of hisconsciousness, ableto
effect the breakdown of the barriers which dam up the unconscious tendencies? The
psychoanalyst doubtless has some obscure picture of an abrupt coincidence of
conscious and unconscious. But he has removed al methods of conceiving of this
coincidencein any positive sense.

Still, the enlightenment of the subject isafact. Thereisanintuition herewhichis
accompanied by evidence. The subject guided by the psychoanalyst does more and
better than to give his agreement to an hypothesis; he touches it, he sees what it is.
Thisistruly understandableonly if the subject has never ceased being conscious of his
deep tendencies; better yet, only if these drives are not di stinguished from his conscious
self. In this case as we have seen, the traditional psychoanalytic interpretation does
not cause him to attain consciousness of what heis; it causes him to attain knowledge
of what heis. It isexistential psychoanalysis then which claims the final intuition of
the subject as decisive.

This comparison allowsusto understand better what an existential psychoanalysis
must beiif it is entitled to exist. It is a method destined to bring to light, in a strictly
objective form, the subjective choice by which each living person makes himself a
person; that is, makes known to himself what heis. Since what the method seeksisa
choice of being at the sametime asabeing, it must reduce particular behavior patterns
to fundamental relations—not of sexuality or of the will to power, but of being—
which are expressed in this behavior. It is then guided from the start toward a
comprehension of being and must not assign itself any other goal than to discover
being and the mode of being of the being confronting thisbeing. It isforbidden to stop
beforeattaining thisgoal. It will utilizethe comprehension of being which characterizes
the investigator inasmuch as he is himself a human reality; and as it seeks to detach
being from its symbolic expressions, it will have to rediscover each time on the basis
of acomparative study of acts and attitudes, a symbol destined to decipher them. Its
criterion of success will be the number of facts which its hypothesis permits it to
explainand to unify aswell asthe self-evident intuition of theirreducibility of theend
attained. To this criterion will be added in all cases whereit is possible, the decisive
testimony of the subject. The results thus achieved—that is, the ultimate ends of the
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individual—can then becomethe object of aclassification, and it isby the comparison
of these results that we will be able to establish general considerations about human
reality as an empirical choice of its own ends. The behavior studied by this
psychoanalysis will include not only dreams, failures, obsessions, and neuroses, but
also and especially the thoughts of waking life, successfully adjusted acts, style, etc.
Thispsychoanalysishasnot yet found its Freud. At most we can find the foreshadowing
of it in certain particularly successful biographies. We hope to be able to attempt
elsewheretwo examplesin relation to Flaubert and Dostoevsky. But it matterslittieto
us whether it now exists; the important thing is that it is possible.
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Literature is the art form in which Sartre expresses his own philosophy. The
novels and plays are strewn with characters in bad faith: Garcin in No Exit,
Goetz in The Devil and the Good Lord, the senator in The Respectable
Prostitute, Hugo in Dirty Hands, Franz in Altona, Lucien in the short story
‘Childhood of a Leader’ in The Wall, Daniel in The Roads to Freedom, Kean
in the play of that name, and of course, the café waiter who features not only
in The Age of Reason, the first volume of The Roads to Freedom, but in
Being and Nothingness.

Opposed to them, but fewer in number, are the characters who in differing
degrees recognise their own freedom: Mathieu in Iron in the Soul (but not in
The Age of Reason and The Reprieve), Oreste in The Flies, the tortured
resistance fighters in Men Without Shadows, Lizzie in The Respectable
Prostitute, Roquentin in Nausea. Works of fiction provide a criterion for the
truth of a ‘humanistic’ philosophy such as Sartre’s existentialism.

Sartre draws a sharp distinction between literature and science: Literature
is ambiguous but each sentence of science or philosophy has, or should
have, one and only one meaning. Sentences of literature may have multiple
meanings, or may express different propositions. This presents Sartre with
a dilemma. To the extent to which the sentences making up his novels,
stories and plays are ambiguous they do not serve as a vehicle for his
philosophy. To the extent to which they are unambiguous, they are not
literature, at least by his own criterion. This dilemma is never fully resolved
in his work.

Sartre’s literature, especially Nausea, contains putative solutions to
philosophical problems. For example, in Nausea, some versions of the
problem of induction are depicted as genuine and as at once psychologically
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liberating and disturbing to the central character, Antoine Roquentin. What
exists exists contingently rather than necessarily, and what is is what it is
contingently, not necessarily. What passes for reality is constructed by
language which in turn is driven by pragmatic pre-conceptions, but these
can in principle be set aside by certain unusual experiences. Existence is
shown to precede essence in the case of human beings, but it is shown to
coincide in naturally occurring objects such as the root of the chestnut tree,
and the reverse relation obtains in the case of human artefacts such as a
beer glass or the tram seat. Roquentin himself feels his existence to be
pointless or without justification.

The philosophical questions to which these putative answers correspond
are: Will the future resemble the past?, Could what is not be? Could what is
have not been what it is? Are the ordinary objects of our experience
linguistically, psychologically or pragmatically ‘constructed’?, If so, could
they be perceived as they are, or at least in new ways?, What is the relation
between being and being something? Is it possible to be without being
anything? Is it possible to be something without being? Does life have a
meaning?

Roquentin, in Nausea, is living a philosophy. Roquentin lives Sartre’s
existential phenomenology. As with the characters in freedom and bad faith,
to the extent to which we find Roquentin’s experiences credible we should
find Sartre’s existential phenomenology credible.

Sartre insists that writing is an ethical and political act; an act which
should be an authentic and committed (engagé) expression of the author’s
freedom. The writer should be fully committed in what they write. What is this
difference between committed and uncommitted literature?

One answer is ruled out straight away. Sartre can not simply mean that
the author should write what he or she believes and refrain from writing
what he or she disbelieves. This ethical requirement rests upon a picture of
the author which Sartre rejects: the author as a repository of beliefs or
attitudes which may be externalised in writing sincerely or insincerely. Rather,
writing is a choice: not just the choice whether to write or not, but having
chosen to write, the act of writing is itself the making of choices. The literary
work does not predate the writing of it. It does not already exist in the writer's
mind before being written down. it comes into being by being freely composed.

The distinction between committed and uncommitted literature depends
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upon the distinction between authenticity and bad faith. Authenticity is the
recognition of freedom, and bad faith is the denial or refusal of freedom.
Committed literature is produced by authentic acts of writing; acts of writing
that the author recognises as exercises of his own freedom and for which
he alone accepts and has responsibility. Sartre thinks most writing is done
in bad faith. We write in order to be read, in order to be needed, in order to
find a substitute for immortality. This is bad faith because it is a case of
‘being-for-others’; producing an image of oneself which others will judge
favourably rather than exercising one’s free possibilities as a writer. Sartre
himself frequently insists that he writes for the present generation, not for
posterity, although when interviewed he has confessed that he would not be
displeased if his works were still read a hundred years from now. They no
doubt will be.

Because they are written in bad faith, most literary works are would-be
escapes or conquests. What is fled from is the freedom of the writer. What is
conquered is the freedom of the reader. The writer is master and the reader
slave but, in with Hegelian irony, the writer enslaves himself in enslaving the
reader and the reader finds a new freedom in freely interpreting the writer’s
works in ways that undo the writer's mastery over them. Qui perde gagne:
loser wins. Loser wins and winner loses.

The contingency of existence produces anguish. The writer therefore
tries to make his existence necessary, indispensible, by creating something
that does depend upon his own existence: a literary work. This seems
successful because the work’s existence does depend upon his having
written it. This security is undermined, however, because what the work is is
not wholly dictated by the interpretation of its author. Its essence is open to
manipulation by its readers. Its existence too is contingent and not necessary.
Even if it is read for thousands of years, there will no doubt come a time
when it is forgotten. Its author too will be forgotten.

A literary work is the free creation of its author and readers because its
existence is not causally necessitated by the prior state of the world. A writer
accepting these facts evades bad faith. The role of the other in literary
production is inescapable but it can either be affirmed or denied by the
writer. Freedom is primordial with regard to the choice between authenticity
and bad faith.

Sartre thinks the authenticity of a literary work is sufficient for its morality.
La littérature engagée can not be immoral. He says, for example, nobody
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could write a good anti-semitic novel. But could not a writer recognise that
their writing is the exercise of their own freedom and yet choose to write the
most appalling laudits to suffering and injustice? Commitment in writing
seems neither necessary nor sufficient for the morality of what is written: not
necessary because something moral could be the product of bad faith, not
sufficient because something immoral could be the product of authenticity.
If there is freedom either good or evil can be done freely.

Sartre claims that the aesthetic imperative presupposes a moral
imperative. Freedom is prior to both aesthetics and morality and freedom is
the ultimate value. Committed literature not only exercises and
acknowledges freedom, it provokes it, and provokes its acknowledgement.
In reading committed literature the reader is a pure freedom, an unconditioned
activity, and is conscious of being free. What is reading? Reading is a free
dream.

Writing is a political act. For Sartre a good society is a free society. We do
not know what a free society would be like, precisely because it would be
one we would be free to make. There can be no blueprint for a free society —
no Platonic blueprint, no Marxist blueprint, no Christian or utilitarian blueprint.
There is no a priori knowledge of a free society. Committed literature dissolves
the readers’ bad faith and shows them their freedom, so it is the responsibility
of the intellectual to be engagé, committed to freedom.

In the passages below from What is Literature? (1948) Sartre develops
the idea of la littérature engagée. In the one from The Family Idiot (1972),
‘Absolute-Art’, he examines the possibilities of writing in the historical
situation of post-romanticism in mid-nineteenth-century France.

WHAT ISLITERATURE?

Why write?

Each hashisreasons: for one, artisaflight; for another ameans of conquering. But one
can flee into a hermitage, into madness, into death. One can conquer by arms. Why
doesit haveto bewriting, why does one have to manage one's escapes and conquests
by writing? Because, behind the various aims of authors, there is a deeper and more
immediate choice which iscommon to all of us. We shall try to elucidate this choice,
and we shall see whether it is not in the name of this very choice of writing that the
self-commitment of writers must be required.
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Each of our perceptionsisaccompanied by the consciousnessthat human redlity is
a‘“reveaer”, that is, it is through human redity that “there is” being, or, to put it
differently, that man isthe means by which things are manifested. It isour presencein
the world which multiplies relations. It is we who set up a relationship between this
tree and that bit of sky. Thanksto us, that star which has been dead for millennia, that
guarter moon, and that dark river are disclosed in the unity of a landscape. It is the
speed of our car and our aeroplane which organizesthe great masses of the earth. With
each of our acts, the world reveals to us a new face. But, if we know that we are
directors of being, we also know that we are not its producers. If we turn away from
this landscape, it will sink back into its dark permanence. At least, it will sink back;
thereisno one mad enough to think that it isgoing to be annihilated. Itiswewho shall
be annihilated, and the earth will remain in its lethargy until another consciousness
comes along to awaken it. Thus, to our inner certainty of being “revealers’ is added
that of being inessential in relation to the thing revealed.

One of the chief motives of artistic creation is certainly the need of feeling that we
areessential inrelationship to theworld. If | fix on canvasor in writing acertain aspect
of the fields or the sea or a look on someone's face which | have disclosed, | am
conscious of having produced them by condensing rel ationships, by introducing order
where there was none, by imposing the unity of mind on the diversity of things. That
is, | feel myself essential inrelation to my creation. But thistimeit isthe created object
which escapesme; | cannot reveal and produce at the sametime. The creation becomes
inessential in relation to the creative activity. First of all, evenif it appearsfinished to
others, the created object aways seemsto usin a state of suspension; we can aways
change this line, that shade, that word. Thus, it never forces itself. A novice painter
asked his teacher, “When should | consider my painting finished?’ And the teacher
answered, “When you can look at it in amazement and say to yourself ‘1I’m the one
who did that!"”

Which amountsto saying “never”. For it isvirtualy considering one'swork with
someone else’'s eyes and revealing what one has created. But it is self-evident that we
are proportionally less conscious of the thing produced and more conscious of our
productive activity. When it isamatter of pottery or carpentry, we work according to
traditional patterns, with tools whose usage is codified; it is Heidegger's famous
“they” who are working with our hands. In this case, the result can seem to us
sufficiently strangeto preserveitsobjectivity in our eyes. But if we ourselvesproduce
therulesof production, the measures, the criteria, and if our creativedrive comesfrom
the very depths of our heart, then we never find anything but ourselvesin our work.
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It is we who have invented the laws by which wejudgeit. It is our history, our love,
our gaiety that werecognizeinit. Evenif we should look at it without touching it any
further, we never receive from it that gaiety or love. We put them into it. The results
which we have obtained on canvas or paper never seem to us objective. We are too
familiar with the processes of which they are the effects. These processes remain a
subjective discovery; they are ourselves, our inspiration, our trick, and when we seek
to perceive our work, we create it again, we repeat mentally the operations which
produced it; each of its aspects appears as aresult. Thus, in the perception, the object
is given as the essential thing and the subject as the inessential. The latter seeks
essentiality in the creation and obtains it, but then it is the object which becomes the
inessential.

This diaectic is nowhere more apparent than in the art of writing, for the literary
object is apeculiar top which exists only in movement. To make it comeinto view a
concrete act called reading is necessary, and it lasts only as long as this act can last.
Beyond that, there are only black marks on paper. Now, the writer cannot read what
he writes, whereas the shoemaker can put on the shoes he hasjust madeif they are his
size, and the architect can live in the house he has built. In reading, one foresees; one
waits. Oneforeseesthe end of the sentence, thefollowing sentence, the next page. One
waits for them to confirm or disappoint one’s foresights. The reading is composed of
a host of hypotheses, of dreams followed by awakenings, of hopes and deceptions.
Readers are always ahead of the sentencethey arereading in amerely probablefuture
which partly collapses and partly comes together in proportion as they progress,
which withdraws from one page to the next and forms the moving horizon of the
literary object. Without waiting, without a future, without ignorance, there is no
objectivity.

Now the operation of writing involves an implicit quasi-reading which makesreal
reading impossible. When the words form under his pen, the author doubtless sees
them, but he does not seethem asthe reader does, since he knowsthem beforewriting
them down. The function of his gazeis not to reveal, by brushing against them, the
sleeping words which arewaiting to be read, but to control the sketching of the signs.
In short, it is a purely regulating mission, and the view before him reveals nothing
except for dight dips of the pen. The writer neither foresees nor conjectures; he
projects. It often happens that he awaits, as they say, the inspiration. But one does
not wait for oneself the way one waits for others. If he hesitates, he knows that the
future is not made, that he himself is going to make it, and if he still does not know
what is going to happen to his hero, that simply means that he has not thought about
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it, that he has not decided upon anything. The futureisthen ablank page, whereasthe
future of the reader istwo hundred pages filled with words which separate him from
the end. Thus, the writer meets everywhere only hisknowledge, hiswill, hisplans, in
short, himself. He touches only his own subjectivity; the object he creates is out of
reach; hedoesnot createit for himself. If here-readshimsdlf, itisalready toolate. The
sentence will never quite be a thing in his eyes. He goes to the very limits of the
subjective but without crossing it. He appreciates the effect of atouch, of an epigram,
of awell-placed adjective, but it isthe effect they will have on others. He canjudgeit,
not feel it. Proust never discovered the homosexuality of Charlus, since he had decided
upon it even before starting on his book. And if aday comes when the book takes on
for its author a semblance of objectivity, it is because years have passed, because he
hasforgotten it, becauseitsspirit isquiteforeign to him, and doubtlessheisno longer
capable of writing it. This was the case with Rousseau when he re-read the Social
Contract at the end of his life. Thus, it is not true that one writes for oneself. That
would be the worst blow. In projecting one’'s emotions on paper, one barely manages
to give them alanguid extension. The creative act is only an incomplete and abstract
moment in the production of awork. If the author existed alone he would be able to
write as much as he liked; the work as object would never seethelight of day and he
would either haveto put down his pen or despair. But the operation of writing implies
that of reading asits dialectical correlative and these two connected acts necessitate
two distinct agents. It is the joint effort of author and reader which brings upon the
scenethat concrete and imaginary object which isthework of themind. Thereisno art
except for and by others.

Reading seems, in fact, to be the synthesis of perception and creation.! It supposes
the essentiality of both the subject and the object. The object is essential becauseitis
strictly transcendent, because it imposes its own structures, and because one must
wait for it and observeit; but the subject isa so essential becauseitisrequired not only
to disclose the object (that is, to makeit possible for there to be an object) but also so
that this object might exist absolutely (that is, to produceit). In aword, the reader is
conscious of disclosing in creating, of creating by disclosing. In redlity, it is not
necessary to believe that reading is a mechanical operation and that signs make an
impression upon him as light does on a photographic plate. If heisinattentive, tired,
stupid, or thoughtless, most of the relationswill escape him. He will never manageto
“catch on” to the object (in the sense in which we see that fire “ catches’ or “doesn’t
catch”). He will draw some phrases out of the shadow, but they will seem to appear
as random strokes. If heis at his best, he will project beyond the words a synthetic



Witing 265

form, each phrase of which will be no more than a partial function: the “theme”, the
“subject”, or the“meaning”. Thus, from the very beginning, the meaning isno longer
contained in the words, sinceit is he, on the contrary, who allows the significance of
each of them to be understood; and theliterary object, though realized through language,
isnever giveninlanguage. Onthe contrary, it isby nature asilence and an opponent of
the word. In addition, the hundred thousand words aligned in abook can be read one
by one so that the meaning of the work does not emerge. Nothing is accomplished if
the reader does not put himself from the very beginning and almost without aguide at
the height of this silence; if, in short, he does not invent it and does not then place
there, and hold on to, the words and sentences which he awakens. And if | amtold that
it would be more fitting to call this operation a re-invention or a discovery, | shall
answer that, first, such are-invention would be asnew and asoriginal an act asthefirst
invention. And, especially, when an object has never existed before, there can be no
question of re-inventing it or discovering it. For if the silence about which | am
speaking isreally the goal at which the author is aiming, he has, at least, never been
familiar with it; his silenceis subjective and anterior to language. It is the absence of
words, the undifferentiated and lived silence of inspiration, which the word will then
particul arize, whereas the silence produced by the reader is an object. And at the very
interior of this object there are more silences—which the author does not mention. It
isaquestion of silenceswhich are so particular that they could not retain any meaning
outside the object which the reading causesto appear. However, it isthesewhich give
it its density and its particular face.

To say that they are unexpressed is hardly the word; for they are precisely the
inexpressible. And that iswhy one does not come upon them at any definite moment
inthe reading; they are everywhere and nowhere. The quality of the marvellousin Le
Grand Meaulnes, the grandioseness of Armance, the degree of realism and truth of
Kafka smythology, these are never given. Thereader must invent themall inacontinual
exceeding of the written thing. To be sure, the author guides him, but all he doesis
guide him. Thelandmarks he sets up are separated by the void. The reader must unite
them; he must go beyond them. In short, reading is directed creation.

On the one hand, the literary object has no other substance than the reader’s
subjectivity; Raskolnikov's waiting is my waiting which | lend him. Without this
impatience of the reader he would remain only acollection of signs. His hatred of the
police magistrate who questions himismy hatred which has been solicited and wheedled
out of me by signs, and the police magistrate himself would not exist without the
hatred | have for him via Raskolnikov. That iswhat animates him, it ishisvery flesh.
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But on the other hand, the words are there like traps to arouse our feelings and to
reflect them towards us. Each word is apath of transcendence; it shapes our feelings,
namesthem, and attributesthem to animaginary personage who takesit upon himself
to live them for us and who has no other substance than these borrowed passions; he
confers objects, perspectives, and a horizon upon them.

Thus, for the reader, al isto do and all isalready done; the work existsonly at the
exact level of his capacities; while he reads and creates, he knows that he can always
go further in hisreading, can aways create more profoundly, and thusthe work seems
to him asinexhaustible and opague asthings. Wewould readily reconcilethat “rational
intuition” which Kant reserved to divine Reason with this absolute production of
qualities, which, to the extent that they emanate from our subjectivity, congeal before
our eyes into impenetrable objectivities.

Since the creation can find its fulfilment only in reading, since the artist must
entrust to another the job of carrying out what he has begun, since it is only through
the consciousness of the reader that he can regard himself as essential to hiswork, all
literary work isan appeal . To write isto make an appeal to the reader that helead into
objective existence therevelation which | have undertaken by means of language. And
if it should be asked to what the writer is appealing, the answer is ssimple. As the
sufficient reason for the appearance of the aesthetic object is never found either inthe
book (where we find merely solicitations to produce the object) or in the author’'s
mind, and as his subjectivity, which he cannot get away from, cannot give areason for
the act of leading into objectivity, the appearance of the work of art is a new event
which cannot be explained by anterior data. And since this directed creation is an
absolute beginning, it istherefore brought about by the freedom of the reader, and by
what is purest in that freedom. Thus, the writer appeals to the reader’s freedom to
collaborate in the production of hiswork.

It will doubtlessbe said that all toolsaddressthemselvesto our freedom sincethey
aretheinstruments of apossible action, and that the work of art is not unique in that.
And it istruethat thetool isthe congealed outline of an operation. But it remains on
thelevel of the hypothetical imperative. | may use ahammer to nail up acaseor to hit
my neighbour over the head. In so far as| consider itinitself, it isnot an appeal to my
freedom,; it does not put mefaceto facewithit; rather, itaimsat using it by substituting
a set succession of traditional procedures for the free invention of means. The book
does not serve my freedom; it requires it. Indeed, one cannot address oneself to
freedom as such by means of constraint, fascination, or entreaties. Thereisonly one
way of attaining it; first, by recognizing it, then, having confidencein it, and finally,
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requiring of it an act, an actinitsown name, that is, in the name of the confidence that
onebringstoit.

Thus, the book isnot, likethetool, ameansfor any end whatever; the end to which
it offersitself is the reader’s freedom. And the Kantian expression “finality without
end” seemsto mequiteinappropriatefor designating thework of art. Infact, itimplies
that the aesthetic object presents only the appearance of afinality and is limited to
soliciting the free and ordered play of the imagination. It forgets that the imagination
of the spectator has not only aregulating function, but a constitutive one. It does not
play; itis called upon to recompose the beautiful object beyond the traces eft by the
artist. Theimagination cannot revel initself any more than can the other functions of
themind; itisalwaysonthe outside, always engaged in an enterprise. Therewould be
finality without end if some object offered such a well-arranged composition that it
would lead us to suppose that it has an end even though we cannot ascribe oneto it.
By defining the beautiful in this way one can—and this is Kant's aim—Iliken the
beauty of art to natural beauty, since aflower, for example, presents so much symmetry,
such harmonious colours, and such regular curves, that oneisimmediately tempted to
seek afinalist explanation for all these properties and to see them as just so many
means at the disposal of an unknown end. But that is exactly the error. The beauty of
nature isin no way comparable to that of art. The work of art does not have an end;
therewe agreewith Kant. But thereasonisthat itisan end. The Kantian formuladoes
not account for the appeal which resounds at the basis of each painting, each statue,
each book. Kant believesthat thework of art first existsasfact and that it isthen seen.
Whereas) it existsonly if onelooks at it and if it isfirst pure appeal, pure exigenceto
exigt. Itisnot aninstrument whose existence ismanifest and whose end i s undetermined.
It presentsitself asatask to be discharged; from the very beginning it placesitself on
thelevel of the categorical imperative. You are perfectly freeto leave that book onthe
table. But if you openit, you assumeresponsibility for it. For freedomisnot experienced
by its enjoying its free subjective functioning, but in a creative act required by an
imperative. This absolute end, this imperative which is transcendent yet acquiesced
in, which freedom itself adopts asits own, iswhat we call avalue. Thework of artis
avalue becauseit isan appeal .

If | appeal to my readers so that we may carry the enterprise which | have begun
to asuccessful conclusion, it is self-evident that | consider him as a pure freedom, as
an unconditioned activity; thus, in no case can | address myself to his passiveness,
that is, try to affect him, to communicate to him, from the very first, emotions of fear,
desire, or anger. There are, doubtless, authors who concern themselves solely with
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arousing these emotions because they are foreseeabl e, manageable, and because they
have at their disposal sure-fire meansfor provoking them. But it isalso true that they
arereproached for thiskind of thing, as Euripides has been since antiquity because he
had children appear on the stage. Freedom is dienated in the state of passion; it is
abruptly engaged in partial enterprises; it losessight of itstask, whichisto producean
absolute end. And thebook isno longer anything but ameansfor feeding hate or desire.
The writer should not seek to overwhelm; otherwise he is in contradiction with
himself; if he wishes to make demands he must propose only the task to be fulfilled.
Hence, the character of pure presentation which appears essential to the work of art.
The reader must be able to make a certain aesthetic withdrawal. Thisiswhat Gautier
foolishly confused with “art for art's sake” and the Parnassians with the
imperturbability of the artist. It is simply a matter of precaution, and Genet more
justly calsit the author’s politeness towards the reader. But that does not mean that
the writer makes an appeal to some sort of abstract and conceptua freedom. One
certainly createsthe aesthetic object with feelings; if it istouching, it appearsthrough
our tears; if itiscomic, it will berecognized by laughter. However, thesefeelingsare of
aparticular kind. They havetheir originin freedom; they areloaned. The belief which
| accord thetaeisfreely assented to. ItisaPassion, in the Christian sense of theword,
that is, a freedom which resolutely puts itself into a state of passiveness to obtain a
certain transcendent effect by this sacrifice. The reader renders himself credulous; he
descendsinto credulity which, though it endsby enclosing him likeadream, isat every
moment conscious of being free. An effort is sometimes made to force the writer into
thisdilemma: “Either one believesin your story, and it isintolerable, or one does not
believeinit, anditisridiculous’. But theargument isabsurd becausethe characteristic
of aesthetic consciousnessisto be abelief by means of commitment, by oath, abelief
sustained by fidelity to one's self and to the author, a perpetually renewed choice to
believe. | can awaken at every moment, and | know it; but | do not want to; reading is
afreedream. Sothat all feelingswhich are exacted on the basis of thisimaginary belief
arelike particular modulations of my freedom. Far from absorbing or maskingit, they
are so many different ways it has chosen to reved itself to itself. Raskolnikov, as |
have said, would only be a shadow, without the mixture of repulsion and friendship
which | feel for him and which makes him live. But, by a reversal which is the
characteristic of theimaginary object, itisnot hisbehaviour which excitesmy indignation
or esteem, but my indignation and esteem which give consistency and objectivity to
hisbehaviour. Thus, thereader’ sfeelingsare never dominated by the object, and asno
external reality can condition them, they havetheir permanent sourcein freedom,; that
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is, they areall generous—for | call afeeling generouswhich hasitsoriginanditsendin
freedom. Thus, reading isan exercisein generosity, and what the writer requires of the
reader is not the application of an abstract freedom but the gift of his whole person,
with his passions, his prepossessions, his sympathies, his sexua temperament, and
his scale of values. Only this person will give himself generously; freedom goes
through and through him and comesto transform the darkest masses of his sensibility.
And as activity has rendered itself passive in order for it better to create the object,
vice versa, passiveness becomes an act; the man who is reading has raised himself to
the highest degree. That iswhy we see people who are known for their toughness shed
tears at therecital of imaginary misfortunes; for the moment they have become what
they would have been if they had not spent their lives hiding their freedom from
themselves.

Thus, the author writesin order to address himself to the freedom of readers, and
he requires it in order to make his work exist. But he does not stop there; he also
requiresthat they return this confidence which he has given them, that they recognize
his creative freedom, and that they in turn solicit it by a symmetrical and inverse
appeal. Here there appears the other dialectical paradox of reading; the more we
experience our freedom, the morewe recognizethat of the other; the more he demands
of us, the more we demand of him.

When | am enchanted with alandscape, | know very well that itisnot | who create
it, but | also know that without me the relations which are established before my eyes
among the trees, the foliage, the earth, and the grasswould not exist at all. | know that
| can give no reason for the appearance of finality which | discover in the assortment
of hues and in the harmony of the forms and movements created by the wind. Yet, it
exists, thereitisbeforemy eyes, and | can make something more out of what isalready
there. But eveniif | believein God, | cannot establish any passage, unlessit be purely
verbal, between the divine, universal solicitude and the particular spectaclewhich | am
considering. To say that He made the landscape in order to charm me or that He made
me the kind of person who is pleased by it isto take a question for an answer. Isthe
marriage of this blue and that green deliberate? How can | know? The idea of a
universal providenceisno guarantee of any particular intention, especially inthe case
under consideration, since the green of the grass is explained by biological laws,
specific constants, and geographical determinism, whilethe reason for the blue of the
water isaccounted for by the depth of theriver, the nature of the soil and the swiftness
of the current. The assorting of the shades, if it iswilled, can only be something thrown
into thebargain; itisthe meeting of two causal series, that isto say, at first sight, afact
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of chance. At best, the finality remains problematic. All the relations we establish
remain hypotheses; no end is proposed to us in the manner of an imperative, since
none is expressly revealed as having been willed by a creator. Thus, our freedom is
never called forth by natural beauty. Or rather, thereis an appearance of order in the
wholewhichincludesthefoliage, theforms, and the movements, hence, theillusion of
acalling forth which seemsto solicit this freedom and which disappearsimmediately
when one looks at it. Hardly have we begun to run our eyes over this arrangement,
than the appeal disappears; we remain alone, freeto tie up one colour with another or
with athird, to set up arelationship between the tree and the water or the tree and the
sky, or the tree, the water and the sky. My freedom becomes caprice. To the extent
that | establish new relationships, | remove myself further fromtheillusory objectivity
which solicits me. | muse about certain motifs which are vaguely outlined by the
things; the natural reality is no longer anything but a pretext for musing. Or, in that
case, because | have deeply regretted that this arrangement which was momentarily
perceived was not offered to me by somebody and consequently isnot real, the result
isthat | fix my dream, that | transpose it to canvas or in writing. Thus, | interpose
myself between the finality without end which appears in the natural spectacles and
the gaze of other men. | transmit it to them. It becomes human by this transmission.
Art hereisaceremony of the gift and the gift alone brings about the metamorphosis.
It issomething like the transmission of titles and powersin the matriarchate where the
mother does not possess the names, but is the indispensable intermediary between
uncle and nephew. Since | have captured thisillusion in flight, since | lay it out for
other men and have disentangled it and rethought it for them, they can consider it with
confidence. It has becomeintentional. Asfor me, | remain, to be sure, at the border of
the subjective and the objective without ever being able to contemplate the objective
arrangement which | transmit.

The reader, on the contrary, progresses in security. However far he may go, the
author has gone further. Whatever connections he may establish among the different
parts of the book—among the chapters or the words—he has aguarantee, namely, that
they have been expressly willed. As Descartes says, he can even pretend that thereis
asecret order among partswhich seem to have no connection. The creator has preceded
him along the way, and the most beautiful disorders are effects of art, that is, again
order. Readingisinduction, interpolation, extrapol ation, and the basis of these activities
rests on the reader’s will, as for a long time it was believed that that of scientific
induction rested on the divine will. A gentle force accompanies us and supports us
fromthefirst pageto thelast. That doesnot mean that we fathom the artist’sintentions
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easily. They constitute, as we have said, the object of conjectures, and there is an
experience of the reader; but these conjectures are supported by the great certainty we
have that the beautieswhich appear in the book are never accidental . In nature, thetree
and the sky harmonize only by chance; if, onthe contrary, inthe novel, the protagonists
find themselvesin acertaintower, inacertain prison, if they stroll in acertain garden,
it isamatter both of the restitution of independent causal series (the character had a
certain state of mind which was dueto asuccession of psychologica and social events,
on the other hand, he betook himself to a determined place and the layout of the city
required him to cross a certain park) and of the expression of adeeper finality, for the
park came into existence only in order to harmonize with a certain state of mind, to
express it by means of things or to put it into relief by avivid contrast, and the state
of mind itself was conceived in connection with the landscape. Here it is causality
whichisappearance and which might be called “ causality without cause”, and itisthe
finality which isthe profound reality. But if | canthusin all confidence put the order
of endsunder the order of causes, it isbecause by opening the book | am asserting that
the object hasits source in human freedom.

If | were to suspect the artist of having written out of passion and in passion, my
confidencewould immediately vanish, for it would serve no purposeto have supported
the order of causes by the order of ends. The latter would be supported in its turn by
a psychic causality and the work of art would end by re-entering the chain of
determinism. Certainly | do not deny when | am reading that the author may be
impassioned, nor even that he might have conceived the first plan of hiswork under
the sway of passion. But his decision to write supposes that he withdraws somewhat
from hisfeelings, in short, that he hastransformed his emotionsinto free emotions as
| do mine while reading him, that is, that heisin an attitude of generosity.

Thus, reading isapact of generosity between author and reader. Each onetruststhe
other; each one counts on the other, demands of the other as much as he demands of
himself. For this confidenceisitself generosity. Nothing can force the author to believe
that his reader will use his freedom; nothing can force the reader to believe that the
author has used his. Both of them make a free decision. There is then established a
dialectical going-and-coming; when | read, | make demands; if my demands are met,
what | am then reading provokes me to demand more of the author, which meansto
demand of the author that he demand more of me. And, vice versa, the author’sdemand
isthat | carry my demandsto the highest pitch. Thus, my freedom, by revealing itself,
reveals the freedom of the other.

It matters little whether the aesthetic object is the product of “redistic” art (or
supposedly such) or “formal” art. At any rate, the natural relations are inverted; that
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tree on the first plane of the Cézanne painting first appears as the product of a causal
chain. But the causality isanillusion; it will doubtlessremain asaproposition aslong
as we look at the painting, but it will be supported by a deep finality; if the tree is
placed in such away it is because the rest of the painting requires that this form and
those colours be placed on the first plane. Thus, through the phenomenal causality,
our gaze attains finality as the deep structure of the object, and, beyond finality, it
attainshuman freedom asits source and original basis. Vermeer’srealismiscarried so
far that at first it might be thought to be photographic. But if one considers the
splendour of histexture, the pink and velvety glory of hislittle brick walls, the blue
thickness of a branch of woodbine, the glazed darkness of his vestibules, the orange
coloured flesh of his faces, which are as polished as the stone of holy-water basins,
one suddenly feels, inthe pleasure that he experiences, that the finality isnot so much
in the forms or colours as in his material imagination. It is the very substance and
temper of thethingswhich here givetheformstheir reason for being. With thisrealist
we are perhaps closest to absolute creation, since it isin the very passiveness of the
matter that we meet the unfathomabl e freedom of man.

Thework is never limited to the painted, sculpted, or narrated object. Just as one
perceives things only against the background of the world, so the objects represented
by art appear against the background of the universe. On the background of the
adventures of Fabrice are the Italy of 1820, Austria, France, the sky and stars which
the Abbé Blanis consults, and finally the whole earth. If the painter presents us with
afield or avase of flowers, his paintings are windows which are open on the whole
world. Wefollow thered path whichisburied among the wheat much farther than Van
Gogh has painted it, among other wheat fields, under other clouds, to the river which
emptiesinto the sea, and we extend to infinity, to the other end of the world, the deep
finality which supports the existence of the field and the earth. So that, through the
various objects which it produces or reproduces, the creative act aims at a total
renewal of theworld. Each painting, each book, isarecovery of thetotality of being.
Each of them presentsthistotality to the freedom of the spectator. For thisisquitethe
final goal of art: to recover thisworld by giving it to be seen asit is, but asif it had its
sourcein human freedom. But, sincewhat the author createstakes on objectivereality
only in the eyes of the spectator, thisrecovery is consecrated by the ceremony of the
spectacle—and particularly of reading. We are already in a better position to answer
the question we raised a while ago: the writer chooses to appeal to the freedom of
other men so that, by the reciprocal implications of their demands, they may re-adapt
thetotality of being to man and may again enclose the universe within man.
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If we wish to go still further, we must bear in mind that the writer, like al other
artists, aims at giving his reader a certain feeling that is customarily called aesthetic
pleasure, and which | would very much rather call aesthetic joy, and that thisfeeling,
when it appears, isasign that thework isachieved. It isthereforefining to examineit
in the light of the preceding considerations. In effect, thisjoy, which is denied to the
creator, in so far as he creates, becomes one with the aesthetic consciousness of the
spectator, that is, in the case under consideration, of thereader. Itisacomplex feeling
but onewhose structuresand condition areinseparable from one another. Itisidentical,
at first, with the recognition of atranscendent and absolute end which, for amoment,
suspendsthe utilitarian round of ends-means and means-ends,? that is, of an appeal or,
what amounts to the same thing, of avalue. And the positional consciousness which
| take of thisvalueishecessarily accompanied by the non-positional consciousness of
my freedom, since my freedom ismanifested toitself by atranscendent exigency. The
recognition of freedom by itself isjoy, but this structure of non-thetical consciousness
impliesanother: since, in effect, reading is creation, my freedom does not only appear
to itself as pure autonomy but as creative activity, that is, it is not limited to giving
itself its own law but perceivesitself as being constitutive of the object. It ison this
level that the phenomenon specifically is manifested, that is, a creation wherein the
created object is given as object to its creator. It is the sole case in which the creator
gets any enjoyment out of the object he creates. And the word enjoyment which is
applied to the positional consciousness of thework read indicates sufficiently that we
areinthe presence of an essential structure of aesthetic joy. This positional enjoyment
isaccompanied by the non-positional consciousness of being essential inrelationtoan
object perceived as essential. | shall call this aspect of aesthetic consciousness the
feeling of security; it is this which stamps the strongest aesthetic emotions with a
sovereign calm. It has its origin in the authentication of a strict harmony between
subjectivity and objectivity. As, on the other hand, the aesthetic object is properly the
world in so far asit isaimed at through the imaginary, aesthetic joy accompaniesthe
positional consciousness that the world isavalue, that is, atask proposed to human
freedom. | shall call thisthe aesthetic modification of the human project, for, asusual,
the world appears as the horizon of our situation, as the infinite distance which
separates usfrom ourselves, asthe synthetic totaity of thegiven, astheundifferentiated
whole of obstacles and implements—but never asademand addressed to our freedom.
Thus, aesthetic joy proceeds to this level of the consciousness which | take of
recovering and internaizing that whichisnon-ego par excellence, sincel transformthe
given into an imperative and the fact into a value. The world is my task, that is, the
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essential and freely accepted function of my freedom is to make that unique and
absol ute obj ect which isthe universe comeinto being in an unconditioned movement.
And, thirdly, the preceding structuresimply a pact between human freedoms, for, on
the one hand, reading is a confident and exacting recognition of the freedom of the
writer, and, on the other hand, aesthetic pleasure, asitisitself experienced intheform
of avalue, involvesan absolute exigencein regard to others; every man, in so far ashe
isafreedom, feels the same pleasure in reading the same work. Thus, all mankind is
present in its highest freedom; it sustains the being of aworld which isboth itsworld
and the “external” world. In aesthetic joy the positional consciousness is an image-
making consciousness of theworld initstotality both as being and having to be, both
astotally oursand totally foreign, and the more ours asit isthe moreforeign. The non-
positional consciousness really envel ops the harmonious totality of human freedoms
in so far asit makesthe object of auniversal confidence and exigency.

To writeisthus both to disclose the world and to offer it asatask to the generosity
of the reader. It is to have recourse to the consciousness of othersin order to make
one's self be recognized as essential to the totality of being; it isto wish to live this
essentiality by means of interposed persons; but, on the other hand, asthe real world
isrevealed only by action, asone can feel oneself init only by exceeding it in order to
change it, the novelist’s universe would lack depth if it were not discovered in a
movement to transcend it. It has often been observed that an object in a story does not
deriveitsdensity of existence from the number and length of the descriptions devoted
to it, but from the complexity of its connections with the different characters. The
more often the characters handleit, take it up, and put it down, in short, go beyond it
towards their own ends, the more real will it appear. Thus, of the world of the novel,
that is, the totality of men and things, we may say that in order for it to offer its
maximum density the disclosure-creation by which the reader discoversit must also
be an imaginary participation in the action; in other words, the more disposed oneis
to changeit, the more aiveit will be. The error of realism has been to believe that the
real revealsitself to contemplation, and that consequently one could draw animpartial
picture of it. How could that be possible, since the very perception is partial, since by
itself the naming is already a modification of the object? And how could the writer,
who wants himself to be essential to thisuniverse, want to be essential to theinjustice
which this universe comprehends? Yet, he must be; but if he accepts being the creator
of injustices, it isin amovement which goes beyond them towards their abolition. As
for me who read, if | create and keep alive an unjust world, | cannot help making
myself responsible for it. And the author’s whole art is bent on obliging me to create



Witing 275

what hediscloses, thereforeto compromise myself. So both of usbear theresponsibility
for the universe. And precisely because this universe is supported by the joint effort
of our two freedoms, and because the author, with me as medium, has attempted to
integrate it into the human, it must appear truly in itself in its very marrow, as being
shot through and through with a freedom which has taken human freedom asiits end,
andif itisnot really thecity of endsthat it ought to be, it must at |east be astage along
the way; in a word, it must be a becoming and it must always be considered and
presented not as a crushing mass which weighs us down, but from the point of view
of itsgoing beyond towardsthat city of ends. However bad and hopel essthe humanity
which it paints may be, the work must have an air of generosity. Not, of course, that
this generosity is to be expressed by means of edifying discourses and virtuous
characters; it must not even be premeditated, and it is quite true that fine sentiments
do not make fine books. But it must be the very warp and woof of the book, the stuff
out of which the people and things are cut; whatever the subject, a sort of essential
lightness must appear everywhere and remind us that the work is never a natura
datum, but an exigence and a gift. Andif | am giventhisworld withitsinjustices, itis
not so that | may contemplate them coldly, but that | may animate them with my
indignation, that | may disclose them and create them with their nature as injustices,
that is, as abuses to be suppressed. Thus, the writer’s universe will only reveal itself
in al its depth to the examination, the admiration, and the indignation of the reader;
and the generous love is a promise to maintain, and the generous indignation is a
promiseto change, and the admiration a promiseto imitate; although literatureisone
thing and morality a quite different one, at the heart of the aesthetic imperative we
discern the moral imperative. For, since the one who writes recognizes, by the very
fact that he takes the trouble to write, the freedom of his readers, and since the one
who reads, by the mere fact of his opening the book, recognizes the freedom of the
writer, thework of art, from whichever sideyou approachit, isan act of confidencein
the freedom of men, And sincereaders, like the author, recognize thisfreedom only to
demand that it manifest itself, thework can be defined as an imaginary presentation of
theworld in so far asit demands human freedom. The result of which isthat thereis
no “gloomy literature”, since, however dark may be the coloursin which one paints
the world, one paintsit only so that free men may feel their freedom as they faceit.
Thus, there are only good and bad novels. The bad novel aimsto please by flattering,
whereasthe good oneisan exigence and an act of faith. But aboveall, the unique point
of view from which the author can present the world to those freedoms whose
concurrence hewishesto bring about isthat of aworld to beimpregnated alwayswith
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more freedom. It would be inconceivabl e that this unleashing of generosity provoked
by the writer could be used to authorize an injustice, and that the reader could enjoy
hisfreedom while reading awork which approves or accepts or simply abstainsfrom
condemning the subjection of man by man. One canimagine agood novel being written
by an American negro eveniif hatred of thewhiteswere spread all over it, becauseitis
the freedom of hisrace that he demands through this hatred. And, as heinvitesmeto
assume the attitude of generosity, the moment | feel myself a pure freedom | cannot
bear to identify myself with arace of oppressors. Thus, | require of all freedoms that
they demand the liberation of coloured people against the white race and against
myself in so far as| am a part of it, but nobody can suppose for a moment that it is
possibleto write agood novel in praise of anti-Semitism.® For, the moment | feel that
my freedom isindissolubly linked with that of al other men, it cannot be demanded of
methat | useit to approve the enslavement of a part of these men. Thus, whether he
is an essayist, a pamphleteer, a satirist, or a novelist, whether he speaks only of
individual passions or whether he attacks the socia order, the writer, a free man
addressing free men, has only one subject—freedom.

Hence, any attempt to endave hisreadersthreatenshimin hisvery art. A blacksmith
can be affected by fascismin hislifeasaman, but not necessarily in hiscraft; awriter
will be affected in both, and even morein hiscraft thanin hislife. | have seen writers,
who beforethewar called for fascism with all their hearts, smitten with sterility at the
very moment when the Naziswere | oading them with honours. | am thinking of Drieu
laRochelle in particular; he was mistaken, but he was sincere. He proved it. He had
agreed to direct aNazi-inspired review. Thefirst few months he reprimanded, rebuked,
and lectured his countrymen. No one answered him because no onewas freeto do so.
Hebecameirritated; he nolonger felt hisreaders. Hebecame moreinsistent, but nosign
appeared to provethat he had been understood. No sign of hatred, nor of anger either;
nothing. He seemed to have lost his bearings, the victim of a growing distress. He
complained bitterly to the Germans. His articles had been superb; they became shrill.
The moment arrived when he struck his breast; no echo, except among the bought
journalistswhom he despised. He handed in hisresignation, withdrew it, again spoke,
still in the desert. Finally, he said nothing, gagged by the silence of others. He had
demanded the enslavement of others, but in his crazy mind he must haveimagined that
it was voluntary, that it was still free. It came; the man in him congratul ated himsel f
mightily, but the writer could not bear it. While this was going on, others, who,
happily, were in the majority, understood that the freedom of writing implies the
freedom of the citizen. One does not write for slaves. The art of prose is bound up
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with the only régimein which prose has meaning, democracy. When oneisthreatened,
the other istoo. And it is not enough to defend them with the pen. A day comeswhen
the pen is forced to stop, and the writer must then take up arms. Thus, however you
might have come to it, whatever the opinions you might have professed, literature
throws you into battle. Writing is a certain way of wanting freedom; once you have
begun, you are committed, willy-nilly.

Committed to what? Defending freedom? That’s easy to say. | sit amatter of acting
asaguardian of ideal valueslike Benda's“clerk” beforethebetrayal ,* or isit concrete
everyday freedom which must be protected by our taking sidesin political and social
struggles? The questionistied up with another one, one very simplein appearance but
which nobody ever asks himself: “For whom does one write?’

THEFAMILY IDIOT

The post-Romantic apprentice author

Absolute-Art

Throughout the works of the eighteenth century, autonomy seems to be an objective
status of literature. A class literature, to be sure, but as that class is combatant,
autonomy hererepresentsapure, combative negativity; it assertsitself asaninstitutional
imperative, inseparable from analytic reason, the chief weapon of the bourgeoisie,
whose ultimate outcome must be mechanism, that is, dissolution taken to itslogical
conclusion.

The samenotion, after aperiod of eclipse, reappearsin Romantic literature. But its
function is no longer the same and its meaning has changed; it is now merely the
obligation of aristocratic writers to impose the ideology of their class. Beneath the
positiveideaof synthetic totality, of creation, that ideology conceal stwo negations—
one compensatory, the victory-failure of the nobility, the other fixed and absol ute, the
radical condemnation of the bourgeoisie.

These two imperatives, reanimated by reading, are intertwined and give literary
autonomy an instable and circular content; for that autonomy is based on analysis,
whosefunction isto reduce everything to itselements, and on the aristocratic synthesis
that establishes totalitarian unities on the unity of the creating fiat. Thus the project
imposed on the future writer is forever to depict the creation in his work as the
production of a harmonious whole, and forever to eat away at it with the worm of
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analysis, whose self-imposed task must be to reduce it to mechanistic dispersal. But
this fina term of the dissection is not the ultimate theme of the work, though the
analysis cannot be carried further; indeed, through the coexistence of the two
imperatives, neither of which destroys the other, the totality is no sooner atomized
than it is revived and once again subjected to analytic diastasis. So this double,
contradictory autonomy somehow demands of the young bourgeois would-be writer
the literary disclosure of the nothingness of being and the being of nothingness—
which reflects, with the hysteresis proper to cultural works, the antagonism of two
classes, one of which is on the way to its demise. The general theme suggested by
literature-to-be-written is the reduction of the world as totality to nothingness, and
the reestablishment of that totality as appearance. Behind this perpetual movement,
however, athird termis concealed, for totality, an optimistic but mortal instrument of
the aristocracy, is realized on the literary suppression of the bourgeoisie; thus
totalization by the master, while devoured by servile negativity, destroys the slave
and his labor by afixed, total, irreducible negation. No literary works after 1850 are
without the skeletal structure of this triple antagonism. Revealing it, as | have just
done, we can say that it offers no meaning: the slave denies the master, who does
away with him, that’sall; or, if you like, the creation is reduced to mechanism, which
is reduced to the absolute void from which the creation is reborn. Meaning cannot
come from these contradi ctions, which coexist only becausetheir spatial contiguity as
practico-inert determinations has effaced the historical temporalization that produced
them successively. A meaning must emerge from these antagonisms, and the future
author is bidden to provide it through his work. He isfree to choose it, provided that
heintegrates all contradictionsin the aesthetic unity of the object produced.

The freedom to choose, without ever being entirely suppressed, is nonetheless
singularly reduced by imperatives exterior to thefirst. Other historical circumstances
have in effect produced new determinations of the Objective Spirit which, in the
trinity comprised of totality, negativity, and negation, tend to demand the predominance
of absolute negation. For these young bourgeois, the autonomy of literature is the
fundamental requirement of that cultural sector and the primary reason for their choice
to write; and yet at the moment when their class triumphs and demands positive
books, that autonomy seems to them merely away of gilding its utilitarian morality
with alittleidealism. Asaresult, these future authors have broken with the readership
of their own class even before they have written, meaning that by 1840, they have
broken with the public pure and simple. Consequently, negativity and the spirit of
analysis, instruments that were so effective in the previous century, seem suspect to
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them; when they yearn to make use of them, they run up against objective resistances
arising from the fact that these are the tools proper to their class, and they will not
appropriate them without being appropriated in turn. As a result, the human subject
of their books—if there is one—will no longer be the man depicted by Voltaire,
Diderot, or Rousseau himself; he will no longer contain that “human nature” defined
by analysis thanks to social and psychological atomism. But the young writer offers
no substitute; in any case, nothing new occurs to these young minds spoiled by
analysis. Romantic man, in effect, could not seducethem for long. In 1840, Romanticism
is dead, as witness the failure of Les Burgraves, for Romantic man represents a
synthetic totality, and as good bourgeoisthey could not refrain from dismantling him
despite themselves. Yet by vanishing, the hero made them ashamed of themselves, of
their class of origin. The aristocratic authors' contempt remains in them as the great
mute negation hidden behind Romantic frenzy. They have contempt for themselves
without knowing why. And this contempt becomestheir sole greatness since it raises
them abovethemselves. This contorted attitude, theinternalization of absolute negation,
must be held without respite. But which do they scorn in Others and themselves, the
bourgeois or the man? First, surely, the bourgeois. These unhappy young men have
internalized the contested but ubiquitous and scornful gaze of another, nearly moribund
class; they are cut off from themselves by this gaze of failure and death that reveals
only bourgeois utilitarianism and the spirit of analysis—ethical and epistemological
norms already familiar to them. But the bourgeoisie rejects the “people,” that vast
national unity invented by the monarchy in the interest of propaganda. It knows the
working classes, which it explaits, fears, and dislikes, and which itsresident thinkers
attempt to reduce to the swarmings of individuals; it takesitself for the universal class
and now proclaims that classes are abolished. Consequently, its younger sons see
bourgeois man everywhere; for it means to impose bourgeois nature, on the ethical
and psychologica level, ontheindividual swho each day, constrained by the wretched
poverty spawned by industrialization, make “free” individual contracts with it. The
bourgeoisie teaches them, it teaches its own children that this “nature” is truly the
essence of the species, that like good bourgeois, the workers, too, seek their interest,
competing with each other for employment just like businessmen or entrepreneurs,
and that—Ilike bourgeois, maybe more so—they are individually envious of the
prosperity of others. The fact is that human nature is bad; it must be restrained by
rigorous institutions and its weaknesses supported by real property. Raised in these
princi ples—without much questioning them—the young bourgeois have no difficulty
extending their contempt to the universe. Thisis made even easier by the fact that the
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world is bourgeois—or at least it is expressed only by bourgeois voices—from 1830
on. If manisbourgeois, these children have contempt for the bourgeoisin themselves
as the definition of mankind. And that contempt, despairing at its lack of support,
extending from their class of origin to their race and back again to their class, having
acquired asufficient degree of mystification to follow the path to the universal, will be
called dissatisfaction by the most realistic. On the one hand it is the verification of
what exists and could not be otherwise (In whose name would they contest this
nature, these natural laws, and the society that issuesfromit?); on the other handitis
theglobal and harmless negation they inherited from Romanticism, defeated in advance,
without principleor privilegeinthisreal domain. Nothing elseiseven declared possible—
How would they dare to affirm such a thing when they were raised in unbelief, in
agnosticism, or in asuperficial religion practiced to give the poor areason to live and
subjected by the lycée student as a matter of major concern to triumphant bourgeois
analysis? They may eventhink, like Laplace, that everything had to be thisway from
all eternity. In short, they say nothing; they simply live out an impotent denial of the
whole world, whose meaning is: | am not part of it, | do not recognize myself in it.
These boys in no way consider themselves fallen gods who remember the heavens;
they remember nothing at al. They deny that being, such asit is, representsthem (in
their eyes, in the eyes of others); they claim not to be incarnate in it, not to be
objectified in it as bourgeois or as men through work. And this claim, which by itself
would be consciously futile, assumes in their eyes the substance of an imperative
becauseit iscontiguousin them with autonomy astherigorous requirement of literature
and givesit, ultimately, its content.

Autonomy, the necessary means of writing in 1850, the arrogant exercise of the
privileged aristocratic gaze in 1830, appearsin any case to the new generation as art
for its own sake. This obvious characteristic of literature-to-be-written represents to
them the eternal imperative that their fathers and grandfathers misunderstood and
originality, since it will be their task to obey it. Yet if art has no end but itself, if it
disappears from the work when asked to serve, if its major imperative condemns
utilitarianism—without even referring to it—and along with it all human ends, then
this calm and thorough negation, this perfect inhumanity, can be revealed only to the
dissatisfied, who exhaust themselves condemning the world but lack the power to
leaveit. In other words, in this period asin any other, art definesitsartist. No one can
accede to it who is not first discontent with everything; indeed, if he has made the
slightest accommodation to real society, hewill not even think of tearing himself away
and will attempt to makeaplacefor himsalf init, to objectify himsalf through productive
work. Conversely, absolute negation as perpetua dissatisfaction will be merely an
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insubstantial whim and will not beraised to ontological dignity insofar asit will not be
incarnate in awork whose absol ute nihilism—uwithout being the overriding goal® —is
itsimmediate and necessary condition. Thus, while the subject of aliterature that is
posed as its own end is yet undetermined, one thing is certain: its autonomy is not
experienced at this time as the necessary status of a socia activity, nor even as the
result of thewriter’s permanent struggle against the powersthat be; itisan affirmation
of art asthe only absolute, hence the condemnation of all practical enterprise—aiming
at any objective, at a given date, in a given society. Absolute-art produces its own
temporality—as an inner temporalization imposed by the work on the public. But the
refusal to serve, sustained by the young authors' internalized, aristocratic disgust for
bourgeois activities, immediately rises above practical temporality. In other words,
there are only eternal works, and those that are not eternal at their inception, even if
distinguished by some purely aesthetic quality, can in no way be called works of art.

But whilethisnotion of absolute-art isgenerated by theinterference of thearistocratic
imperative with several other imperatives we have enumerated, while it is based
indirectly on contempt, or perhaps because it is, the work-to-be-written does not
seem a gift to the new generation and does not demand any generosity of the artist.
Absolute negation in these youngsters comes, in fact, from the bourgeois certainty
that generosity is amirage, a booby trap invented by the nobility for its conquerors;
they looked for and found interested motives behind generous actions. Besides, to
whom would thework be given? The only real publicisthe bourgeoisie, who want a
classliterature. To be given adisinterested work, they would at |east have to imagine
accepting it, which is by definition impossible. And why give anything to men when
you have contempt for them all, and when the novel or poem expresses absolute
negation, itsauthor’sregret at belonging to humanity?

Thefact isthat the work isnot adonation, it is not addressed to anyone, and when
Musset gives his sufferings to readers, these young puritans are horrified by his
striptease. Thisis the same literary current that will soon account for the success of
the idea, now outdated, that literature is a form of prostitution. At that moment,
turning its negation against itself, literature would condemn itself because it would
eventually be read. No, the author is not generous; what he seeks in art, and in the
rigorous impersonality of the work, is his personal salvation. His refusal to be man
will become objectified in the inhumanity of absolute-art: the inaccessible beauty of
his product will turn the negative into something positive.

Thus the notion of the panoramic overview takes on a third meaning generated by
the other two. In the eighteenth century, the writer must survey society because—in
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hisown eyes—he escapes class determinations and finds himsel f thereby representing
human nature “without foreign additives” ; through the Romantic overview, thewriters
of 1830 reaffirm the superiority of the aristocratic, and the lofty gaze they level on
other classesrestoresthe hierarchical society in which by divineright they occupy the
highest rung. Theformer believethey are surveying society and declaretheir solidarity
with all men; thelatter are and want to beinsideit but in first place; in solidarity with
their class and with it alone, they protest that exemplary man exists only as an
aristocrat, and that the other ranks are merely rough drafts of humanity. In both cases,
such a panoramic overview does not dehumanize; on the contrary, it allows the
author—though in rather different ways—to expressthe humaninits plenitude. Man
of the eighteenth century issimply by definition what Romantic man rejects; in 1840
this internalized contradiction produces uncertainty and disgust in the young men
who are ready to go on duty; consequently, the panoramic overview becomes a
metaphysical rupture of the writer with hisrace. Denying human naturein himself, he
takes an artist’s overview of the world, that apparent totality which breaks up into
molecules, and of man, that stranger who inhabitsit. What he discovers, we surmise,
isuniversal nothingness—asthe noetic counterpart of hisattitude of absolute negation.
The contradiction of thisattitude isthat he claims simultaneoudly to make himself an
aristocrat (therefore the best of men)—a notion borrowed from the Romantics—and
to sever histieswith humanity. And this contradiction is attributable not to subjective
motives but to the coexistence in the practico-inert of two determinations of the
Objective Spirit that areinternalized through reading in the same mind in which they
are united, opposing each other through bonds of interiority. As if the young reader
had concluded that in order to make himself aristocratic, he had no choice but to escape
from his own nature through absolute-art. As a consequence, absolute-art expresses
the point of view of the absolute on the world. A point of view that isresumed in the
absol ute of negation.

Yet the most basic requirement of the new art isimpossible to satisfy. In the first
place, the idea of absolute negation is a contradiction in adjecto. The existence of an
object or aquality in adetermined sector of being, and in relation to another object or
another sector, isdenied. Moreover, negation ismerely the formal and judicial aspect
of negativity, whichispraxis, destructivework. It islogically admissible, for example,
that one class can deny the privileges of another class or its rights. And this is
precisely the source of negation as an attitude: thewriter-aristocrats, by their contempt
and the positive aspect of their ideology, deny the humanism and humanity of the
bourgeois. But transposed to the young men of 1840, pushed to the limit and decreed
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apriori aliterary requirement without the support of asocial class, or at |east asocial
stratum, negation becomes absolute at the moment it ceases to express an external
view of theobject, and it no longer signifiesanything but the subjective effort of those
young malcontents to take their distance in relation to the class that produced and
sustained them. A futile effort, obviously, and onethat |eadsto the denial of everything
in the name of nothing. Indeed, the Postromantics' condemnation extends to the
totality of the world: they want to expose it, beneath the mosaic of appearances, as
nothingness. But in relation to what can this world, which in any case exists, be
regarded as a lesser being and finally as that nothingness, vanity of vanities, which
must be its ultimate secret? If it were in relation to God, who represents the total
plenitude of being, that negation would be conceivable; but precisely for that reason a
Christian would ascribeto it only arelative meaning: in relation to God, the world is
nothingness; but in itself, and to the extent that it was the object of the AiImighty’s
creativeact, itisimpossibleto deny it acertain redlity. If, on the other hand, God isnot
atissue, and if nihilismisapplied to theworld initself, negation becomes absol ute but
now signifies nothing; and, as we know, those young agnostics no more claim to
compare the world to a Creator than to judge the bourgeoisie through the eyes of the
real aristocracy. The purpose of awork of art, according to them, is to manifest the
inconceivable. Nothingnessisnot only the disintegration of thetotality into molecules
whose movements are governed from the outside by laws of exteriority; it is at the
same time the condemnation of mechanism in the name of that impossible totality.
Thesis, in effect, would be merely the application of bourgeoisthought to themendacious
syntheses of history and religion. But if antithesiswere reformul ated and now defined
mechanism itself as nothingness (a nothing without unity) even while destroying it,
the writer would attempt to retain in himself that arrested double movement and
present it asthe world's negation of itself. Art, then, setsitself an unrealizable task: it
will haveto hidethereal antinomy of thesisand antithesisand giveit itspurely fictive
solution in beauty—in this case in the flaunted cult of appearance, of that which
denounces its own lack of redlity.

These young writers, when they aspire to that overview, have never meant it to be
areal activity. Inany event, overview isimpossible, aswe know, sincewe arefixedin
space. But they know it as well. They have never dreamed, like philosophical
dogmatists, of acquiring by that “distancing” an absolute knowledge of being. And
although they like to speak of mystical ecstasies, they have not tried to envisage
distancing asareal transcendence, areal ascent toward that absol ute term, the God of
believers. Their scientism, the sad fruit of the surprising progress of science, deters
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them from regarding philosophy asarigorousdiscipline; rather, they have seenit asan
auxiliary of art. The free play of ideas gave a broader foundation and some guiding
schemesto the free play of imagination. And asfor mysticism apart fromthefact that
they lacked faith—the result above al of the progressive Iaiclization of all sectors of
human activity—they could not espouse the elevation of the mystic in any case.
Indeed, if the mystic in his dark night has the feeling of progressively shedding the
mundane determinations of hisfinitude, passions, language, and evenimagination, itis
because his enterprise has only one purpose: to offer himself to God so that He might
penetrate him and suffuse him with ecstasy. Heisn't theleast concerned with leaning
over and looking down to contemplate terrestrial nothingnessfrom above. The negative
is merely a means of ascesis; the end is pure positivity. And if, on the contrary, he
returns to our world, he does so in order to regard it with the utmost seriousness and
to help hisbrothers, as did John of the Cross and Theresa of Avila. Instead, our young
men, caught between negativity and nothingness, frustrated by faith, convinced of the
truth of scientism but hardly attracted by its austere theories, elevate themselves only
totaketheir distance from theworld and to embraceit in asingle negative view. Having
taken up literaturein order to escapetheir fathers, naively persuaded that it could treat
only lofty sentiments, they have seen those sentiments disappear and have understood
in their disappointment that literary art wasthe terrain dreamed of for the totalization
of their rancor and the assuaging of that hatred of man provoked by the Objective
Spirit. But since they must elevate themselves without any source of support or
lifeline, and without any real destination, they cannot help knowing that their ascension
is fictive, or, rather, that they are embarking upon it without considering its strict
impossibility, and even against it. And thisis precisely why they definetheimaginary
as a permanent recourse against the impossible.

For these young men, literature opens an emergency exit; the imaginary being
beyond the impossible but without its own consistency, its objectivization in the
work will giveit the consistency it lacks. In view of thework, and by virtue of it, they
insist on their unconditional condemnation of the real by absolute negation as an
unreal negation whose virulence comes, in fact, from their choice of unreality. In other
words, literature imposes itself on them through the Objective Spirit as having no
domain but the antireal, or pure unredlity, pitting itself against the palpable world.
Only in thisway can they give a certain efficacy to the various rupturesimposed on
them by their situation and the determinations of the Objective Spirit. In the name of
autonomy they had to break with the public just when contrary imperatives were
compelling them to break with man, then with the world. In short, with the totality of
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thereal. And yet they remained what they were: young bourgeois of the middle class,
supported by their family or practicing a“liberal” profession. So they had to choose:
either nothing had been produced—because nothing could be produced—except in
dreams, and so literature, insofar asit demanded these ruptures, had becomeimpossible.
Or the choice of the imaginary, insofar as it represented the common signification of
that behavior, was an effective and revolutionary step. The Postromantics chose the
imaginary so asto be ableto write.

But the necessity of this choicerepresentsinitself an element of objectiveneurosis.
Let us examine what it means. In the first place, rupture with the real—which is
equivalent to condemning it—cannot be lived except as a permanent refusal to adapt;
the artist must deny the aims of the race and society in himself and others as much as
possible. And as he does not aways manage to do so, the refusal must be imaginary.
Similarly, he is required to lose the ordinary comprehension of objects, acts, and
words to the same extent that absolute negation compels him no longer to share
common aims. But thisincomprehension does not come—aswith the phil osophers of
the Platonic cave—from asuperior knowledgethat would initself degradethe superficia
activities of men in the name of their underlying essence and the essential goals of
humanity, or even from a demand for deeper knowledge of them. Outside this
incomprehension thereis nothing: it confinesitself to manifesting thingsin a state of
estrangement precisely because of therefusal tointegratetheminto areal system. The
point, in short, isto live in a permanent state of slight depersonalization, sometimes
sincerely felt, sometimes maintained in the form of arole. In this state, if it can be
sustained by external assistance, the writer must put himself and the world between
parentheses; he doesnot intervene, he abstains. Consequently, thingslosetheir weight
of reality and sensation loses its “seriousness’; this is a subtle way of “realizing”
absolute negation by reducing the universe to a series of apparitions untested by
praxis and which—Dby their nothingness of being, the total absence of any coefficient
of instrumentality or adversity—are finally equal to appearances. Since art must be
the supreme negation, the content of thework will be that desubstantialized, invisible
universe of the imaginary. And in order to obtain the suppression of being in the
interest of the pure, unreal apparition, the artist will haveto receive hisimpressionsas
if hewereimagining them. Thisiscalled the aesthetic attitude, the rigorous requirement
of aliterature that claims its full autonomy just when the bourgeoisie wants a class
literature. With thisattitude the artist unrealizes himself and at the sametime deredlizes
theworld. And as art is posited for its own sake through him, these strategies must in
themselves imply a reversal of the usual set of values, making appearances worth
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more than realitiesand any apparition valued in proportion to its quantity of nonbeing.
Thus the autonomy of art in 1850 can be obtained only through the nonreality of the
artist and the content of the work, since these show us the nonreality of the world or
the subordination of being to appearance. Thismay mean that thetechniquesof art are
used to destroy thereal, to present it in the work asit appearsto the aesthetic attitude.
Or it may mean that the artist can turn his back on redlity, a strategy particularly
favored in the Symbolist period for the purpose of choosing the imaginary and even
attempting an oneiricliterature. Thechief thing, in oneform or another, isthevalorization
of nonbeing. Around this time, the reason for writing is to resurrect vanished
civilizations, to contest quotidian banality by an exoticism often entirely fabricated in
Paris. Everything that isno longer there, that is not there, that isfixed in a permanent
absence, is good provided one has access to the resurrected object solely through
imagination. Thereis nothing accidental in the widespread vogue of Orientalism, the
trandation of sacred Indian songs, the recurrent presence of antique Greece—works
on Greek history and art proliferate—but it ismore dead and distant than ever. Writers
thus hoped to escape their element and wanted that ancient, exotic culture to remain
savageandinaccessible, itsunassimilableoriginality revealing itsdlf inthe very heart of
reading to be animage beyond all images, making pal pable the nothingness at the very
heart of imagination as the limit imposed on it by absence and dezth.

Absolute-art, an objective determination of literature-to-be-written, imposes the
rupture with being on its future ministers from the outset. They cannot write without
a metamorphosis which, unable to call itself by name without exposing its neurotic
nature, announcesitself objectively asan ordination. But the comparison ismid eading:
areligiousorder isan ingtitution that sustainsthe vocation of the neophyte against the
exterior and often against himself; in addition, for abeliever, and aboveall in eraswhen
faith is a positive bond between men, a young man leaving the world, in what is
actually anegative moment, believes heisturning toward the full positivity of being.
But when literature makesitself the absol ute, that absol ute can be only an absol ute of
negation. Thus the vows of the writer commit him only to himself and are posited by
themselves as always revocable. In other words, they will beirrevocable—whichisa
necessity—only if theartist isunableto revoke them. Thefact isthat hisfirst negation
or renunciation of the world is not supported by any community and, far from being
a source of integration, reveals exile and solitude as his imperative lot; on the other
hand, this negation is not transformed into negativity—or the patient and joyous
work of undermining—or into the gateway to positivity (the neophyte’'s accessto the
primary truths of the supernatural plenitude of real being). It must remain radical
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negation. And the supreme dignity of the work—a false positivity—lies in its
vampirization of being (and primordially language); its fabric is, and must remain,
imaginary. Therefore the artist can choose to show our world or a possible world in
the brightest colors; the imperative simply demands that those colors, in one way or
another, denounce their own nonbeing and that of the depicted object. In other words,
absolute-art demands a suicide swiftly followed by genocide. And together these
operations—one subjective, the other objective—can only beimaginary. Absolute-art
requires entrance-into-literature the way in certain times and places people entered
into religion. But asthis conduct is purely fictive for the writer, it could be called his
entrance-into-the-imaginary-realm. The Objective Spirit demands that he choose
unreality as arigorous refusal of the real (which he may subsequently depict, but as
thereal refused); but sincethisoptionisitselfimaginary, its precariousnessis evident
to the author and denounceshim asatraitor to art, possibly forever, indeed asatraitor
to himself unless that precariousness has the consistency and irreducibility of a
neurosis, or a suffered option. Of course neurosis as a solution, as the only possible
support for the vow of unreality, is not imposed by the imperatives of 1850; those
demand simply that the artist become other than man, that he attain this state through
an ascesis and maintain himself there. But in thisimpossibility born of contradictory
demands, neurosis emerges as a possible solution. And it amounts to this fascinating
suggestion: let usbehave asif all thoseinsurmountable difficultieswere resolved; let
us, indeed, start from this solution, leaving to our bodiesthetask of finding and living
it; let us write beyond the negative convulsions of our decrepitude.

Notes

1 Thesameistrueindifferent degreesregarding the spectator’sattitude before other
works of art (paintings, symphonies, statues, etc.).

2 Inpractical lifeameans may betaken for an end as soon as one searchesfor it, and
each end isrevealed as ameans of attaining another end.

3 Thislast remark may arouse some readers. If so, I'd like to know a single good
novel whose express purpose was to serve oppression, asingle good novel which
has been written against Jews, negroes, workers, or colonia people. “But if there
isn't any, that's no reason why someone may not write one some day.” But you
then admit that you are an abstract theoretician. You, not I. For it isin the name of
your abstract conception of art that you assert the possibility of afact which has
never come into being, whereas | limit myself to proposing an explanation for a
recognized fact.
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4 Thereference hereisto Benda'sLa Trahison desclercs, trandated into English as
The Great Betrayal.—Translator.

5 Topursueinawork of art adirect enterprise of radical negation, to makeit the goal
of art, isto giveit an end other than itself. But if art is pursued for art’s sake, the
affirmation of the beautiful implies negation of thereal.



15 Thework of art

The conclusion of The Psychology of the Imagination includes a discussion
of the work of art, reproduced below. Here | discuss Sartre’s views on music
and painting.

Although music meant a great deal to Sartre personally, he wrote very
little about it. What he does say, in The Psychology of the Imagination, in
What is Literature? and in Situations is of considerable philosophical interest.

Sartre thinks that what is expressed or communicated through music
can not be wholly expressed or communicated in words. Words can not
substitute for music. (If they could, music would be in a sense redundant.
Music would be, perhaps, an abbreviation of verbal language.) Sartre says
of music it will always be over and above anything you can say about it. No
matter how thorough the attempt to characterise in words what is expressed
in music something remains uncaptured. Music says more than we can say
that it says. Music as heard can not be verbally described, even though
musical notation is an abstract description of music, and the language of
physics or aesthetic appreciation includes true assertions about music.

Sartre thinks music does not take on meaning by referring to non-musical
reality. The ‘significance’ of a melody is nothing outside the melody itself. If
what music signifies is music then the significance of music can not be
found in non-musical reality. It does not follow that words can not express
what music expresses but it is inconsistent with the existence of any non-
musical source of musical significance that could be accessed either verbal
ly or musically. Language expresses non-linguistic reality but music does
not express non-musical reality. This does not soundly refute the possibility
of the verbal expression of the musical but it is inconsistent with one picture
of that putative possibility.
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What is music? What is a musical work of art? Sartre does not address
these questions directly but, perhaps surprisingly, he says of Beethoven's
7" Symphony ‘I do not hear it actually’. He says ‘I listen to it in the imaginary’.
If we draw a distinction between a symphony and the performance of that
symphony then it makes more sense to speak of listening to the performance
than listening to the symphony. If one is listening to a performance then, at
any one time (‘actually’), one is hearing only part of the performance although,
in another sense, one is thereby hearing all of it.

In order to hear part of a performance of a symphony as part of the
performance of that symphony certain psychological facts have to obtain.
Sartre largely endorses the distinction Husserl draws between protention
and retention in Lectures on the Phenomenology of Internal Time
Consciousness (1905). Protentions are tacit anticipations about the course
of one’s future experience. Retentions are memory-like traces of the past
course of one’s experience. Both protentions and retentions are ‘read into’
the present content of one’s experience to make it the kind of experience it
is. For example, a note that is part of Beethoven’s 7"is heard as such if and
only if it is located as such through protention and retention. It has to be
heard as a continuation of as much of the performance has elapsed and as
the initiation of the remainder of the performance. Hearing the performance
as a performance, and as a performance of Beethoven’'s 7" requires
imagination. We see here a preliminary plausibility in Sartre’s claim that ‘I
listen to it in the imaginary’.

Sartre is claiming that the performance is heard in the concert auditorium
but the symphony it is a performance of is heard in the imagination. A
performance is an audible and datable occurrence and numerically distinct
performances may exist at different times and in different places. A symphony
is not that. Asymphony is what a performance is a performance of. Asymphony
not only does not exist at different times in different places, a symphony
could exist even if there were no performances of it. There could be and are
unperformed symphonies.

Sartre refuses to identify the symphony with its performance because it is
beyond the real. The real is what exists in the past, present or future. The
symphony does not exist in past, present or future so the symphony does
not exist in the real.

Sartre’s concept of painting is also ontologically controversial. He does
not provide us with necessary and sufficient conditions for something’s
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being a painting, but he does try to explain how it is possible to see something
as a painting. He also claims that a painting may effect peculiar ontological
syntheses. For example, he says in What is Literature? that ‘Tintoretto did
not choose that yellow rift in the sky above Golgotha to signify anguish or to
provoke it. It is anguish and yellow sky at the same time. Not sky of anguish
or anguished sky: it is an anguish become thing, an anguish that has turned
into yellow rift of sky’ (p. 3). It is doubtful whether Sartre knows Tintoretto’s
intentions, and doubtful whether they affect the truth of the crucial identification
of anguish with the yellow sky. Anguish is an emaotion, something intrinsically
unobservable but undergone. A painted rift in the sky is observable and it
lacks literal sense to say it is undergone, even though | might undergo
something on observing it. However, if we could see anguish it might look
like Tintoretto’s yellow sky. Anguish and his sky have something in common
which is more aesthetically conspicuous than the differences between them.
The yellow sky could be an expression of anguish. It could be anguish
made outward in paint, rather perhaps, as speech is the expression of
thought. Speech is thought made outward in sound. Can you hear thinking?
Perhaps listening to speech is the nearest possibility.

Rather as a piece of music is neither its performance nor its score, a
painting is not a distribution of paint on canvas even though to destroy an
intentionally painted canvas is enough to destroy a painting, and to
intentionally put paint on canvas is enough to bring a painting into existence.
A painting is not identical with what is necessary and sufficient for its existence.
The painted canvas is only the distribution of paint molecules on a surface,
or a grouping of phenomenological colours. Something makes the canvas,
wood and paint count as, say, a painting of Charles VIII. A painting is not what
a painting is a painting of (excluding certain ambitiously self-reflexive
paintings). A painting of Charles VIIl is not Charles VIII. A painting is something
‘between’ the canvas and what it is a painting of. It is neither but it depends
on both.

Sartre says a painting is an ‘unreality’, and an ‘aesthetic object’. It is a
product of the special kind of consciousness he calls ‘imaginative
consciousness’. Rather dramatically, imaginative consciousness negates
the world and freely generates its own substitute unrealities. Visually
confronted with the physical object that is wood, canvas and paint imaginative
consciousness sees this as a painting of Charles VIIl. The content of this
act of imagination is not an image. Sartre is not claiming that an image of
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Charles VIII psychologically accompanies the visual presentation of the
painted canvas. It is not the case that two things are presented
simultaneously: the painted canvas and the image. Rather, that painted
canvas is seen in a special way, as something phenomenologically similar
to the visual appearance of Charles VIII.

Sartre tries to draw a distinction between cinema and theatre when he
says ‘A tree for a cinema-goer is a real tree, while a tree on the stage is
obviously synthetic’ but this provides us at best with an inductive
generalisation about some films and some plays. Mid-twentieth-century
black and white films frequently include artificial scenery and a theatre play
might deploy real trees or plants. Sartre misses the point that in watching a
play we see real people but in watching a film we see pictures of people,
and each showing of a play is a performance of that play but each showing
of a film is not a performance of that film.

Sartre claims ‘It is not the character who becomes real in the actor, it is
the actor who becomes unreal in his character’. Hamlet never becomes
non-fictional in a performance or film showing of Hamlet but the living psycho-
physical whole human being who is the actor who plays Hamlet is negated
or ignored by an act of imagination by the audience. The audience sees the
actor as Hamlet but they do not mix him up with a real prince of Denmark.

Although Sartre never published any poetry, it is clear that he regards
poetry as a radical art form. He says in What is Literature?: ‘the poet is
outside language’ (p. 6). Sartre takes the neo-Hegelian view that language
is the ‘element’ in which human beings exist, rather, perhaps as fish exist in
water. With the exception of rare individuals such as Nausea’s Roquentin
human reality is mediated by language. The world appears to us through
our language. Poets are capable of escaping this linguistic prison and
perceive things in their bare particularity. With unscientific detachment they
concatenate words in original forms to present us with new
phenomenologies of things. Sartre says of the poet ‘He sees words inside
out’.

A work of art involves an image and what Sartre calls an ‘analogue’. The
analogue of a work of art is its material vehicle. The analogue of a poem or
a novel is the ink distributed over the page, the analogue of a painting is the
wood, canvas and paint, the analogue of a character in a play is the actor
who plays that character. The existence of the analogue is a necessary
condition for the existence of the work of art, at least as a publically available
object.
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Does the work of art as aesthetic object have an ethereal or abstract
ontological status in Sartre’s philosophy? It is not spatio-temporally located.
It is not identical with its material vehicle. It is not an image in the
consciousness of the artist or the audience. It is unreal. Despite all this, the
work of art exists. What is it then? Sartre’s answer in What is Literature?
dispels any Platonic construal: ‘the aesthetic object is properly the world in
so far as it is aimed at through the imaginary’ (p. 42).

If the world is what is, then in watching a play or looking at a painting, we
are grasping what is in a new way. The work of art does not exist in its own
world. We are imaginatively presented with a transformed world.

THEPSYCHOLOGY OFTHE IMAGINATION

Thework of art

It is not our intention to deal here with the problem of the work of art in its entirety.
Closely related asthis problem isto the question of the Imaginary, its treatment calls
for a special work in itself. But it is time we drew some conclusions from the long
investigationsinwhich we used astatue or the portrait of Charles V|11l or anovel asan
example. The following comments will be concerned essentially with the existential
category of thework of art. And we can at once formulate the law that the work of art
isan unreality.

This appeared to us clearly from the moment we took for our example, in an
entirely different connection, the portrait of Charles V111. We understood at the very
outset that this Charles V111 was an object. But obvioudly thisis not the same object
as is the painting, the canvas, which are the real objects of which the painting is
composed. Aslong aswe observethe canvasand theframefor themsel vesthe aesthetic
object “Charles V111" will not appear. It isnot that it is hidden by the picture, but that
it cannot present itself to arealizing consciousness. It will appear at the moment when
consciousness, undergoing aradical changeinwhichtheworld isnegated, itself becomes
imaginative. Thesituation hereislikethat of the cubeswhich can be seen at will to be
fiveor six in number. It will not do to say that when they are seen asfiveit isbecause
at that timethe aspect of thedrawingin which they are six isconceal ed. Theintentional
act that apprehends them as five is complete in itself and exclusive of the act which
grasps them as six. And so it is with the apprehension of Charles VIl as an image
which is depicted on the picture. This Charles VIII on the canvas is necessarily the
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correlative of the intentional act of an imaginative consciousness. And since this
CharlesVII1, whoisanunredlity solong asheisgrasped on the canvas, isprecisely the
object of our aesthetic appreciations (it is he who “moves’ us, who is “painted with
intelligence, power, and grace”, etc.), we are led to recognize that, in a picture, the
aesthetic object is something unreal. This is of great enough importance once we
remind ourselves of theway in whichwe ordinarily confusethereal and theimaginary
inawork of art. We often hear it said, in fact, that the artist first hasan ideain theform
of animage which hethen realizeson canvas. Thismistaken notion arisesfrom thefact
that the painter can begin with amental imagewhichis, as such, incommunicable, and
from the fact that at the end of hislabours he presentsthe public with an object which
anyone can observe. Thisleads usto believe that there occurred atransition from the
imaginary to the real. But thisisin no way true. That which isreal, we must not fail
to note, are the results of the brush strokes, the stickiness of the canvas, itsgrain, the
varnish spread over the colours. But al this does not constitute the object of aesthetic
appreciation. What is “beautiful” is something which cannot be experienced as a
perception and which, by itsvery nature, is out of theworld. We have just shown that
it cannot be brightened, by projecting alight beam on the canvasfor instance: itisthe
canvasthat isbrightened and not the painting. The fact of the matter isthat the painter
did not realize hismental imageat all: he has simply constructed amaterial anal ogue of
such akind that everyone can grasp theimage provided he |ooks at the analogue. But
the image thus provided with an external analogue remains an image. There is no
realization of theimaginary, nor can we speak of its objectification. Each stroke of the
brush was not madefor itself nor even for the constructing of acoherent real whole (in
thesenseinwhich it can be said that acertain lever in amachine was conceived in the
interest of the whole and not for itself). It was given together with an unreal synthetic
whole and the aim of the artist wasto construct awhole of real colourswhich enable
thisunreal to manifest itself. The painting should then be conceived asamaterial thing
visited from time to time (every time that the spectator assumes the imaginative
attitude) by an unreal which is precisely the painted object. What deceivesushereis
thereal and sensuous pleasure which certain real colours on the canvasgive us. Some
reds of Matisse, for instance, produce a sensuous enjoyment in those who see them.
But we must understand that this sensuous enjoyment, if thought of in isolation—for
instance, if aroused by acolour in nature—has nothing of the aesthetic. It ispurely and
simply a pleasure of sense. But when the red of the painting is grasped, it is grasped,
in spite of everything, as a part of an unreal whole and it is in this whole that it is
beautiful. For instance, it isthered of arug by atable. Thereis, infact, no such thing
as pure colour. Even if the artist is concerned solely with the sensory relationships
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between forms and colours, he chooses arug for that very reason in order to increase
the sensory value of the red: tactile elements, for instance, must be intended through
thered, itisafleecy red, becausetherugisof afleecy materia. Without this“ fleeciness’

of the colour something would belost. And surely therug is painted there for thered
it justifiesand not thered for therug. If Matisse chose arug rather than a sheet of dry
and glossy paper it is because of the voluptuous mixture of the colour, the density and
the tactile quality of the wool. Consequently the red can be truly enjoyed only in
grasping it as the red of the rug, and therefore unreal. And he would have lost his
strongest contrast with the green of the wall if the green were not rigid and cold,

becauseitisthe green of awall tapestry. Itisthereforein theunreal that the relationship
of colours and forms takes on its real meaning. And even when drawn objects have
their usual meaning reduced to a minimum, as in the painting of the cubists, the
painting is at least not flat. The forms we see are certainly not the forms of arug, a
table nor anything else we see in the world. They nevertheless do have a density, a
material, adepth, they bear arelationship of perspective towards each other. They are
things. And it is precisely in the measurein which they arethingsthat they are unreal.
Cubism hasintroduced the fashion of claiming that a painting should not represent or
imitate reality but should constitute an object initself. As an aesthetic doctrine such a
programme s perfectly defensible and we owe many masterpiecesto it. But it needs
to beunderstood. To maintain that the painting, although altogether devoid of meaning,
isneverthelessareal object, would be agrave mistake. It is certainly not an object of
nature. Thereal object no longer functions asan analogue of abouquet of flowersor a
glade. But when | “contemplate” it, | nevertheless am not in arealistic attitude. The
painting istill an analogue. Only what manifestsitsalf throughitisan unreal collection
of new things, of objects| have never seen and never will see, but which are not less
unreal because of it; objects which do not exist in the painting, nor anywhere in the
world, but which manifest themselves by means of the canvas, and which have got
hold of it by some sort of possession. And it is the configuration of these unreal

objects that | designate as beautiful. The aesthetic enjoyment is real but it is not
grasped for itself, asif produced by areal colour: it is but amanner of apprehending
the unreal object and, far from being directed onto the real painting, it serves to
constitute the imaginary object through the real canvas. This is the source of the
celebrated disinterestedness of aesthetic experience. Thisiswhy Kant was ableto say
that it does not matter whether the object of beauty, when experienced as beautiful, is
or isnot objectively real; why Schopenhauer was ableto speak of asort of Suspension
of the Will. This does not come from some mysterious way of apprehending the real

which we are able to use occasionally. What happens is that the aesthetic object is
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constituted and apprehended by an imaginative consciousness which posits it as
unreal.

What we have just shown regarding painting isreadily applied to the art of fiction,
poetry and dramaaswell. It isself-evident that the novelist, the poet and the dramatist
construct an unreal object by means of verbal analogues; it isalso self-evident that the
actor who plays Hamlet makes use of himself, of hiswhole body, asan anal ogue of the
imaginary person. Even the famous dispute about the paradox of the comedian is
enlightened by the view here presented. It iswell known that certain amateurs proclaim
that the actor does not believe in the character he portrays. Others, leaning on many
witnesses, claim that the actor becomesidentified in some way with the character he
is enacting. To us these two views are not exclusive of each other; if by “belief” is
meant actually real it isobviousthat the actor does not actually consider himself to be
Hamlet. But this does not mean that he does not “mobilize” al his powers to make
Hamlet real. Heusesall hisfedlings, al hisstrength, al hisgestures asanalogues of the
feelings and conduct of Hamlet. But by this very fact he takes the reality away from
them. He lives completely in an unreal way. And it matters little that he is actually
weeping in enacting the role. He himself experiences these tears (whose origin we
explained above, see Chapter 2, 2: Affectivity) asthe tears of Hamlet, that is, asthe
analogue of unreal tears—and so does the audience. “be transformation that occurs
hereislike that which we discussed in the dream: the actor is completely caught up,
inspired, by the unreal. It is not the character who becomes redl in the actor, it isthe
actor who becomes unreal in his character.

But are there not some arts whose objects seem to escape unreality by their very
nature? A melody, for instance, refers to nothing but itself. Is a cathedral anything
more than a mass of real stone which dominates the surrounding house tops? But let
us look at this matter more closely. For instance, | listen to a symphony orchestra
playing Beethoven’'s Seventh Symphony. Let us disregard exceptional cases—which
are besides on the margin of aesthetic contemplation—as when | go mainly “to hear
Toscanini” interpret Beethovenin hisownway. Asagenera rulewhat drawsmetothe
concert isthedesire “to hear the Seventh Symphony” . Of course | have some objection
to hearing an amateur orchestra, and prefer thisor that well-known musical organization.
But thisis due to my desire to hear the symphony “played perfectly”, because the
symphony will then be perfectly itself. The shortcomings of a poor orchestra which
plays “too fast” or “too slow”, “in the wrong tempo”, etc., seem to me to rob, to
“betray” thework it is playing. At most the orchestra effaces itself before the work it
performsand, provided | havereasonto trust the performersand their conductor, | am
confronted by the symphony itself. Thiseveryonewill grant me. But now, what isthe
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Seventh Symphony itself? Obvioudly it is athing, that is something which is before
me, which endures, which lasts. Naturally there is no need to show that that thing is
a synthetic whole, which does not consist of tones but of a thematic configuration.
But isthat “thing” real or unreal? Let usfirst bear in mind that | am listening to the
Seventh Symphony. For methat “ Seventh Symphony” doesnot exist intime, | do not
grasp it as a dated event, as an artistic manifestation which is unrolling itself in the
Chételet auditorium on the 17th of November, 1938. If tomorrow or eight days later
| hear Furtwaengler conduct another orchestra performing the same symphony, | am
inthe presence of the same symphony once more. Only it isbeing played either better
or worse. Let us now see how | hear the symphony: some persons shut their eyes. In
this case they detach themselves from the visual and dated event of this particular
interpretation: they give themselves up to the pure sounds. Otherswatch the orchestra
or the conductor’s back But they do not see what they are looking at. Thisis what
Revault d’ Allonnes calls reflection with auxiliary fascination. The auditorium, the
conductor and even the orchestra have disappeared. | am therefore confronted by the
Seventh Symphony, but on the express condition that | understand nothing about it,
that | do not think of the event as an actuality and dated, and that | listen to the
succession of themes as an absol ute succession and not as areal succession which is
unfolding itself on a particular occasion. In the degree to which | hear the symphony
itisnot here, between these walls, at thetip of the violin bows. Nor isit “in the past”
asif | thought: thisisthework that matured in the mind of Beethoven on such adate.
Itiscompletely beyond theredl. It hasitsown time, that is, it possesses an inner time
which runs from thefirst tone of the allegro to the last tone of the finale, but thistime
is not a succession of a preceding time which it continues and which happened
“before” the beginning of the allegro; nor is it followed by a time which will come
“after” the finale. The Seventh Symphony isin no way in time. It is therefore in no
way real. It occurs by itself, but as absent, as being out of reach. | cannot act upon it,
change asingle note of it, or slow down its movement. But it depends on thereal for
its appearance: that the conductor does not faint away, that afirein the hall does not
put an end to the performance. From this we cannot conclude that the Seventh
Symphony has come to an end. No, we only think that the performance of the
symphony has ceased. Does this not show clearly that the performance of the
symphony isits analogue? It can manifest itself only through analogues which are
dated and which unroll in our time. But to experience it on these analogues the
imaginative reduction must befunctioning, that is, thereal sounds must be apprehended
as analogues. It therefore occurs as a perpetual elsewhere, a perpetual absence. We
must not picture it (as does Spandrell in Point Counterpoint by Huxley—as so many
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platonisms) asexisting in another world, in anintelligible heaven. Itisnot only outside
timeand space—as are essences, for instance—it isoutsidethereal, outside existence.
| donot hear it actually, | listento it in theimaginary. Here we find the explanation for
the considerable difficulty we always experience in passing from the world of the
theatre or of music into that of our daily affairs. Thereisin fact no passing from one
world into the other, but only apassing from theimaginative attitudeto that of reality.
Aesthetic contemplation isan induced dream and the passing into thereal isan actual
waking up. We often speak of the* deception” experienced onreturning to reality. But
thisdoes not explain why thisdiscomfort also exists after having witnessed areadlistic
and crud play, for instance, in which casereality should be experienced as comforting.
Thisdiscomfortissimply that of the dreamer on awakening; an entranced consciousness,
engulfed in theimaginary, is suddenly freed by the sudden ending of the play, of the
symphony, and comes suddenly in contact with existence. Nothing more is needed to
arouse the nauseating disgust that characterizes the consciousness of reality.

From thesefew observationswe can aready concludethat thered isnever beautiful.
Beauty isavalue applicable only to theimaginary and which meansthe negation of the
world in its essential structure. Thisiswhy it is stupid to confuse the moral with the
aesthetic. The values of the Good presume being-in-the-world, they concern actionin
thereal and are subject from the outset to the basic absurdity of existence. To say that
we “assume” an aesthetic attitude to life is to confuse the real and the imaginary. It
does happen, however, that we do assume the attitude of aesthetic contemplation
towardsreal events or objects. But in such cases every one of us can feel in himself a
sort of recoil in relation to the object contemplated which dlips into nothingness so
that, from this moment on, it is no longer perceived; it functions as an analogue of
itself, that is, an unreal image of what it is appears to us through its actual presence.
This image can be purely and simply the object “itself” neutralized, annihilated, as
when | contemplate a beautiful woman or death at a bull fight; it can also be the
imperfect and confused appearance of what it could bethrough what it is, aswhen the
painter grasps the harmony of two colours as being greater, more vivid, through the
real blots he finds on awall. The object at once appears to be behind itself, becomes
untouchable, it isbeyond our reach; and hence arises asort of sad disinterest init. Itis
in this sense that we may say that great beauty in awoman killsthe desire for her. In
fact, when thisunreal “herself” which we admire appears, we cannot simultaneously
place ourselves on the plane of the aesthetic and on the redlistic plane of physical
possession. To desire her we must forget she is beautiful, because desire is a plunge
into the heart of existence, into what is most contingent and most absurd. Aesthetic
contemplation of real objectsisof the same structure as paramnesia, in which thereal
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object functions as analogue of itself in the past. But in one of the cases thereis a
negating and in the other aplacing of thethingin the past. Paramnesiadiffersfromthe
aesthetic attitude as memory differs from imagination.

Note

1 Itisinthissensethat abeginner inthetheatre can say that stage-fright served her
to represent the timidity of Ophelia. If it did so, it is because she suddenly turned
it into an unreality, that is, that she ceased to apprehend it for itself and that she
grasped it as analogue for the timidity of Ophelia.



16 Politics

Sartre’s massive and complex 1960 work Critique of Dialectical Reason
and its preface Questions of Method are a putative synthesis of existentialism
and Marxism.

On the face of it, existentialism and Marxism are mutually inconsistent
philosophies. Existentialism entails libertarianism, the doctrine that human
beings have freedom of choice, but classical Marxism is deterministic. Marx
and Engels thought that the economic organisation of a society causally
determines all other facts about that society. In particular, the ideological
‘superstructure’, the laws, religions, social mores and the behaviour of
individuals, is caused by the ‘infrastructure’ or ‘economic base’.

Marxism is also a kind of materialism, but Sartre’s existentialism places
an enormous emphasis on the existence of consciousness. Marxist
materialism is not the eliminative thesis that everything is only physical.
However, it is the thesis that unless there were physical things there could
be nothing non-physical. In particular, social, abstract and mental change
depends on physical change. Sartre, however, frequently speaks as though
each person’s consciousness were a quasi-Kantian ‘spontaneity’; a
repository of free acts that has no physical prerequisite.

Marxism entails a theory of history but existentialism emphasises the
lived reality of the present time. Despite the occasional allusions to the
revolutions of 1789 and 1848 in Being and Nothingness, Sartre, the
existential phenomenologist, has little to say about history. Marxism, in
contrast, includes an account of how one form of socio-economic
organisation supplants another through class-struggle. In The German
Ideology (1846) Marx and Engels claim that nomadic societies are replaced
by settled agriculture over which feudal relations of land tenure are
established. Feudalism is eventually destroyed by an emergent monied,
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merchantile, professional and capital-owning parliamentary class. This
capitalist class or bourgeoisie will eventually be overthrown by the proletariat
or working class whose labour they exploit for profit. After a short but severe
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ in which the capitalist class and its state is
destroyed a classless communist society is established. This historicist
account and the socio-economic models it entails are essential to Marxism
but existentialism contains nothing like it.

Marxism is a social theory. Existentialism is an extreme form of
individualism. If we ask the question ‘who acts?’ existentialism and Marxism
provide radically different answers. For the Marxist it is the group,
paradigmatically the socio-economic class, that acts. Individuals only act
as members of a class. For the existentialist it is quite the reverse: groups
only act is so far as their individual members act. The agent is the individual
human being.

If we draw a distinction between self and other, between being a human
being, (the one that is), and human beings as observed (all those one is
not), then existentialism is a philosophy of the self. Marxism is a philosophy
of the other. Sartre’s existentialism contains a phenomenological obsession
with what it is like to be someone. Marxism depicts people in the abstract
with an almost Newtonian anonymity. To understand existentialism it is
necessary to think of a human being on the model of oneself. To understand
Marxism it is necessary to think of human beings on the model of others.

Finally, if despite all his disavowals Sartre’s existentialism is a pessimistic
philosophy, then Marxism is its opposite in this sense too. Even though Marx
criticised nineteenth-century socialists, for example the French anarchist
Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809-65), for what he saw as their unrealistic
utopianism, Marxism remains profoundly optimistic. History concludes with
the revolutionary overthrow of exploitation and unfair inequality and its
replacement with an ideal classless society without the state. Sartre’s
existentialism, on the other hand, includes no political solution to human
anxiety in the face of loneliness, freedom and death. Humanity is condemned
to the impossible project of being both in-itself and for-itself. Man wants to
be God, but in Sartre’s existentialism there is no metaphysical heaven and
no heaven on earth either.

It follows that existentialism is an individualistic libertarian philosophy of
consciousness, subjectivity and the present which offers mankind no
grounds for political or metaphysical optimism. Marxism, on the other hand,
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is a deterministic social and historical theory that is essentially materialist
in content and holds out the promise of a future utopia in which scarcity and
exploitation will be overcome. It seems that Sartre faces an insurmountable
task in reconciling these two philosophies into a homogeneous world-
picture.

The problems Sartre faces are some of the central problems of
philosophy: freedom and determinism, the mind-body problem, the
existence of past, present and future, relations between individual and social,
self and other. Metaphysics is an obstacle to politics. How is this synthesis
to be effected?

Sartre’s existentialist thesis that an individual freely chooses in a situation
is now located in the Marxist doctrine that humanity is self-determining in
history. ‘Situation’ now conspicuously includes class location. In a dialectical
unity of freedom and necessity humans constitute their environment and
the constituted environment constitutes humanity. This is a fusion of
existentialist being-in-the-world and Marxist praxis.

‘Praxis’ is the Greek word for ‘action’ used in Marxist theory to denote the
transformation of the natural material world by human beings. It subsumes
Sartre’s idea of the project because the future-orientated choice of the
individual is included in the historical praxis of the class. Marxist dialectic
without the Sartrean project is not thoroughly dialectical because it does not
recognise the historical role of the individual. For example, Sartre says that
although Paul Valéry is a petty bourgeois intellectual, not every petty bourgeois
intellectual is Paul Valéry. The originality and spontaneity of Valéry the poet
are not entailed by his being ‘bourgeois’ even though his being Valéry entails
his being ‘bourgeois’. According to Sartre’s ‘progressive—regressive’ method
it is necessary to refer to society to understand the individual and to the
individual to understand the society.

Sartre thinks there are three fundamental forms of social organisation:
the series, the group, and the class. A series is based on competition, a
group on cooperation and a class on economics. A class may be a series or
a group or exhibit features of both. A series or a group is not necessarily a
class.

The members of a series have no common, internal or collective purpose
as members of that series. Aseries is, as Sartre puts it, a plurality of solitudes.
Nor does an individual have to be conscious of being in competition with
other individuals to belong to the same series as those individuals. Being in
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a series does not presuppose being conscious of being in a series. The
members of a series are paradigmatically individuals living under capitalism.
They compete over material wealth, status, education, health care, sex and
political power. The bourgeoisie, or capital-owning class, is essentially a
series but the proletariat also exhibits seriality to the extent to which its
members are compelled to engage in competition.

The series is defined by competition but the group is defined by
cooperation. The members of a group have to have some common, internal
or collective purpose. Being conscious of being in the group is a necessary
condition for being in the group. The group is essentially characterised by
solidarity or fraternity because each member knows that his or her actions
partly depend upon the actions and omissions of other members for their
success. Paradigmatically, the members of a group are individuals living in
a socialist society. Such individuals freely cooperate in meeting their collective
needs and do not compete. In the group, according to Sartre, the individual
converts his own praxis into social praxis. Social praxis differs from individual
praxis in two respects. It is a joint consequence and it has joint
consequences. Itis a kind of action that can not be executed by one individual
without others. It is a kind of action that benefits more than one individual.

The kind of praxis exercised by the group is morally and metaphysically
‘higher’ than that exercised by the series. Praxis has a biological origin.
Praxis exists because the organism tries to sustain itself so the primordial
practical relation is between humanity and nature. Unless humanity were
related to nature by struggle, humanity would not be related to itself in series
and groups. Matter is manipulated through praxis because humans need
food, shelter and warmth. Some human needs do not require praxis. For
example, humans need oxygen but do not need to actively mould the world
to breathe it. However, agriculture and industry, towns and communication
systems imply praxis. These human organisations exist to overcome scarcity,
whether real or perceived, global or local. Praxis, as Sartre puts it, is born of
need.

Historically and dialectically, biological need is prior to individual praxis,
individual praxis is prior to serial praxis, and serial praxis is prior to group
praxis. Serial praxis is morally inferior to group praxis because it sacrifies
the needs of one individual to those of another. In these dialectical
dependencies and their moralistic culmination we are able to discern the
Marxist historical transitions from nomadic society through feudalism and
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mercantile captitalism to the overthrow of capitalism by socialism. Sartre’s
individual is at the heart of this process. His free project is human praxis.

In political reality the difference between a series and a group is frequently
one of degree. Cooperation may be discerned between individuals in
competition and competition may be discerned between individuals in
cooperation. Also, groups and series may become one another. In a socialist
revolution the series that was the proletariat under capitalism becomes a
group. Crucially however, according to Sartre any group is in danger of
lapsing into seriality. It follows that socialism is in danger of lapsing into
capitalism and the most severe political measures are needed.

Sartre distinguishes between ‘the pledge’, ‘violence’ and ‘terror’ all of
which contribute to halting the regress of the group into seriality. The pledge
is a social contract between members of the group to further their collective
interests, and refrain from furthering their individual self-interest at the
expense of those collective interests. Violence is the infliction of pain or
death on bodies exterior to the group that threaten to convert the group into
a series. Terror is pain and death exerted by the group on the group to
eliminate the same threat. Terror is internalised violence.

Terror is dialectically related to the pledge, because whoever makes the
pledge further agrees to submit to terror. Indeed, he agrees to submit himself
to terror because in terror the individuals in the group are both the subjects
and the objects of terror.

Although Critique of Dialectical Reason is designed as a synthesis of
existentialism and Marxism, it admits of another reading; one which would
have appalled Sartre and one he certainly did not intend. The Critique may
be read as an unconscious synthesis of capitalism and socialism: the
missing synthesis of the twentieth century. Arguably, the tenets of
existentialism: the emphasis on the individual not society, freedom of choice
not economic determinism, the present projected into the future, not the
burden of history, are all presuppositions of capitalism. We should not be
wholly surprised by this if existentialism is a product of capitalism, if, for
example, it is a dimension of alienation. To allow this reading of the Critique
we have to accept the lesson of What is Literature? that an author does not
have a monopoly over the interpretation of his own work.

The extracts below are from Questions of Method and The Critique of
Dialectical Reason I.
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The progressive-regressive method

| have said that we accept without reservation the thesis set forth by Engelsin his
letter to Marx: “Men themselves make their history but in agiven environment which
conditionsthem.” However, thistext is not one of the clearest, and it remains open to
numerousinterpretations. How are we to understand that man makes History if at the
sametimeit isHistory which makeshim? |dealist Marxism seemsto have chosen the
easiest interpretation: entirely determined by prior circumstances—that is, inthefinal
analysis, by economic conditions—man is a passive product, a sum of conditioned
reflexes. Being inserted in the social world amidst other equally conditioned inertias,
thisinert object, with the nature which it has received, contributesto precipitate or to
check the “course of the world.” It changes society in the way that a bomb, without
ceasing to obey the principleof inertia, can destroy abuilding. Inthis casetherewould
be no difference between the human agent and the machine. Marx wrote, infact: “ The
invention of anew military weapon, thefirearm, of necessity modified thewholeinner
organization of the army, the relationships inside the cadre on the basis of which
individua sform an army and which make of thearmy an organized whole, and finally,
the relations between different armies.” In short, the advantage, here seemsto be on
the side of the weapon or the tool, their simple appearance overturns everything.
This conception can be summed up by a statement which appeared in the Courrier
européen (in Saint Petersburg): “Marx considers socia evolution to be a natural
process governed by laws which do not depend upon the will, the consciousness, or
the intention of men, but which, on the contrary, determine them.” Marx quotes this
passagein the second preface to Capital. Doeshereally accept it asafair appraisal of
his position? It is difficult to say. He compliments the critic for having excellently
described hismethod and points out to him that thereal problem concernsthedialectical
method. But he does not comment on the articlein detail, and he concludes by noting
that the practical bourgeoisisvery clearly conscious of the contradictionsin capitalist
society, aremark which seems to be the counterpart of his statement in 1860: “[The
workers' movement represents] the conscious participation in the historical process
whichisoverturning society.” Now onewill observethat the statementsin the Courrier
européen contradict not only the passage quoted earlier from Herr Vogt but also the
famous third thesis of Feuerbach. “The materialist doctrine according to which men
areaproduct of circumstances and of education . . . does not take into account the fact
that circumstances are modified precisely by men and that the educator must be
himself educated.” Either this is a mere tautology, and we are simply to understand
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that the educator himself is a product of circumstances and of education—which
would render the sentence usel ess and absurd; or elseit isthe decisive affirmation of
the irreducibility of human praxis. The educator must be educated; this means that
education must be an enterprise.!

If onewantsto grant to Marxist thought itsfall complexity, one would have to say
that man in aperiod of exploitation isat once both the product of hisown product and
a historical agent who can under no circumstances be taken as a product. This
contradiction is not fixed; it must be grasped in the very movement of praxis. Thenit
will clarify Engels's statement: men make their history on the basis of real, prior
conditions (among which wewould include acquired characterigtics, distortionsimposed
by the mode of work and of life, alienation, etc.), but it isthe men who makeit and not
the prior conditions. Otherwise men would be merely the vehieles of inhuman forces
which through them would govern the social world. To be sure these conditionsexist,
and it is they, they aone, which can furnish a direction and a material reality to the
changes which are in preparation; but the movement of human praxis goes beyond
them while conserving them.

Certainly men do not grasp the real measure of what they do—at least its full
import must escape them so long as the Proletariat, the subject of History, will not in
asingle movement realize its unity and become conscious of itshistorical role. But if
History escapes me, this is not because | do not make it; it is because the other is
making it aswell. Engels—who hasleft us many hardly compatible statementson this
subject—nhas shown in The War of the Peasants, at any rate, the meaning which he
attached to this contradiction. After emphasizing the courage and passion of the
German peasants, the justice of their demands, the genius of certain of their leaders
(especialy Minzer), the intelligence and competence of the revolutionary €elite, he
concludes: “1nthe War of the Peasants, only the princes had anything to gain; therefore
this was its result. They won not only relatively, since their rivals (the clergy, the
nobility, the city) found themsel ves weakened, but also absol utely, since they carried
off the best spoils from the other orders.” What was it then which stole the praxis of
the rebels? Simply their separation, which had as its source a definite historical
condition—the division of Germany. The existence of numerous provincial movements
which never succeeded in uniting with one another, where each one, other than the
others, acted differently—thiswas enough to make each group lose the real meaning of
its enterprise. This does not mean that the enterprise as a real action of man upon
history does not exist, but only that the result achieved, when it is placed in the
totalizing movement, is radically different from the way it appears locally—even
when the result conforms with the objective proposed. Finaly, the division of the
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country caused thewar tofail, and thewar resulted only in aggravating and consolidating
thisdivision.

Thusman makesHistory; thismeansthat he objectifieshimself init and isalienated
in it. In this sense History, which is the proper work of all activity and of all men,
appearsto men asaforeign force exactly insofar asthey do not recognise the meaning
of their enterprise (even when locally successful) in the total, objective result. By
making a separate peace, the peasants of a certain province won—so far asthey were
concerned. But they weakened their class, and its defeat wasto be turned back against
them when the landholders, sure of their strength, would deny their pledges. Marxism
in the nineteenth century is a gigantic attempt not only to make History but to get a
grip on it, practically and theoretically, by uniting the workers' movement and by
clarifying the Proletariat’s action through an understanding both of the capitalist
processand of theworkers' objectivereality. At theend of thiseffort, by theunification
of the exploited and by the progressive reduction of the number of classes in the
struggle, History was finally to have a meaning for man. By becoming conscious of
itself, the Proletariat becomesthe subject of History; that is, it must recognizeitself in
History. Evenintheeveryday struggletheworking class must obtain resultsconforming
to the objective aimed at, the consequences of which will at |east never be turned back
against it.

We are not at this point yet. There is more than one Proletariat, simply because
therearenational production groupswhich have devel oped differently. Not to recognize
the solidarity of these Proletariats would be as absurd as to underestimate their
separation. It istruethat the violent divisions and their theoretical consequences (the
decay of bourgeois ideology, the temporary arrest of Marxism) force our period to
makeitself without knowingitself. On the other hand, although we are morethan ever
subject to these limitations, it is not true that History appearsto usas an entirely alien
force. Each day with our hands we make it something other than what we believe we
aremaking it. And History, backfiring, makes us other than we believe ourselvesto be
or to become. Yet it is less opaque than it was. The Proletariat has discovered and
released “its secret” ; the capitalist movement is conscious of itself, both as the result
of the capitalists’ own self-study and through the research carried on by theoreticians
intheworkers' movement. For each one, the multiplicity of groups, their contradictions
and their separations, appear situated within more profound unifications. Civil war,
colonia war, foreign war, are manifested to all, under cover of the usual mythologies,
as different and complementary forms of a single class struggle. It is true that the
majority of socialist countries do not know themselves; and yet de-Stalinization—as
the example of Poland shows— isalso aprogresstoward the attainment of awareness.
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Thusthe plurality of the meanings of History can be discovered and posited for itself
only upon the ground of afuture totalization—in terms of the future totalization and
in contradiction withit. It isour theoretical and practical duty to bring thistotalization
closer every day. All is still obscure, and yet everything isin full light. To tackle the
theoretical aspect, we havetheinstruments; we can establish the method. Our historical
task, at the heart of this polyvalent world, isto bring closer the moment when History
will have only one meaning, when it will tend to be dissolved in the concrete men who
will makeit in common.?

Theproject

Thus aienation can modify the results of an action but not its profound reality. We
refuse to confuse the alienated man with athing or alienation with the physical laws
governing external conditions. We affirm the specificity of the human act, which cuts
acrossthe socid milieuwhilestill holding ontoitsdeterminations, and which transforms
theworld on the basis of given conditions. For usmanis characterized aboveall by his
going beyond a situation, and by what he succeeds in making of what he has been
made—even if he never recognizes himself in his objectification. This going beyond
wefind at thevery root of the human—in need. Itisneed which, for example, linksthe
scarcity of women in the Marquesas, as a structural fact of the group, and polyandry
asamatrimonial ingtitution. For this scarcity is not a simple lack; in its most naked
form it expresses asituation in society and contains already an effort to go beyond it.
The most rudimentary behavior must be determined both in relation to the real and
present factors which condition it and in relation to a certain object, till to come,
which it istrying to bring into being.® Thisis what we call the project.

Starting with the project, we define adouble simultaneous relationship. Inrelation
to the given, the praxisis negativity; but what is alwaysinvolved is the negation of a
negation. In relation to the object aimed at, praxis is positivity, but this positivity
opens onto the “ non-existent,” to what has not yet been. A flight and aleap ahead, at
once arefusal and aredlization, the project retains and unveils the surpassed reality
which is refused by the very movement which surpassed it. Thus knowing is a
moment of praxis, even its most fundamental one; but this knowing does not partake
of an absolute Knowledge. Defined by the negation of the refused reality in the name
of thereality to be produced, it remainsthe captive of the action whichit clarifies, and
disappears dong with it. Therefore it is perfectly accurate to say that man is the
product of his product. The structures of a society which is created by human work
define for each man an objective situation as a starting point; the truth of aman isthe
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nature of hiswork, and it is his wages. But this truth defines him just insofar as he
constantly goes beyond it in his practical activity. (In apopular democracy this may
be, for exampl e, by working adoubl e shift or by becoming an“ activist” or by secretly
resisting theraising of work quotas. In acapitalist society it may beby joining aunion,
by voting to go on strike, etc.) Now this surpassing is conceivable only asarelation of
the existent to its possibles. Furthermore, to say what man “is” is also to say what he
can be—and viceversa. Thematerial conditionsof hisexistence circumscribethefield
of his possibilities (hiswork istoo hard, he istoo tired to show any interest in union
or political activity). Thus the field of possibles is the goal toward which the agent
surpasses his objective situation. And thisfield in turn depends strictly on the social,
historical reality. For example, in asociety where everything isbought, the possibilities
of culture are practically eliminated for the workers if food absorbs 50 per cent or
more of their budget. The freedom of the bourgeois, on the contrary, consistsin the
possihility of hisallotting an alwaysincreasing part of hisincometo agreat variety of
expenditures. Yet thefield of possibles, however reduced it may be, waysexists, and
wemust not think of it asazone of indetermination, but rather asastrongly structured
region which depends upon al of History and which includesits own contradictions.
It is by transcending the given toward the field of possibles and by realizing one
possibility from among all the others that the individual objectifies himself and
contributes to making History. The project then takes on a reality which the agent
himself may not know, one which, through the conflicts it manifests and engenders,
influences the course of events.

Therefore we must conceive of the possibility as doubly determined. On the one
side, it is at the very heart of the particular action, the presence of the future as that
which is lacking and that which, by its very absence, reveals reality. On the other
hand, it isthe real and permanent future which the collectivity forever maintains and
transforms. When common needs bring about the creation of new offices (for example,
the multiplication of physiciansin asociety which is becoming industrialized), these
offices, not yet filled—or vacant as the result of retirement or death—constitute for
certain peoplearedl, concrete, and possiblefuture. These personscan gointo medicine.
This career isnot closed to them; at this moment their life lies open before them until
death. All thingsbeing equal, the professions of army doctor, country doctor, colonial
doctor, etc., are characterized by certain advantages and certain obligationswhich they
will quickly know. Thisfuture, to be sure, isonly partly true; it presupposes a status
quo and aminimum of order (barring accidents) which is contradicted precisely by the
fact that our societiesarein constant process of making history. But neither isit false,
sinceit isthis—in other words, the interests of the profession, of class, etc., the ever-
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increasing division of |abor, etc.—which first manifests the present contradictions of
society. The futureis presented, then, as a schematic, always open possibility and as
an immediate action on the present.

Conversely, thisfuture definestheindividual in his present reality; the conditions
which the medical students must fulfill in abourgeois society at the sametimereveal
the society, the profession, and the socia situation of the one who will meet these
conditions. If it is still necessary for parents to be well-off, if the practice of giving
scholarships is not widespread, then the future doctor appears in his own eyes as a
member of the moneyed classes. In turn, he becomes aware of his class by means of
the future which it makes possible for him; that is, through his chosen profession. In
contrast, for the man who does not meet the required conditions, medicine becomes
hislack, his non-humanity (all the more so as many other careersare “closed” to him
at the sametime). It isfrom this point of view, perhaps, that we ought to approach the
problem of relative pauperism. Every man is defined negatively by the sum tota of
possibles which are impossible for him; that is, by a future more or less blocked off.
For the under-privileged classes, each cultural, technical, or material enrichment of
society represents a diminution, an impoverishment; the future is aimost entirely
barred. Thus, both positively and negatively, the social possiblesarelived as schematic
determinations of the individual future. And the most individual possibleisonly the
internalization and enrichment of asocial possible.

A member of theground crew at an air base on the outskirts of London took aplane
and, with no experience as a pilot, flew it across the Channel. He is colored; he is
prevented from becoming amember of theflying personnal. This prohibition becomes
for him a subjective impoverishment, but he immediately goes beyond the subjective
totheobjective. Thisdenied futurereflectsto himthefate of his“race” and theracism
of the English. The general revolt on the part of colored men against colonidistsis
expressed in him by his particular refusal of this prohibition. He affirms that afuture
possible for whites is possible for everyone. This political position, of which he
doubtless has no clear awareness, he lives as a personal obsession; aviation becomes
hispossibility asaclandestinefuture. Infact he choosesapossibility already recognized
by the colonialists as existing in the colonized (simply because they cannot ruleit out
at the start)—the possibility of rebellion, of risk, of scandal, of repression. This
choice alows usto understand at the sametime hisindividual project and the present
stage of the struggle of the colonized against the colonialists (the colored have gone
beyond the moment of passive, dignified resistance, but the group of which this man
isapart doesnot yet have the means of going beyond individual revolt and terrorism).
This young rebdl is al the more individual and unique in that the struggle in his
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country demands, for thetime being, individual acts. Thusthe unique particularity of
this person istheinternalization of adouble future—that of the whites and that of his
brothers; the contradiction is cloaked and surmounted in a project which launches it
toward a brief, dazzling future, his future, shattered immediately by prison or by
accidental death.

What makes American culturism and Kardiner’s theory appear mechanistic and
outmoded is the fact they never conceive of cultural behavior and basic attitudes (or
roles, etc.) within the true, living perspective, which istemporal, but rather conceive
of them as past determinations ruling men in the way that a cause rules its effects.
Everything changes if one considers that society is presented to each man as a
perspective of the future and that this future penetrates to the heart of each one asa
motivation for his behavior. That the Marxists allow themselves to be duped by
mechanistic materialism is inexcusable. since they know and approve of large-scale
socialist planning. For amanin Chinathefutureis moretruethan the present. Solong
asone has not studied the structures of the futurein adefined society, one necessarily
runs the risk of not understanding anything whatsoever about the social.

I cannot describe here the true dialectic of the subjective and the objective. One
would have to demonstrate the joint necessity of “theinternalization of the external”
and “the externalization of theinternal.” Praxis, indeed, isapassage from objectiveto
objectivethroughinternalization. The project, asthe subjective surpassing of objectivity
toward objectivity, and stretched between the objective conditions of the environment
and the objective structures of the field of possibles, represents in itself the moving
unity of subjectivity and objectivity, those cardinal determinants of activity. The
subj ective appearsthen as anecessary moment in the objective process. If the material
conditionswhich govern human relations are to becomereal conditionsof praxis, they
must be lived in the particularity of particular situations. The diminution of buying
power would never provoke the workers to make economic demands if they did not
feel the diminution in their flesh in the form of a need or of a fear based on bitter
experiences. The practice of union action can increase theimportance and the efficacy
of objective significations among the experienced party militants; the wage scale and
thepriceindex can by themselvesclarify or motivatetheir action. But al thisobjectivity
refers ultimately to alived reality. The worker knows what he has resented and what
others will resent. Now, to resent is already to go beyond, to move toward the
possihility of an objective transformation. In the lived experience, the subjectivity
turns back upon itself and wrenches itself from despair by means of objectification.
Thus the subjective contains within itself the objective, which it denies and which it
surpassestoward anew objectivity; and thisnew objectivity by virtue of objectification
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externalizes the internality of the project as an objectified subjectivity. This means
both that the lived as such finds its place in the result and that the projected meaning
of the action appearsin the reality of the world that it may get its truth in the process
of totalization.*

Only the project, as amediation between two moments of objectivity, can account
for history; that is, for human creativity. It is necessary to choose. In effect: either we
reduce everything to identity (which amountsto substituting amechanistic materialism
for diaectical materialism)— or we make of dialectic acelestial |aw which imposes
itself on the Universe, ametaphysical force which, by itself engenders the historical
process (and thisisto fal back into Hegelian idealism)—or werestore to theindividual
man his power to go beyond his situation by means of work and action. This solution
aone enables usto base the movement of totalization upon thereal. We must ook for
dialectic in the relation of men with nature, with “the starting conditions,” and in the
relation of men with one another. There is where it gets its start, resulting from the
confrontation of projects. The characteristics of the human project alone enable usto
understand that thisresult isanew reality provided with its own signification instead
of remaining simply astatistical mean.® It isimpossible to devel op these considerations
here. They will be the subject of Part Two of Critique of Dialectical Reason.

CRITIQUE OF DIALECTICAL REASON, VOL. |

Collectives
Series: thequeue

Let usillustrate these notions by a superficial everyday example. Take a grouping of
peoplein the Place Saint-Germain. They are waiting for abus at abus stop in front of
the church. | use the word “grouping” here in a neutral sense: we do not yet know
whether this gathering is, as such, the inert effect of separate activities, or whether it
isacommon reality, regulating everyone's actions, or whether it isa conventional or
contractual organisation. These people—who may differ greatly in age, sex, class, and
socia milieu—resdlise, within the ordinariness of everyday life, therelation of isolation,
of reciprocity and of unification (and massification) from outsidewhichischaracteristic
of, for example, the residents of a big city in so far as they are united though not
integrated through work, through struggle or through any other activity in an organised
group common to them all. To begin with, it should be noted that we are concerned
here with a plurality of isolations. these people do not care about or speak to each
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other and, in general, they do not look at one ancther; they exist side by sideaongside
abusstop. At thislevel, it isworth noting that their isolation is not an inert statute (or
thesimplereciprocal exteriority of organisms); rather, itisactually lived in everyone's
project as its negative structure. In other words, the isolation of the organism, asthe
impossibility of uniting with Others in an organic totality, is revealed through the
isolation which everyonelives asthe provisional negation of their reciprocal relations
with Others. This man isisolated not only by his body as such, but also by the fact
that heturns hisback on his neighbour—who, moreover, has not even noticed him (or
hasencountered himin hispractical field asageneral individual defined by waiting for
the bus). The practical conditions of this attitude of semi-unawareness are, first, his
real membership of other groups (it ismorning, he hasjust got up and left hishome; he
isstill thinking of hischildren, who areill, etc.; furthermore, heisgoing to hisoffice;
he has an ora report to make to his superior; he is worrying about its phrasing,
rehearsing it under hisbreath, etc.); and secondly, hisbeing-in-the-inert (that isto say,
hisinterest). Thisplurality of separations can, therefore, in away, be expressed asthe
negative side of individual integration into separate groups (or into groups that are
separate at this time and at this level); and, through this, as the negative side of
everyone's projects in so far as they determine the social field on the basis of given
conditions. On the other hand, if the question is examined from the point of view of
groups, interests, etc.—in short, of social structures in so far as they express the
fundamental social order (mode of production, relations of production, etc.)—then
one can define each isolation in terms of the forces of disintegration which the social
group exerts on individuals. (These forces, of course, are correlatives of forces of
integration, which we shall discuss soon.)

In other words, the intensity of isolation, as arelation of exteriority between the
membersof atemporary and contingent gathering, expressesthe degree of massification
of the social ensemble, in so far asit is produced on the basis of given conditions.®

At this level, reciprocal isolations, as the negation of reciprocity, signify the
integration of individuals into one society and, in this sense, can be defined as a
particular way of living (conditioned by the developing totalisation), ininteriority and
as reciprocity within the social, the exteriorised negation of al interiority (“No one
helps anyone, it's everyone for himself”) or, on the other hand, in sympathy (asin
Proust’s"Every personisvery muchaone”). Findly, in our example, isolation becomes,
for and through everyone, for him and for others, thereal, socia product of cities. For
each member of the group waiting for the bus, the city isin fact present (as | have
shown in The Problem of Method) as the practico-inert ensemble within which there
isamovement towardstheinterchangeability of men and of theinstrumental ensemble;
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it has been there since morning, as exigency, as instrumentality, as milieu, etc. And,
through the medium of the city, there are given the millions of people who arethecity,
and whose completely invisible presence makes of everyone both apolyvaentisolation
(with millions of facets), and an integrated member of the city (the“ vieux Parisien” ,
the “ Parisien de Paris’, etc.). Let me add that the mode of life occasions isolated
behaviour in everyone—buying the paper as you leave the house, reading it on the
bus, etc. These are often operations for making the transition from one group to
another (fromtheintimacy of thefamily tothe publiclife of theoffice). Thusisolation
isaproject. And assuchitisrelative to particular individuals and moments: to isolate
oneself by reading the paper isto make use of the national collectivity and, ultimately,
thetotality of living human beings, in so far asoneis one of them and dependent on all
of them, in order to separate oneself from the hundred people who are waiting for or
using the same vehicle. Organicisolation, suffered isolation, lived isolation, isolation
as amode of behaviour, isolation asasocia statute of the individual, isolation as the
exteriority of groups conditioning the exteriority of individuals, isolation as the
reciprocity of isolations in a society which creates masses: al these forms, al these
oppositions co-exist in the little group we are considering, in so far asisolationisa
historical and social form of human behaviour in human gatherings.

But, at the sametime, therelation of reciprocity remainsin the gathering itself; and
among itsmembers; the negation of isolation by praxispreservesit asnegated: itis, in
fact, quite simply, the practical existence of men among men. Not only istherealived
reality—for everyone, evenif heturns hisback on the Others, and isunaware of their
number and their appearance, knows that they exist as a finite and indeterminate
plurality of which heis a part—but also, even outside everyone'sreal relation to the
Others, the ensemble of isolated behaviour, in so far asit is conditioned by historical
totalisation, presupposes a structure of reciprocity at every level. This reciprocity
must be the most constant possibility and the most immediate redlity, for otherwise
the social modelsin currency (clothes, hair style, bearing, etc.) would not be adopted
by everyone (although of course thisis not sufficient), and neither would everyone
hasten to repair anything wrong with their dress as soon as they notice it, and if
possiblein secret. This showsthat isolation does not remove one from the visual and
practical field of the Other, and that it realises itself objectively in thisfield.

At this level, we recognise the same society (which we just saw as an agent of
massification), in so far as its practico-inert being serves as a medium conducive to
inter-individual reciprocities: for these separate people form agroup, in so far asthey
are al standing on the same pavement, which protects them from the traffic crossing
the square, in so far as they are grouped around the same bus stop, etc. Above all,
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theseindividualsform agroup to the extent that they have acommon interest, so that,
though separated as organic individuals, they share a structure of their practico-inert
being, and it unitesthem from outside. They areall, or nearly all, workers, and regular
users of the bus service; they know the time-table and frequency of the buses; and
consequently they all wait for the same bus: say, the 7.49. This object, in so far as
they are dependent upon it (breakdowns, failures, accidents), istheir present interest.
But this present interest—since they al live in the district— refers back to fuller and
deeper structures of their general interest: improvement of public transport, freezing
of fares, etc. Thebusthey wait for unitesthem, being their interest asindividualswho
this morning have business on the rive droite; but, asthe 7.49, it istheir interest as
commuters; everything istemporalised: the traveller recognises himself asaresident
(that is to say, he is referred to the five or ten previous years), and then the bus
becomes characterised by itsdaily eternal return (it isactually the very same bus, with
the same driver and conductor). The object takes on a structure which overflows its
pure inert existence; as such it is provided with a passive future and past, and these
make it appear to the passengers as afragment (an insignificant one) of their destiny.

However, to the extent that the bus designates the present commuters, it constitutes
them in their interchangeability: each of them is effectively produced by the social
ensemble as united with his neighbours, in so far as heis strictly identical with them.
In other words, their being-outside (that isto say, their interest asregular users of the
busservice) isunified, inthat it isapureand indivisible abstraction, rather than arich,
differentiated synthesis; itisasimpleidentity, designating the commuter asan abstract
generality by means of aparticular praxis (signalling the bus, getting on it, finding a
seat, paying thefare), in the devel opment of abroad, synthetic praxis (the undertaking
which unitesthedriver and conductor every morning, in thetemporalisation whichis
one particular route through Paris at a particular time). At this moment of the
investigation, the unit-being (étre-unique) of the group lies outside itself; in afuture
object, and everyone, in sofar asheisdetermined by the common interest, differentiates
himself from everyone else only by the simple materiality of the organism. And
aready, if they are characterised intheir temporalisation asawaiting their being asthe
being of al, the abstract unity of their common tuture being manifestsitself as other-
being in relation to the organism whichitisin person (or, to put it another way, which
it exists). Thismoment cannot be one of conflict, but itisno longer one of reciprocity;
it must simply be seen asthe abstract stage of identity. In so far asthey have the same
objectivereality in the future (a minute later, the same for everyone, and the buswill
come round the corner of the boulevard), the unjustified separation of these organisms
(in so far asit arises from other conditions and another region of being) determines
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itself asidentity. Thereisidentity when the common interest (as the determination of
generality by the unity of an object in the context of particular practices) is made
manifest, and when the plurality is defined just in relation to this interest. In that
moment, in fact, it matters little if the commuters are biologically or socially
differentiated; in so far asthey are united by an abstract generality, they are identical
as separate individuals. Their identity is their future practico-inert unity, in so far as
it determines itself at the present time as meaningless separation. And, since al the
lived characteristics which might allow some interior differentiation lie outside this
determination, everyone's identity with every Other is their unity elsewhere, as
other-being; here and now, it is their common alterity. Everyone is the same as the
Others in so far as he is Other than himself. And identity as alterity is exterior
separation; in other words, it is the impossibility of realising, through the body, the
transcendent unity to come, in so far as this unity is experienced as an irrational
necessity.’

Itisat precisely thislevel that material objectswill befound to determinethe serial
order asthe social reason for the separation of individuals. The practico-inert exigency,
here, derivesfrom scarcity: there are not enough placesfor everyone. But, apart from
scarcity asthe contingent but fundamental relation of man to Nature, which remains
the context of the wholeinvestigation, this particular scarcity is an aspect of material
inertia. Whatever the demands, the object remains passively what it is: there is no
reason to believe that material exigency must be aspecial, directly experienced scarcity:
weshall find different practicoinert structures of the object as anindividuated being of
generality conditioning different serial relations. | takethisexamplefor itssimplicity.
Thusthe specific scarcity—the number of peoplein relation to the number of places—
intheabsenceof any particular practice, would designate every individual asdispensable;
the Other would be therival of the Other because of their identity; separation would
turn into contradiction. But, except in cases of panic—where, in effect, everyone
fights himself in the Other, in thewhirling madness of an abstract unity and aconcrete
but unthinkableindividuality—the relation of reciprocity, emerging or re-emergingin
theexteriority of identity, establishesinterchangeability astheimpossibility of deciding,
apriori, whichindividual sare dispensable; and it occasions some practice whose sole
purpose isto avoid conflicts and arbitrariness by creating an order.

Thetravellerswaiting for the bus take tickets indicating the order of their arrival.
This means that they accept the impossibility of deciding which individuals are
dispensable in terms of the intrinsic qualities of the individual; in other words, that
they remain on the terrain of common interest, and of the identity of separation as
meaningless negation; positively, thismeansthat they try to differentiate every Other
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from Others without adding anything to his characteristic as Other as the sole social
determination of his existence. Serial unity, as common interest, therefore imposes
itself asexigency and destroysall opposition. Theticket no doubt refersto atemporal
determination. But thisis precisely why it is arbitrary: the timein question is not a
practical temporalisation, but ahomogeneous medium of repetition. Taking histicket
ashearrives, everyone doesthe same asthe Other. Herealises apracticoinert exigency
of theensemble; and, sincethey are going to different jobs and have different objectives,
thefact of having arrived first does not give any distinctive characteristic, but simply
theright to get on the busfirst. The material justificationsfor the order have meaning,
infact, only after the event: being thefirst to arriveisno virtue; having waited longest
confersnoright. (Indeed, one canimaginefairer classifications—waiting meansnothing
to ayoung man, but it is very tiring for an old woman. Besides, war wounded have
priority in any case, etc.) Thereally important transformation is that alterity as such,
pure alterity, is no longer either the simple relation to common unity, or the shifting
identity of organisms. Asan ordering, it becomes a negative principle of unity and of
determining everyone's fate as Other by every Other as Other. It matters alot to me,
in effect, that | have the tenth number rather than the twentieth. But | am tenth
through Othersin so far asthey are Other than themselves, that isto say, in so far as
the Reason for their number doesnot liein themselves. If | am after my neighbour, this
may be because he did not buy his newspaper this morning, or because | was late
leaving the house. And if we have numbers 9 and 10, this depends on both of us and
aso on all the Others, both before and after.

Onthisbasis, it is possible to grasp our relations to the object in their complexity.
Ontheonehand, we have effectively remained general individuals(insofar asweform
part of this gathering, of course). Therefore the unity of the collection of commuters
lies in the bus they are waiting for; in fact it is the bus, as a simple possibility of
transport (not for transporting all of us, for we do not act together, but for transporting
each of us). Thus, as an appearance and afirst abstraction, a structure of universality
really existsin the grouping; indeed, everyoneisidentical with the Other in sofar as
they are waiting for the bus. However, their acts of waiting are not acommunal fact,
but arelived separately asidentical instances of the same act. From this point of view,
the group is not structured; it is a gathering and the number of individuals in it is
contingent. This means that any other number was possible (to the extent that the
individuals are considered as arbitrary particles and that they have not collected
together as a result of any common dialectical process). This is the level where
conceptualisation has its place; that is to say, concepts are based on the molecular
appearance of organismsand on thetranscendent unity of the group (common interest).
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But this generality, asthe fluid homogeneity of the gathering (in so far asits unity
liesoutsideit), isjust an abstract appearance, for it is actually constituted in its very
multiplicity by its transcendent unity as a structured multiplicity. With a concept, in
effect, everyone is the same as the Others in so far as he is himself. In the series,
however, everyone becomes himself (as Other than self) in so far asheis other than
the Others, and so, in so far asthe Others are other than him. There can be no concept
of aseries, for every member isserial by virtue of hisplacein the order, and therefore
by virtue of his alterity in so far asit is posited asirreducible. In arithmetic, this can
be demonstrated by reference to numbers, both as concepts and as seria entities. All
whole numbers, or integers, can bethe object of the same concept, in so far asthey all
sharethe same characteristics; in particul ar, any whole number can be represented by
the symbol n + | (if we take n = o for the number one). But for just this reason, the
arithmetical seriesof integers, insofar asall of them are constituted by adding oneto
the preceding number, is a practical and material reality, constituted by an infinite
series of unique entities; and the uniqueness of each number is due to the fact that it
stands in the same relation to the one that precedes it as this one does to the one
precedingit. Inthe case of ordinals, aterity also changesitsmeaning: it manifestsitself
in the concept as common to all, and it designates everyone as a molecule identical
with all the others; but, inthe series, it becomes arule of differentiation. And whatever
ordering procedure is used, seriality derives from practico-inert matter, that isto say,
from the future as an ensemble of inert, equivalent possibilities (equivaent, in this
case, because no means of forecasting themisgiven): thereisthe possibility that there
will be one place, that there will be two, or three, etc. These rigid possibilities are
inorganic matter itself in so far asit is non-adaptability. They retain their rigidity by
passing into the serial order of separate organisms: for everyone, as a holder of a
numbered ticket, they become acomplex of possibilities peculiar to him (hewill get a
place if thereis room for ten or more people on the bus; he will not do so if thereis
only room for nine, but then he will be the first for the next bus). And it is these
possibilities and these alone which, within the group, constitute thereal content of his
aterity.

But it should be noticed that this constituent alterity must depend both on all the
Others, and on the particular possibility which is actualised, and therefore that the
Other has his essencein al the Others, in so far as he differs from them.t Moreover,
thisalterity, asaprincipleof ordering, naturally producesitself asalink. Now thislink
between menisof an entirely different kind from those already examined. On the one
hand, it cannot be explained in terms of reciprocity, since the serial movement in our
example excludes the relation of reciprocity: everyone is the Reason for the Other-
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Being of the Other in so far as an Other isthe reason for hisbeing. In asense, we are
back with material exteriority, which should come as no surprise since the seriesis
determined by inorganic matter. On the other hand, to the extent that the ordering was
performed by some practice, and that this practice included reciprocity within it, it
containsareal interiority: foritisinhisreal being, and asan integral part of atotality
which hastotalised itself outside, that each is dependent on the Other in hisreality. To
put it another way: reciprocity in the milieu of identity becomes afal se reciprocity of
relations: what aisto b (thereason for hisbeing other), bisto c, b and theentire series
areto a. Through this opposition between the Other and the samein the milieu of the
Other, alterity becomes this paradoxical structure: the identity of everyone as
everyone's action of serial interiority on the Other. In the same way, identity (as the
sheer absurdity of meaningless dispersal) becomes synthetic: everyone is identical
with the Other in so far as the others make him an Other acting on the Others; the
formal, universal structure of alterity producesthe formula of the series (la Raison de
lasérie).

Intheformal, strictly practical, and limited case that we have been examining, the
adoption of the serial mode remains amere convenience, with no special influence on
theindividuals. But this simple example hasthe advantage of showing the emergence
of new pratico-inert characteristics: it reveal stwo characteristics of theinactive human
gathering. The visible unity, in this case, in the time of the gathering (the totalised
reality which they comprise for someone who sees them from awindow or from the
pavement opposite), is only an appearance; its origin for every observer to whom
thistotality isreveaed, isintegral praxisin sofar asitisaperpetual organisation of its
own dialectical field and, in practico-inert objectivity, the general, inert link between
al thepeopleinafield whichislimited by itsinstrumentality, in sofar asitissocia—
that isto say, in so far asitsinert, instrumental materiality ultimately refers back to
the order of historical movement—combined with their true being-outside-themselves
inaparticular practical object which, far from beingasymbol, isamaterial beingwhich
produces their unity within itself and imposes it on them through the inert practices
of the practico-inert field.

In short, the visible unity of a gathering is produced partly by accidental factors
(accidentd at thislevel of theinvestigation—their unity will be restored in abroader
movement of totalisation), and partly by thereal but transcendent unity of apractico-
inert object, in so far asthis unity, in the development of adirected process, produces
itself asthereal material unity of theindividualsin agiven multiplicity, whichit itself
definesand limits. | have aready said that thisunity isnot symbolic; itisnow possible
to seewhy. It ishecauseit has nothing to symbolise; it iswhat unites everything. And
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if, in specia circumstances, it is possible to see a symbolic relation between the
gathering, as a visible assembly of discrete particles (where it presents itself in a
visible form), and its objective unity, thisis to be found in the small visible crowd
which, by its presence as a gathering, becomes a symbol of the practical unity of its
interest or of some other object which is produced as its inert synthesis. This unity
itself, in sofar asit ispractico-inert, may present itself to individual s through alarger
praxisof whichthey areeither theinert means, the ends or the objects, or acombination
of these, and which constitutes the true synthetic field of their gathering and which
produces them in the object with their new laws of unified multiplicity. This praxis
unifies them by producing the object in which they are aready inscribed, in which
their forms are negatively determined, and, in so far asit isalready other (affected by
the entireinertiaof matter), it isthis praxiswhich produces them in common in other
unity.

The second point to be made is that the apparent absence of structure in the
gathering (or its apparent structures) does not correspond to objective redlity: if they
wereall unaware of each other and if they carried their social isolation behaviour tothe
limit, the passive unity of the gathering in the object would both require and produce
an ordinal structure from the multiplicity of the organisms. In other words, what
presentsitself to perception either asasort of organised totality (men huddled together,
waiting) or as adispersal, possesses, as a collecting together of men by the object, a
completely different basic structure which, by means of seria ordering, transcendsthe
conflict between exterior and interior, between unity and identity. From the point of
view of the activity-institution (the exact meaning of these terms will be clarified
later), which is represented in Paris by the RATP (the public transport authority), the
small gathering which slowly forms around the bus stop, apparently by a process of
mere aggregation, already has a seria structure. It was produced in advance as the
structure of some unknown group by the ticket machine attached to the bus stop.
Everyonerealisesit for himself and confirmsit for Othersthrough hisown individual
praxisand hisown ends. This doesnot mean that he helpsto create an active group by
freely determining, with other individuas, the end, the means, and the division of
tasks; it means that he actualises his being-outside-himself as a reality shared by
several people and which already exists, and awaits him, by meansof aninert practice,
denoted by instrumentality, whose meaning is that it integrates him into an ordered
multiplicity by assigning him a placein aprefabricated seridlity.

In this sense, the indifferentiation of beings-outside-themselves in the passive
unity of an object exists between them as a seria order, as separation-unity in the
practico-inert milieu of the Other. In other words, there is an objective, fundamental
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connection between collective unity asatranscendence whichisgiven to thegathering
by the future (and the past), and seriality as everyone's practico-inert actualisation of
arelation with Othersin so far asthisrelation determineshimin hisbeing and already
awaits him. The thing as common being produces seridity as its own practico-inert
being-outside-itself in the plurality of practical organisms; everyone realises himself
outside himself in the objective unity of interpenetration in so far as he constitutes
himself in the gathering as an objective element of a series. Or again, aswe shall see
more clearly later, whatever it may be, and whatever the circumstances, the series
constitutes itself on the basis of the unity-object and, conversely, it is in the serial
milieu and through serial behaviour that theindividual achievespractica and theoretical
participation in common being.

There are seria behaviour, serial feelings and serial thoughts; in other words a
seriesisamode of being for individualsbothinrelation to oneanother andinrelation
to their common being and this mode of being transforms al their structures. In this
way, it isuseful to distinguish serial praxis (asthe praxisof theindividual in sofar as
he is a member of the series and as the praxis of the whole series, or of the series
totalised through individuals) both from common praxis (group action) and from
individual, constituent praxis. Conversely, in every non-serial praxis, aserial praxis
will befound, asthe practico-inert structure of the praxisin so far asitissocial. And,
just asthereisalogic of the practico-inert layer, there are al so structures proper tothe
thought which is produced at this social level of activity; in other words, thereis a
rationality of the theoretical and practical behaviour of an agent as a member of a
series. Lastly, to the extent that the series represents the use of alterity as a bond
between men under the passive action of an object, and asthis passive action defines
the general type of alterity which servesasabond, alterity is, ultimately, the practico-
inert object itself in sofar asit producesitself in the milieu of multiplicity withitsown
particular exigencies. Indeed, every Other is both Other than himself and Other than
Others, in so far astheir relations constitute both him and Others in accordance with
an objective, practical, inert rule of aterity (in the formal particularisation of this
aterity).

Thusthisrule—theformula of the series—iscommonto all precisely to the extent
that they differentiate themselves. | say common, but not identical: for identity is
separation, whereas the formula of the seriesis adynamic scheme which determines
each through all and all through each. The Other, asformulaof the seriesand asafactor
in every particular case of alterity, therefore becomes, beyond its structure of identity
and its structure of alterity, a being common to all (as negated and preserved
interchangeability). At thislevel, beyond the concept and the rule, the Other ismein
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every Other and every Other in me and everyone as Other in al the Others; finally, it
is the passive Unity of the multiplicity in so far as it exists in itself; it is the
reinteriorisation of exteriority by the human ensemble, it is the being-one of the
organismsin so far as it corresponds to the unity of their being-in-themselves in the
object. But, in so far as everyone's unity with the Other and with all Othersis never
givenin him and the Other in atrue relation based on reciprocity, and in so far asthis
interior unity of al isalways and for everyonein al the Others, in so far asthey are
others and never in him except for Others, and in so far as heis other than them, this
unity, which is ever present but always elsewhere, again becomesinteriority lived in
the milieu of exteriority. It no longer has any connection with molecularity: it is
genuinely a unity, but the unity of aflight.

Thiscan best be understood in thelight of thefact that in an active, contractual and
differentiated group, everyone can regard himself both as subordinate to thewholeand
as essential, asthe practical local presence of thewhole, in hisown particular action.
In the case of the bond of aterity, however, thewholeisatotalisation of flight; Being
as materia redlity isthe totalised series of not-being; it is what everyone causes the
other to become, as his double, out of reach, incapable of acting on him directly, and,
simply initstransformation, subject to the action of an Other. Alterity, asthe unity of
identities, must always be el sawhere. Elsewhere there is only an Other, always other
than self and which seems, from the point of view of idealist thought concerning other
real beings, to engender them by logical scissiparity, that is to say, to produce the
Others as indefinite moments of its alterity (whereas, in reality, exactly the opposite
occurs). Ought we to say that this hypostasised serial reason simply refers us back to
thepractico-inert object asthe unity outside themselves of individuals? On the contrary,
for it engenders it as a particular practical interiorisation of being-outside through
multiplicity. In this case, must we treat it as an ldea, that is to say, an ideal label?
Surely not.

The Jew (astheinternal, serial unity of Jewish multiplicities), or thecolonialist, or
the professional soldier, etc., are not ideas, any more than the militant or, as we shall
see, the petty bourgeois, or the manual worker. The theoretical error (it is not a
practical one, because praxis really does constitute them in alterity) wasto conceive
of these beings as concepts, whereas—asthe fundamental basis of extremely complex
relations— they are primarily serial unities. In fact, the being-Jewish of every Jew in
a hostile society which persecutes and insults them, and opensitself to them only to
reject them again, cannot be the only relation between theindividual Jew and the anti-
semitic, racist society which surrounds him; itisthisrelationin sofar asitislived by
every Jew in hisdirect or indirect relations with all the other Jews, and in so far asit
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congtitutes him, through them all, as Other and threatens him in and through the
Others. To the extent that, for the conscious, lucid Jew, being-Jewish (which is his
statute for non-Jews) isinteriorised as his responsibility in relation to all other Jews
and his being-in-danger, out there, owing to some possible carelessness caused by
Otherswho mean nothing to him, over whom he has no power and every one of whom
ishimself like Others (in so far ashe makesthem exist as such in spite of himself), the
Jew, far from being the type common to each separate instance, represents on the
contrary the perpetual being-outside-themselves-in-the-other of the members of this
practico-inert grouping. (I call it this because it exists within societies which have a
non-Jewish majority and because every child even if he subsequently adopts it with
pride and by a deliberate practice—must begin by submitting to his statute.)

Thus, for example, if thereisan outbreak of anti-semitism, and Jewish members of
society are beginning to be accused of “ getting all the best jobs”, then for every Jewish
doctor or teacher or banker, every other banker, doctor or teacher will constitute him
asdispensable (and conversely). Indeed it is easy to see why this should be so: dterity
as everyone's interiorisation of his common-being-outside-himself in the unifying
object can be conceived asthe unity of al only intheform of common-being-outside-
onesdlf-in-the-other. Thisisbecausetotalisation as an organised formof social relations
actually presupposes (in the abstract and in extreme cases, of course) an original
synthetic praxis whose aim is the human production of unity asits objectification in
and through men. This totalisation—which will be described bel ow—comes to men
through themselves. But the totality of the gathering is only the passive action of a
practico-inert object on adispersal. The limitation of the gathering to these particular
individualsisonly an accidental negation (since, in principle, asidentities, their number
is not determined). Transformation into a totality is never the aim of a praxis; it
reveasitself in sofar asmen’srelationsare governed by object-relations, that isto say,
in so far as it comes to them as a practico-inert structure whose sealed exteriority is
reveaded astheinteriority of real relations. Onthisbasis, and inthe context of exigency
as an objectivity to be realised, plurality becomes unity, alterity becomes my own
spontaneity in the Other and that of everyone in me, and the reciprocity of flights (as
a pseudo-reciprocity) becomes a human relation of reciprocity. | have taken the
simple and unimportant example of the passengers on the bus only in order to show
seria structure asthe being of themost ordinary, everyday gatherings: asafundamental
constitution of sociality, thisstructure doesin fact tend to be neglected by sociologists.
Marxists are aware of it, but they seldom mention it and generally prefer to trace the
difficultiesin the praxis of emancipation and agitation to organised forcesrather than
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to seriality asthe material resistance of gatherings and masses to the action of groups
(and even to the action of practicoinert factors).

If we are to encompass the world of seridlity, if only in one glance, or to note the
importance of its structures and practices—in so far as they ultimately constitute the
foundation of all seriality, even that which aimsto bring man back to the Other through
the organisation of praxis—we must abandon the example we have been using and
consider what occursin adomain wherethisbasic reality disclosesto our investigation
itstrue nature and efficacity. | call thetwo-way relation between amaterial, inorganic,
worked object and amultiplicity which findsits unity of exteriority init collective. It
definesa social object; itisatwo-way relation (fal sereciprocity) becauseit ispossible
not only to conceive theinorganic object asmateriality eroded by serid flight, but also
to conceivethetotalised plurality as materialised outsideitself ascommon exigency in
the object. Conversely, one can start either from material unity as exteriority, moving
towards serial flight as a determinant of the behaviour which marks the social and
material milieu with the original seal of seriality, or from seria unity, defining its
reactions (as the practico-inert unity of a multiplicity) to the common object (that is
to say, the transformations they bring about in the object). Indeed, from this point of
view the false reciprocity between the common object and the totalised multiplicity
can be seen asan interchangeability of two material statutesin the practico-inert field;
but at the same time it must be regarded as a devel oping transformation of every one
of the practico-inert materialities by the Other. In any case, we can now elucidate the
meaning of seria structure and the possibility of applying thisknowledgeto the study
of thedialectical intelligibility of the social.

[.]
The fused group

The group—the equivalence of freedom as necessity and of necessity as
freedom—the scope and limits of any realist dialectic.

Thegenesisof groups

Aswe have seen, the necessity of the group isnot present a priori in agathering. But
we have also seen that through its serial unity (in so far as the negative unity of the
series can, as abstract negation, oppose seridity) the gathering furnishesthe elementary
conditions of the possibility that its members should constitute a group. But this
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remains abstract. Obviously everything would be simpler in atranscendental, idealist
dialectic: the movement of integration by which every organism containsand dominates
itsinorganic pluralitieswould be presented astransforming itself, at thelevel of social
plurality, into an integration of individuals into an organic totality. Thus the group
would function asahyper-organisminrelation toindividual organisms. Thisorganicist
idealism is often to be seen re-emerging as a social model of conservative thought
(under the Restoration, it was opposed to liberal atomism; after 1860, it tried to
dissolve class formations into a national solidarity). But it would be a mistake to
reduce the organicist illusion to therole of areactionary theory. Indeed, it is obvious
that the organic character of the group—its biological unity—reveals itself as a
particular moment of theinvestigation. Aswe approach thethird stage of the dialectical
investigation, we can describe the organic structure asaboveall theillusory, immediate
appearance of the group asit producesitself in and against the practico-inert field.

In two remarkable works® Marc Bloch has shown how, in and even before the
twelfth century, the nobility, the bourgeoisie and the serfs— to mention only these
three classes—existed de facto if not de jure. In our terminology we would describe
them as collectives. But the repeated efforts of rich bourgeois, as individuals, to
integrate themselves into the nobl e class caused this class to close up: it moved from
adefacto statuteto adejure one. Through acommon undertaking, it imposed draconian
conditions on anyone wishing to enter knighthood, with the result that this mediating
i nstituti on between the generations became a sel ective organ. But this also conditioned
the class consciousness of the serfs. Prior to the juridical unification of the nobility,
every serf had regarded his situation as an individual destiny, and lived it as an
ensemble of human relations with a family of landowners, in other words, as an
accident. But by positingitself for itself; the nobility ipso facto constituted serfdom as
ajuridical institution and showed the serfs their interchangeability, their common
impotence and their common interests. This revelation was one of the factors of
peasant revoltsin later centuries.

The point of this example is simply to show how, in the movement of History, an
exploiting class, by tightening its bonds against an enemy and by becoming aware of
itself asaunity of individualsin solidarity, showsthe exploited classestheir material
being asacollective and as apoint of departurefor aconstant effort to establish lived
bonds of solidarity between its members. There is nothing surprising about this: in
thisinert quasi-totality, constantly swept by great movements of counter-finality, the
historical collectivity, the dialectical law, isat work: the constitution of agroup (onthe
basis, of course, of real, material conditions) as an ensemble of solidarities has the
dialectical consequence of making it the negation of therest of the social field, and, as
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aresult, of occasioning, in this field in so far as it is defined as non-grouped, the
conditionsfor an antagonistic grouping (on the basis of scarcity and in divided social
systems).

But the most important point here is that the non-grouped, on the outside, behave
towardsthe group by positing it through their very praxis as an organic totality. Thus
every new collective organisation can find itsarchetypein any other older one, because
praxis as the unification of the practical field objectively tightens the bonds of the
object-group. It is striking that our most elementary patterns of behaviour relate to
external collectivesasif they were organisms. The structure of scandal, for example,
is, for everyone, that of a collective taken as a totality: in a theatre, everyone, in
confronting each speech of ascenewhich hefinds outrageous, isin fact conditioned by
theserial reaction of hisneighbours. Scandal isthe Other astheformulaof aseries. But
as soon as the first manifestations of scandal have occurred (that is to say, the first
acts of someone acting for the Othersin so far asheis Other than himself), they create
the living unity of the audience against the author, simply because the first protester,
through hisunity asanindividual, realisesthisunity for everyoneintranscendence (la
transcendance). Moreover, it will remain aprofound contradiction in everyone, because
this unity isthat of all the Others (including himself) as Others and by an Other: the
protester was not revealing or expressing popular opinion; rather, he was expressing,
in the objective unity of a direct action (shouts, insults, etc.), what still existed for
everyone only asthe opinion of the Others, that isto say, astheir shifting, serial unity.
But once the scandal has been reported and discussed, it becomes, in the eyes of those
who did not witnessit, a synthetic event which gave the audience which saw the play
that night atemporary unity as an organism. Everything becomes clear if we situate
the non-grouped who discover themselves to be a collective through their impotence
in relation to the group which they reveal. To the extent that, through the unity of its
praxis, thegroup determinesthem in their inorganicinertia, they conceiveitsendsand
its unity through the free unifying unity of their own individual praxis and on the
model of the free synthesis which is fundamentally the practical temporalisation of
the organism. Indeed, inthe practical field, all exterior multiplicity becomes, for every
agent, the object of a unifying synthesis (and, as we have already seen, the result of
this synthesis is that the serial structure of gatherings is concealed). But the group
which | unify in the practical field producesitself, asagroup, as aready unified, that
isto say, as structured by aunity which in principle eludes my unification and negates
it (in so far asit is praxis relegating me to impotence). This free active unity which
eludes me appears as the substance of areality of which I myself, in my practical and
perceptual field, have unified only itsmultiplicity asthe pure materiality of appearance;
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or, to put it another way, | do not attribute inertia—which must constitute the real
foundation of the group (asinertiawhich has been transcended and preserved)—to the
active community; on the contrary, it ismy praxiswhich, initsunificatory movement
takes responsibility for it. And the common action, which eludes me, becomes the
reality of thisappearance, that isto say, the practical, synthetic substance, the totality
controlling its parts, entelechy, life; or, at another level of perception and for other
groups, a Gestalt. We shall encounter this naive organicism both as an immediate
relation of theindividual to the group and as an ideal of absolute integration. But we
must reject organicism in every form. The relation of the group, as the determination
of acollective and asaperpetual threat of relapsing into acollective, toitsinertiaasa
multiplicity can never in any way be assimilated to the relation of the organism to the
inorganic substances which composeit.

Butif thereisnodialectical processthrough which the moment of the anti-diaectic
can become by itself amediation between the multiple dialectics of the practical field
and the congtituted dialectic as common praxis, does the emergence of the group
containitsown intelligibility? Following the same method aswe have used so far, we
shall now attempt to find in our investigation the characteristics and moments of a
particular process of grouping from the point of view of the purely critical aim of
determining its rationality. In our investigation we shall therefore have to study
successively the genesis of groups, and the structures of their praxis—in other words,
the dialectical rationality of collective action—and, finally, the group as passion, that
isto say, in so far asit struggles in itself against the practical inertia by which it is
affected.

I will begin with two preliminary observations. First, | have claimed that the inert
gathering with its structure of seriality is the basic type of socidity. But | have not
meant this in a historical sense, and the term “fundamental” here does not imply
temporal priority. Who could claim that collectives come before groups? No oneisin
a position to advance any hypothesis on this subject; or rather—despite the data of
pre-history and ethnography—no such hypothesis has any meaning. Besides, the
constant metamorphosis of gatherings into groups and of groups into gatherings
would makeit quiteimpossibleto know a priori whether aparticular gathering wasa
primary historical reality or whether it was the remains of a group which had been
reabsorbed by thefield of passivity: in either case, only the study of earlier structures
and conditions can answer the question—if anything can. Our reason for positing the
logical anteriority of collectivesis simply that according to what History teaches us,
groups constitute themsel ves as determinations and negations of collectives. In other
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words, they transcend and preserve them. Collectives, on the other hand, even when
they result from the disintegration of active groups, preserve nothing of themselvesas
collectives, except for dead, ossified structures which scarcely conceal the flight of
seriaity. Similarly, the group, whatever it may be, contains in itself its reasons for
relapsing into theinert being of the gathering: thusthe disintegration of agroup, aswe
shall see, hasanapriori intelligibility. But the collective— as such and apart from the
action of the factors we are about to study— contains at most the mere possibility of
asynthetic union of itsmembers. Lastly, regardless of pre-history, theimportant thing
here, in ahistory conditioned by classstruggle, isto explain thetransition of oppressed
classes from the state of being collectives to revolutionary group praxis. This is
particul arly important because such atransition has really occurred in each case.

But having mentioned class relations, | will make a second observation: that it
would be premature to regard these classes as also being groups. In order to determine
the conditions of their intelligibility, | shall, as with collectives, take and discuss
ephemeral, superficial groups, which form and disintegrate rapidly, and approach the
basic groups of society progressively.

The upheava which destroys the collective by the flash of a common praxis
obviously originates in a synthetic, and therefore material, transformation, which
occursin the context of scarcity and of existing structures. For organismswhoserisks
and practical movement, aswell astheir suffering, residein need, the driving-forceis
either danger, at every level of materiality (whether it be hunger, or the bankruptcy
whose meaning is hunger, etc.), or transformations of instrumentality (the exigencies
and scarcity of the tool replacing the scarcity of the immediate object of need; or the
modificationsof thetool, seenintheir ascending signification, asnecessary modifications
of the collective). In other words, without the original tension of need as arelation of
interiority with Nature, therewould be no change; and, conversely, thereisno common
praxis at any level whose regressive or descending signification is not directly or
indirectly related to thisoriginal tension. It must therefore be understood at the outset
that the origin of any restructuration of a collective into agroup is a complex event
which takes place simultaneously at every level of materiality, but istranscended into
organising praxis at the level of serial unity.

But however universal theevent may be, it cannot belived asitsown transcendence
towards the unity of al, unlessits universality is objective for everyone, or unless it
createsin everyone astructure of unifying objectivity. Up to thispoint, in fact—in the
dimension of the collective— the real has defined itself by itsimpossibility. Indeed,
what is called the meaning of realities is precisely the meaning of that which, in
principle, isforbidden. The transformation therefore occurs when impossibility itself
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becomes impossible, or when the synthetic event reveals that the impossibility of
changeisanimpossibility of life.*® Thedirect result of thisisto maketheimpossibility
of change the very object which has to be transcended if lifeisto continue. In other
words, we have cometo avicious circle: the group constitutes itself on the basis of a
need or common danger and definesitself by the common objective which determines
its common praxis. Yet neither common need, nor common praxis, nor common
objectives can define acommunity unlessit makesitself into acommunity by feeling
individual need ascommon need, and by projectingitself, intheinternal unification of
a common integration, towards objectives which it produces as common. Without
famine, this group would not have congtituted itself: but why does it define itself as
common struggle against common need? Why is it that, as sometimes happens,
individuals in a given case do not quarrel over food like dogs? That is the same as
asking how a synthesis can take place when the power of synthetic unity is both
everywhere (inal individualsas afree unification of thefield) and nowhere (inthat it
would be afreetranscendent (transcendante) unification of the plurality of individual
unifications). Indeed, let us not forget that the common object, as the unity of the
multiple outside itself, is above all the producer of seria unity and that it is on the
basi s of thisdouble determination that the anti-dialectical structure of the collectivity,
or alterity, congtitutesitself.

But this last observation may help us. If the object really produces itself as the
bond of alterity between the individuals of a collective, then the serial structure of
multiplicity depends, basically, on the fundamental characteristics of the object itself
and onitsorigina relation with each and all. Thisishow the set of meansof production,
in so far asthey are the property of Others, givesthe proletariat an original structure
of seriaiity because it produces itself as an indefinite ensemble of objects whose
exigencies themselves reflect the demand of the bourgeois class asthe seriality of the
Other. Conversely, however, itis possiblefor theinvestigation to consider the common
objectswhich constitute by themselves, and in the practico-inert field, an approximation
to atotality (asthetotalisation of the multiple by the Other through matter) and to try
to discover whether they too must congtitute the multiple in question as seriality.

Notes

1 Marx has stated thisthought specifically: to act upon the educator, it is necessary
to act upon the factors which condition him. Thus the qualities of external
determination and those of that synthetic, progressive unity which is human
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praxis are found inseparably connected in Marxist thought. Perhaps we should
maintain that wish to transcend the oppositions of externality and internality, of
multiplicity and unity, of analysis and synthesis, of nature and anti-nature, is
actually the most profound theoretical contribution of Marxism. But these are
suggestionsto be devel oped, the mistake would beto think that thetask isan easy
one.

Itisrelatively easy to foresee to what extent every attempt (even that of agroup)
will be posited asaparticular determination at the heart of thetotalizing movement
and thereby will achieve results opposed to those which it sought: thiswill be a
method, atheory, etc. But one can also foresee how its partial aspect will later be
broken down by anew generation and how, within the Marxist philosophy, it will

be integrated in awider totality. To this extent even, one may say that the rising
generations are more capable of knowing (savoir)—at |east formally—what they
are doing than the generations which have preceded us.

Failing to devel op by real investigations, Marxism makesuse of an arrested dialectic.
Indeed, it achievesthetotalization of human activities within ahomogeneous and
infinitely divisible continuum which is nothing other than the“time” of Cartesian
rationalism. Thistemporal environment isnot unduly confining when the problem
is to examine the process of capitalism, because it is exactly that temporality
which capitalist economy produces asthe signification of production, of monetary
circulation, of the redistribution of property, of credit, of “compound interest.”

Thus it can be considered a product of the system. But the description of this
universal container asaphase of socia development isonething and the dialectical

determination of real temporality (that is, of the true relation of men to their past
and their future) isanother. Dialectic asamovement of reality collapsesif timeis
not dialectic; that is, if werefuseto recognize acertain action of the future as such.
It would be too long to study here the dialectical temporality of history. For the
moment, | have wanted only to indicate the difficulties and to formulate the
problem. One must understand that neither men nor their activitiesareintime, but
that time, as a concrete quality of history, is made by men on the basis of their
original temporalization. Marxism caught a glimpse of true temporality when it
criticized and destroyed the bourgeois notion of “progress’—which necessarily
impliesahomogeneous milieu and coordinateswhich would allow usto situate the
point of departure and the point of arrival. But—without ever having said so—
Marxism has renounced these studies and preferred to make use of “progress’

again for itsown benefit.

| add these observations: (1) That this objective truth of the objectified subjective
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must be considered as the only truth of the subjective. Since thelatter exists only
in order to be objectified, it is on the basis of the objectification—that is, on the
realization—that it must be judged in itself and in the world. An action cannot be
judged by the intention behind it. (2) That this truth will allow usto evaluate the
objectified project in thetotal picture. An action, such asit appearsin the light of
contemporary history and of a particular set of circumstances, may be shown to
be ill-fated from the start—for the group which supports it (or for some wider
formation, aclass or afragment of aclass, of which thisgroup formsapart). And
at the sametimeitsunique objective characteristic may revea it to bean enterprise
ingood faith. When one considers an action harmful to the establishing of socialism,
it may be so only inrelation to this particular aim. To characterizeit asharmful can
in no case prejudicewhat the actionisinitself; that is, considered on ancther level
of objectivity and related to particular circumstances and to the conditioning of
the individual environment. People often set up a dangerous distinction: an act
may be objectively blameworthy (by the Party, by the Cominform, etc.) while
remaining subjectively acceptable. A person could be subjectively of good will,
objectively a traitor. This distinction testifies to an advanced disintegration in
Stalinist thought; that is, in voluntaristic idealism. It iseasy to seethat it goesback
to that “ petit bourgeois’ distinction between the good intentions with which “ hell
ispaved,” etc., and their real consegquences. Infact, thegeneral import of theaction
considered and its individual signification are equally objective characteristics
(sincethey areinterpreted within an objectivity), and they both engage subjectivity
(since they are its objectification) whether within the total movement which
discoversit asit isfromthe point of view of the totalization or within aparticular
synthesis. Furthermore, an act has many other levels of truth, and these levels do
not represent adull hierarchy, but a complex movement of contradictions which
are posited and surpassed; for example, the totali zation which appraisesthe act in
its relation to historical praxis and to the conjuncture of circumstances is itself
denounced as an abstract, incomplete totalization (apractical totalization) insofar
asit hasnot turned back to the action to reintegrateit also asauniquely individual
attempt. The condemnation of theinsurgentsat Kronstadt was perhapsinevitable;
it was perhaps the judgment of history on thistragic attempt. But at the sametime
this practical judgment (the only real one) will remain that of an enslaved history
so long as it does not include the free interpretation of the revolt in terms of the
insurgents themselves and of the contradictions of the moment. This free
interpretation, someone may say, isin no way practical since the insurgents, as
well astheir judges, are dead. But that is not true. The historian, by consenting to
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study factsat all levelsof reality, liberates future history. Thisliberation can come
about, asavisible and efficacious action, only within the compass of the general
movement of democratization; but conversely it cannot fail to aocelerate this
movement. (3) In the world of alienation, the historical agent never entirely
recognizes himself in his act. This does not mean that historians should not
recognizehhiminit precisely asan alienated man. However thismay be, alienation
isat the base and at the summit; and the agent never undertakes anything whichis
not the negation of alienation and which doesnot fall back into an alienated world.
But the alienation of the objectified result is not the same as the alienation at the
point of departure. It is the passage from the one to the other which defines the
person.

On exactly this point Engels's thought seems to have wavered. We know the
unfortunate use which he sometimes makes of this idea of a mean. His evident
purpose is to remove from dialectic its a priori character as an unconditioned
force. But then dialectic promptly disappears. It isimpossible to conceive of the
appearance of systematic processes such ascapitalismor colonialismif we consider
the resultants of antagonistic forces to be means. We must understand that
individualsdo not collidelike molecules, but that, upon the basis of given conditions
and divergent and opposed interests, each one understands and surpasses the
project of the other. It is by these surpassings and surpassings of surpassings that
asocia object may be constituted which, taken asawhole, isareality provided
with meaning and something in which nobody can completely recognize himself;
in short, a human work without an author. Means, as Engels and statisticians
conceive of them, suppress the author, but by the same stroke they suppress the
work and its “humanity.” We shall have the opportunity to develop thisideain
Part Two of the Critique.

When | say that the intensity of isolation expresses the degree of massification, |
mean that it does thisin a purely indicative way.

It becomes perfectly rational when the stages of the entire processare reconstructed.
All the same, the conflict between interchangeability and existence (as unique,
lived praxis) must be lived at some level as a scandal ous absurdity.

In so far as heisthe same, heis simply and formally an other.

Marc Bloch, Feudal Society, two volumes (1939-40). Englishtrandationby L. A.
Manyon, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1961. [Ed.]

Obvioudly itisnot under athreat of mortal danger that anglersform their association
or old ladies set up a system of swopping books: but these groups, which in any
case respond to somevery real exigenciesand whose objective meaning relatesto
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the total situation, are superstructures, or, in other words, groups which are
constituted in the general, permanent regroupment activity of collectives (class
structures, classagainst class, national and international organisations, etc.). From
the moment that the stage of the dialectical regroupment of dialectics has been
reached, totalising activity itself becomesafactor, amilieu and areason for secondary
groups. They are its living determination and therefore its negation; but, at the
sametime, they confineit entirely withinitself, and their dia ectical conflictstake
place through it and by it. In thisway, aswe saw in The Problem of Method, it is
possible to study them either horizontally (and empirically) in so far as they
determinethemselvesin amilieuin which the group structureisalready objectively
given, or vertically in so far as each of them in its concrete richness expresses the
whole of human materiality and the whole historical process. Thus | need only
concern myself here with the fundamental fact of grouping as the conquest or
reconquest of the collective by praxis.
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